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ABSTRACT

This thesis is about an investigation of how children with philosophical

experience use philosophical discussion as a way of doing research. A Lawrence

Stenhouse description of 'research' as "systematic and sustained enquiry made

public" (Bridges 1996, p. 2) served as my starting point for what to count as

'research'. As an interpretive case story of children participating in research as

co-researchers, this research is about how 1 engaged in an after-school Discussion

Research Group ~earch project with seventeen volunteer students from my

Philosophy for Children classes. Our c<rresearch was a methodological experiment

in merging genres of research (Anderson, 1989) in which we adapted and

combined Philosophy for Children and qualitative research techniques in a

philosophical exploration of philosophical discussion. Bringing together the

children's philosophical eXPertise and my interest in the use of qualitative research

methodologies, 1explored how and whether 'to do philosophy' is 'to do research' .

Using an open and systematic inquiry approach, 1 answer the dissertation

research question in three ways: by demonstration, by surfacing philosophical

inquiry research acts and by conceptual investigation. In a set of c<rresearching

stories, 1 use document and verbatim transcnbed data obtained from audio and

video tapes of forty-eight c<rresearch sessions to demonstrate the c<rresearcher

children at work using their own voices. Using these data 1 surface philosophical

inquiry research aets by identifying philosophieal inquiry 'moves' the children use

in the research context. And 1 present a conceptual investigation of research roles as

a way of answering how the philosophical work the children c<rresearchers do can

he seen as 'doing research' .

This investigation offers a textured portrayal of children using philosophical

discussion as a way of doing research. It presents their work as a complex and

comprehensive account of 'philosophical discussion'. It uses childrent s verbatim

data to surface the philosophical in research thereby supporting my assertion that ta

do philosophy is to do research. Il presents a conceptual refinement of a variety of

research roles. And it presents a viable example of how philosophical and

qualitative research Methodologies can work together for mutual benefit.
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RÉsUMÉ

Cette thèse rend compte d'une investigation de la façon dont des enfants

expérimentés en discussion philosophique utilisent cette démarche comme façon de

faire de la recherche. Une description de Stenhouse présentant la ~recherche'

comme ~'une étude systématique et suivie rendue publique" (Bridges 1996, p. 2)

me sert de base pour reconna1tre ce qui mérite le nom de recherche. Comme histoire

interprétative d'un cas d'enfants participant à une recherche à titre de co-chercheurs,

cette recherche rapporte comment je me suis engagée dans le projet parascolaire de

co-recherche, le Groupe de Recherche Discussion, avec dix-sept élèves volontaires

provenant de mes classes de Philosophie pour enfants. Au plan méthodologique,

notre recherche expérimentait la fusion de genres de recherche (Anderson, 1989);

nous y avons adapté et combiné des techniques de Philosophie pour enfants et des

techniques qualitatives lors d'une exploration philosophique de la discussion

philosophique. Regroupant rexpertise philosophique des enfants et mon intérêt

pour le recours à des méthodes de recherche qualitative, j'ai exploré si et comment

~faire de la philosophie' c'est ~faire de la recherche' .

Selon une approche ouverte et systématique, je réponds à la question de

recherche de cette dissertation de trois façons, par une démonstration, en faisant

émerger les gestes de recherche de type investigation philosophique et par un

examen conceptuel. Dans un jeu d'histoires de co-recherche, je m'appuie sur une

transcription littérale des données d'enregistrements audio et vidéo de quarante-huit

sessions de façon à montrer les enfants co-chercheurs au travail et à les laisser

parler eux-mêmes. En utilisant ces données, j'amène à la surface les gestes de

recherche de type investigation philosophique en identifiant les manœuvres

d'examen philosophique que les enfants utilisent dans ce contexte de recherche. Et

je m'adonne à un examen conceptuel des rôles en recherche pour indiquer comment

le travail philosophique des enfants co-chercl1eurs peut stappeler ~faire de la

recherche' .

Cette investigation offre une illustration articulée d'enfants utilisant la

discussion philosophique comme procédé de recherche. Elle présente leur travail

comme un compte complexe et englobant de la ~discussion philosophique'. Elle

utilise les mots même des enfants pour faire émerger le philosophique que compone
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la recherche et offre ainsi appui à mon affirmation que sfaire de la philosophie',

c'est 'faire de la recherche'. Elle raffine des PerSpeCtives conceptuelles sur un

ensemble de rôles en recherche. Et elle offre un exemple vivant de la façon dont les

méthodologies de recherche philosophique et qualitative peuvent coopérer de façon

mutuellement avantageuse.
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PROLOGUE

Tallcing Bear,?

Hello! Today, 1, Staci, will tell you about a very special bear. Her

name is Cotton Candy and {she} is very intelligent. You might think, "An

intelligent bear, well that's {im}possible!", but my bear is an exception.

She is a stuffed, talldng bear. No, she does not have a tall bunon!

Anyways, let me go on ...

Two years ago, on Oetober twenty-sixth, 1 received a used, grey,

stuffed bear from one of my friends al my birthday party. Later, 1

washed my bear and then, just like that, she started to tall to me! At

that stage, she wasn 't that great at tallcing, so 1 helped her with her

voice. Weil, she was Less than a week otd! Anyways, my bear started

taLking more and more, and now, at two years of age, she has deveLoped

a very selective vocabulary.

Now comes the interesting part! One day, when 1 was at DRG,

we were discussing communication, and 1 brought up the subject of my

bear. Everyone started to laugh, but then Ferrari and 1 ,ot into a

discussion about fils it communication if you are making the voice?"

Anyways, a few sessions later, 1 brought my bear to DRG. Everyone saw

that 1 talked to her, but they could auo see how 1 camed on a

conversation with my bear. 1 guess that some people don 1t think that

having a conversation with a stuffed bear (yourself) is communication,

but it's like you're having a conversation with someone else. Even if

you're just talking to yourself, you are communicating to yourself, and

making thoughts fit into place. ..

Bear, or no bear, 1 nUL believe that tal/dng to yourself is

communication.

[ODIS28193.03.18ThlDRGlCoRIStacif'TaJking Bears?,
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Chapter 1

Introduction

It is important that the process of investigating the world Dot remaiD a
specia1ized activity. Our everyday üves teaeh us sldlls which we use to
observe and retlect on our experieDce. We focus on problems, ask
questions, collect information and analyze and interpret "data." We
aIready "do research" as we Înteract with the everyday world. (Kirby
and McKenna 1989, p. 17)

When children participate in discussions in my Philosophy for Children

classes,1 they "interact with the everyday world", they ''focus on problems, ask

questions, callect infonnation and analyze and interpret 'data"', and they "observe

and œflect" on their experience. Yet we do not usually count that as 'doing

research' and we do not consider children to he 'researcherst. Is it that children do

not do those things very weil? Is it that they ooly 'play' at doing them? And what if

we were talldng not about everyday research, but of qualitative educational

research? Could children contribute to that? Could tbey identify and formulate

œsearch problems and questions? Could tbey design and carry out appropriate

research methods such as conducting interviews, cœating and following interview

schedules, or keeping field notes? Could they make metbodological decisions? And

could they engage in data interpretation?

These were some of the questions 1 wondered before we began. 1 wanted ta

sec what would hapPeD if1 invited my students ("children who cao do philosophy")

to research with me a topic of mutual interest: 'COiscussion for Learning". Would

any he interested in using their existing philosophical abilities for research

•

1 ln my philosophy classes we use the currfcular matenals and pedagogical
methodology associaled wilh the Phllosophy for Children program crealed by
Matthew Upman, Ann Margaret Sharp and associates at the Instftule for the
Advancement of Philosophy for Children (lAPe), Montclair State College, New
Jersey. This program fs specfally designed to provide students trom
Kindergarten 10 Senior Secondary lever with opportunities 10 develop thefr
exfsling philosophical thinkfng abilities. The rnaterfals incfude a philosophical
children's nover known as a ·novel-qua-texr togelher with an instructional
teacher's manuel; and the pedagogical methodology involves the creation of a
classroom ·community of inquiry".

5
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purposes, 1 wondered; and would they be interested in researching the topic 1

proposed?

My objective for tbis research was to design a project which would featuœ

bath the people and the pracess - a research project tbat would featuœ

philosophically experienced children (as CCH'eSearCbers) using the process of

philosophical discussion to investigate our mutual experience of that process.

When designing the co-research project, in keeping with a notion of

~researcht as ~exploration', 1 decided to IUle out nothing in advance. That iSt 1

assumed my co-researchers ta he capable of acting as researcbers and 1 set out to

include many elements of qualitative researcb practice (sncb as accounting for wbo

the co-researcbers were by making 'researcher profiles' and researcb interviewing)

until such time as our work presented contra-indications ta either. Similarly 1 did

not rule out reaching out/rom our class pbilosophy eXPerience - as in our use of

concept mapping whicb was not part of our mutual class pbilosophy practice at the

time.

1.1 The Co-research Project: Description and Objectives

During the 1992-93 schoal year 1 approached my two Grade Six

Philosophy for Children classes to see if1could interest anyone in helping me with

a doctoral research project 1 was planning originally titled, "Discussion for

Leaming: From the Perspective of Student Co-researchers". Having been the

philosophy teacher for Most of these students from their early primary schoal years,

and using a methodology that would involve our engaging in the very activity

which would he the subjectlobject of our research, 1 wanted to research an idea 1

had that ~to do philosophy' is 'to do research' and tbat children wbo can do

philosophy can do research.2

•
2 1 use the phrase -do research- in relation ta children in a way which

corresponds to the Philosophy for Children use of -do phllosophY-. That i s,
just as 1 teke -do philosophY- to mean do soma (nct anyor ail) philosophy, so 1
take -do research- to mean do soma (not any or ail) research. At the same
time, although my use of both tenns ra 'limited' in thra way, 1 also interpret
openly the 'some' in both cases. My interest is rn how children can do both
philosophy and research.

6
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When 1 invited my students to participate, 110ld them 1 needed volunteers to

act as co-researchers with me (as opposed 10 being researched by me) in an after

school research project.3 1explained that 1had in mind to worlc on two ideas al the

same time: Discussion for Leaming and Children as Co-researchers.

"Discussion for Leaming" was the expression 1 devised for use with my

students specifically for purposes of this research. When 1 explained it to my

students, 1said that it referred 10 "our own expcrience of philosophical discussions"

from our philosophy classes and that one of my research project objectives was to

investigate how, together, we would characterize tbat fonn of discussion and how

we learn from iL

When 1 explained "Children as Co-researcbers" 10 my students, 1 told them

that as another co-research project objective, 1 wanted to find out whether children

who cao do philosophy cao do research. Further, 1 told them that 1 assumed their

existing abilities to 'do philosophy' would qualify them to act as 'real' œsearcbers

and tbat together we would do philosophy as a way of doing research about our

own experience of philosophical discussions 10 sec if we could say how we learn

from them.

Seventeen of my philosophy students volunteered to become my

c(rresearchers. We called ourselves "ORO" [Discussion Research Group] and

during 48 bour-and-a-balf sessions from the end of October (1992) ta mid-June

(1993) we investigated our own experiences of philosophical discussion. In this

dissertation 1 tell an 'interpretive case story' of wbat hapPe1led.4

3 When 1 refer ta children doing ·co-research- 1 mean chlldren doing research
wfth one or more adults. The question of whether chfldren who can do
~research with adults can also do research either fndependently or with other
children fndependently of adults is beyond the scope of this dlssertatfon.. Wlth
thls qualification 1 use the phrases -do research- and -do co-research
interchangeably, taking the ·research' in -do research- to mean the 'research'
in ·co-research-•

•
4 For more on how 1 coined the phrase 'nterpretive case story- to characterfze

our co-research, see "An Interpretive Case Story' under 3.2 Characterizing
this Research in Chapter 3.. Methodology Matters..

7
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1.2 Introducing 'Sigma'

While conducting this research, 1 recognized that 1 had at least three

overlapping and interactive researcher identities and in this report 1 distinguish

between tbem using the following conventions: as "1 [Judy]" 1 am my students'

class philosophy teacher; as "1 [Alison]" 1 am a DRO co-researcher; and as "

(Sigma]"S 1am the researcher with overall responsibility for titis research. Keeping

these three researcb identities straight and knowing which one (or ones) were

'active' at any one time was a matter which occasionally produced what 1 refer to as

'Sigma Tensions' in me and these had an impact on research decisions 1 and we

made during the course of our co-researching together.6

As 'Sigma' Co-researcher 1 approached titis project in the same way as 1

[Judy] did the children's philosophy classes where 1 made the assumption that

philosophy is something children can already do by virtue of their ability to use

language. That is, in class philosophy my students would 'do philosophy' by

exploring their ideas about philosophical issues which mattered to them and 1

[Judy] would 'teaeh' them by "surfacing the philosophical"7 in what they said and

did - tbereby teaching them not 'how ta do philosophy' but ratber how sorne of

what they already knew how to do caunts as 'doing philosophy'. SimiIarly, in our

ORO sessions, 1 [Sigma] considered my students ta he capable of 'doing research'

by virtue of their demonstrated ability ta do philosophy such that in ORO sessions

we would 'do research' byexploring our idcas about philosophical issues whicb

mattered to our research; and in that process 1 [Sigma] would 'surface' the research

in the philosophy we were doing.

•

5

6

7

For the story of how 1 adopted the term •Sigma' to reter to my role as adult
co-researcher, see The 'Slgma' Story under 3.4 'Slgma' in
Chapter 3. Methodology Maltera.

For more on this see Sigma Tensions under 3.4 'Sigma' in
Chapter 3. Methodology Mattera.

1 am grateful to research coUeague Michael Chervin for this phrase which he
used in the title of a graduate course he conducted al McGiII University in
1993: ·Surfacing the Philosophlcal in Intercultural. Multicultural and Anti
racisl Approaches to Education·.

8
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1.3 Purposes of Conducting the C~researchProject

This research has both a kinship with and a contribution ta mate to what

Kirby and McKenna refer to as "researching from the margins":

. . . researehing from the margins is based on the commitment to
advancing knowledge through a process of exploration grounded in
the expe,vnce ofpeople who have usruzlly been treated as the objects
of research. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 61, my italics.)

In DRO we too sougbt ta advance knowledge and our exploration process was

grounded in our teacher and student experience as co-researcbers; and tbis is

different from heing treated as the 6objects' of research and therefore "on the

margins of the production of knowledge" (p. 17). However, our CCH'eSeal'Ch also

differs from researching from the margins in that it is more about the researcbing

process itself than it is about reflecting the experience and concems of the

co-researchers as sucb (p. 22) - and therein lies the contnbution it bas to make.

Althougb our co-research is not about (a1though it does not preclude) using

research skills "so they cm he used to examine and publicly name how the

experience of living in the margins affects our lives, our opportunities, the way we

think and act" (p. 62), it is about "demystifying the research process" and about

making research skills available to thase who need them (p. 24). ft is about giving

research voices ta chiIdren and teachers; and it has implications for "how research

skills can enable people ta create knowledge that will describe, explain and help

change the world in which they live" (p. 17). Our e<HeSearching is therefore not

only ua necessary part of" change but is itself"action for cbange" (p. 24).

An over-riding purpose 1bave for telling our e<HeSearching case story is to

demystify its surprises. One surprise might he the very notion that children as

young as eleven or twelve can 6do pbilosophy' . A second might he that they cm do
'research' beyond the quasi research projects they do in scbooL Third, although the

importance of talk for leaming bas been increasingiy recognjzed,8 it can still he

surprising 10 think in terms of particular Idnds of taIk sucb as, for example,

'discussion/or leaming' .9 Fourtb, the cbaracterlzation of &inquiryt as a ldnd of talle

•
8

9

See for example Brinon 1969/1990; Bruner 1983; Edwards and Westgate
1994; Lemke 1990; Phelan 1989; Tannen 1994; Tough 1973; and Tough 1979.

A notable exception (8 the book Ta/king with Children (Reed 1983), written by a
Philosophy for ChUdren teacher educator for a parent audience as a way of
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which is at once 'collaborative' and 'philosophical' may also be surprising. And

fifth is the idea tbat young philosophers can engage in reflective, reflexive and

recursive thinking-about-tbinking and ta1k-about-talk10 - and that as they do 50,

they cao make a contribution to (educational) researcb.

The following purposes bave inspired and guided my work on this project:

1. To describe and demonstrate 'discussion for leaming'- the 'collab

orative philosophical inquiry' form of discussion whicb cbaracterizes the

Philosophy for Children 'community of inquiry'; and ta examine the contribution it

cao make to leaming and to research.

2. To do research with young children as co-researchers as a way ta

bonour and put to practical (edueational research) use their complex, subtle and

sophisticated philosophical thinking.

3. To do philosophical research using a qualitative approach by adapting

existing qualitative research practices; and to surface elements of domg

philosophy in doing qualitative research.

4. To contribute to social change and the emancipation of children by

demonsttating how children's philosophical capabilities warrant changes in their

participation in schoal as weil as within and beyond educational research.

•

10

bridglng the 'talk' gap between home and school. Reed offered an analysis of
different types of 'talk' of which the one closest to the one represented by
'discussion for leaming' is lI'f'alk for Olscovery".

For more on refleclive education S88 Calderhead 1989; Henderson 1992:
Pollard and Tann 1987; SchOn 1991; SchOn 1987; and Sieering committee
1991. For more on reflexivity in research, 888 Carr and Kemmis 1986; Eisner
and Peshkin 1990; Hammersley and Atkinson 1983; Lather 1991; Reed 1992b;
and Watson, Burke. and others 1989. And for more about recursive thinking
about-thinklng and talk-about-talk, see Britton 1969/1990; Buchler
1954/1979; Upman 1991b; Upman, Sharp. and others 1980b: Mead
1910/1979; Reed 1983; Reed 1992c; Ryle 1979; and Saw 1980.
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1.4 Research Interest

...the tint three steps in doing research from the margins: identifying
your research interest, identifying your specifie question, and
recording your eoneeptual baggage. (Kirby and MeKenna 1989,
p.44)

In keeping with these three steps, and as a way of beginning to record my

"conceptual baggage",11 in this section 1 identify the "research ÏDterest" out of

which 1 produced the "two ideas" 1 told my students 1 wanted ta investigate

("Discussion for Leaming" and "Children as ~researchers")and which Icd to the

specifie question 1 brought to my students ("What is 'discussion for lcarning' and

how do we leam from it?").

Ideas from Philosophy for Children Teaching Practice

In researching from the margins, your experience guides the way the
research is done and how il is understood: your experience is at the
centre of the research process. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p.45)

My interest in designing and conducting this co-research project arose out

of my Philosophy for Children teaching practice which began in 1981 - after

eighteen years of general elementary school teaehing experience at a variety of

levels. Il was in the carly 1970s during an introduetory course in moral education

with moral philosopher John Wilson, a visiting lecturer from Oxford University,

tbat 1 tirsl became aware of my own capacities for 'doing philosophy'. Not having

studied philosophy formally and pursuing this new interest, 1 wondered wben and

how 1 had lcamed to do philosophy; and this eventually Icd 10 my completing a

Master of Ans in Philosophy of Education for which 1 submitted a thesis titled,

'l'hilosophy for Children" (Kyle 1976). It was not until 1981, five years later and

after training in the IAPC Philosophy for Children pro~ that 1 began to do

•
11 ·Coneeptu.. bailliage ls a record of your thoughts and ideas about the

research question at the beginning and throughout the research process. It is a
process by which you can state your personal assumptions abOut the tapie and
the research process. Recording your conceptual baggage will add another
dimension to the data. one !hat is always present. but rarely acknowfedged. By
making your thoughts and experience explicitly. anottler layer of data [s
revealed for investigation••••a (Kirby and MeKenna 1989. p.32).
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philosophy first with children and larer also with other teacbers and their students.

Then, alter ten years of Philosophy for Children teaching practice with multiple

classes at ail elementary levels, 1began part-time doctoral work as a way of making

sense of that experience and with a view ta making a contribution ta educational

theory and practice.

From my Philosophy for Children teaehing practice 1 brougbt the following

fondamental ideas ta tbis project. One was tbat children can be sophistieated

philosophical thînkers. A second was tbat 'doing pbilosophy' (using the particuJar

form of discussion which is featured in the Philosophy for Children 'community of

inquiry')12 can be a powerful vehicle for leaming - therefore a1so for 'doing

research'? And a third was a concem tbat the strengths of bath children and of

philosophical discussion are seriously underestimated.

''Discussion for LearoiDg"

A discussion is
what you have with your parents

when you've done something wrong.13

My interest in investigating 'discussion' began with growing concems

about how the tenn 'discussion' is understood and used in leaming contexts in and

out of schoal settings. In this section 1 describe tIuee of those concems and how

they led me ta characterize "Discussion for Leaming" as philosophical discussion

when designing this research.

First, the word 'discussion' is used in a variety of ways with meanings

ranging from oral activity (as in almost any kind of talle which occurs between two

or more people) ta the written part of a formai paper. The term 'discussion' is

over-used when it appears in such a widc varidy of contexts that it loses meaning

•

12

13

The methodology associated with Philosophy for Children is implementecl by
building a classroom ·community of inquirY' by meana of philosophical dialogue
and the discussion of issues arising out of the use of the Philosophy for Children
currlcular materials. For more on communtty of inquiry methodlogy see the
following: Daniel 1993; Lago 1990; Upman 1991b: Upman. Sharp. and others
1980b; Morehoule 1993; Peirce 1955; Reed 1992a; Sharp 1987; Sharp 1988.
April; and Sharp 1991.

This was an answer once given by one of my six-year-old students Vlhen 1
asked the children. -what ls a discussion?"

12
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(other than the mjnbnal one of talkinglthinJdngfwriting about - anytbing). It is

under-used when its power for leaming is not involced thereby allowing for so

caIled ~discussions' which amount 10 mere wheel-spinning or opinion excbange.

And ~discussion' is mis-used wben just about anytbing counts as discussion.

In the quotation above, the use of the term 'discussion' represents an over

use ifaIl that occurs in such a ~discussiont is tbat the parents talk to the child about

the misdemeanor. It represents an under-use if the talk does not bave a (eaming

component 10 it - a point tbat is easy to miss because of our tendency ta equate

such ~discussions' with lectures in which there is certainly a leaming intent even

though the (carning may or may not ~take'. And it represents a mis-use if the talle

with the parents œally is (or is perceived 10 be) a lecture - or an opinion

exchange, or any number of other possibilities which pass for ~discussiont but

whicb are not really discussion in any meaningful sense of the ward. Sucb uses of

the tenn ~discussion' are based on an assumption that the mere aet of talking with

athers is sufficient ta count - an assumption wbich fails ta recognize either the

complexity ofthis aetivity, or its 'power' for leaming.14

A second concem was how the tenn 'discussion' cm also refer ta many
different kinds of group~ sorne of which are better tban others for particular

contexts and purposes. For example, debating is often taken ta be a fonn of

discussion although in relation to 'discussion for leaming' it is arguable wbether

debating counts as 'discussion' at ail. For a second example, in curriculum supPOrt

documents for teaehers, "Discussion" is advocated without guidance for good

practice on the assumption that discussion is 50mething tbat everyone already

knows bow to do. And for a third example, in training sessions and worksbopst

time is often provided on the agenda for "Discussion" 50 that participants can bave a

chance to taIk, share experienccs, exchange opinions or express concems. What is

missing in each of these examples is a presentation of 'discussion' as a powerfuI

time for, way of and instrument for leaming. And also missing is a recognition of

the reciprocaI relationship between the content and process aspects of bath

'discussion' and 'leaming'.

•
14 On the complexities of discussion, see Bridges 1979; Edwards and Westgate

1994; Wilson 1972b. p. 45·54. And for more on ils power for leaming, ses
Upman 1991b; Upman. Sharp. and others 1980b; and Siegel 1988.
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And a third concem was that discussion is a complex activity which is ail

too easily talœn for granted as if, Iike breathing, it is something thal everyone cao

do. In edueational settings, discussions can be fonnal or infonnal, disciplined or

free-wheeling, pedagogically powerful or a waste of time. When teachers talk of

'great' discussions which have occurred in their classes, they often mean exchanges

of ideas and opinions in whicb there appeared to be a high level of student

interest.15 On the other band, when students taJk approvingly of in-elass

discussions (conceivably the same ones to which the teachers refer), they say

discussions are 'great' as ways 10 waste class time, as diversions away /rom the

business at band, as ways to keep the teaeher off the tapic and therefore as ways 10

avoid domg 'work'.

"CoUaborative Philosophical Inquiry"

Before approaching my students with "Discussion for Leaming" as a

research topic, 1 asked myself how 1 would characterize 'discussion for leaming'

based on my teacber experience of our class philosophy discussions. The result of

those reflections was my formulation of the expression "Collaborative

Philosophicallnquiry". However, since 1 wanted to sec bow we would cbaracterize

our class philosophy discussions together, at the outselI resolved not to use this

expression witb my co-researchers. In what foUows, continuing to out1ine my

concems in designing this research, 1explain how 1 cbose eacb of the terms of this

expression.

To articulate my perception of important subtle differenccs between
'collaborative pbilosophical inquiry' discussion (for leaming) and other group taIk

in education, 1 begin by critically reflecting on a television program which was

broadcast as part of an academic distance education course on a local educational

television channel (1993.06.28). It featured a smaIl group of three university

teachers talking about art. At ml, based on the following criteria, tbis looked lilœ a

model instance of dialogue and discussion: (a) the participants were talking about

ideas and issues around a common subject (art); (b) tbey were speaking in a very

civilized manner (one at a lime without interrupting); (c) they were listening

attentively and with mutual respect; (d) they wcre asking questions of each other;

• 15 For a case rn pornt see Sola and Bennet 1985, p.99.
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and (e) they weœ adding to what each other said Comparing this 10 what 1 bad in

mind by my ~coIlaborative pbilosophical inquiry' synonym for ~discussion for

leaming' , 1 was able to identify what was missing.

~l"q"iry'. When 1 formulated the ~coUaborative philosophical inquiry'

synonym for ~discussion for leaming', 1 chose the word ~inquiry' in arder to

narrow the field commonly covered by the tenn 'discussion' keeping in mind tbat

the term 'inquiry' cao auo coyer too wide a territory and would need adjectives to

narrow its SCOPe further. It was a first step in my attempt 10 distinguish the kind of

discussion 1had in mind from other fonns ofpeople talking togetber.

~Philo&ol'hical' Inquiry. As a second slep 1 added the adjective

'philosophical' to 'inquiry' as a way of (a) characterizing 'discussion for leaming'

as the kind of discussion in which my co-researchers and 1 engaged in our

Philosopby for Children classes; (b) distinguishing 'discussion for leaming' from

other fonns of inquiry such as scientific or legal inquiry; and (c) to calI attention ta

the activity ofdomg philosophy as distinct from the study ofphilosophy.

~Collaborati"e' Philosophical Inquiry. And third, 1 characterized

'discussion for leaming' as collaborative philosophical inquiry16 to refer ta the

how of the interactions between discussion participants. 1 chose 'collaborative' to

descnbe the ways in which 'discussion for leaming' participants interact when

working to make meaning and to call attention 10 the social attributes which give

this fonn of discussion its power for leaming.

Retuming now to what was missing in the example of the tbree professors

discussing art, 1offer an interpretation of why this was not an example of dialogue

or discussion in the sense of collaborative philosophical inquiry. This interpretation

is an illustration of how 1 used it while tbinking out my notion of ~conaborative

philosophical inquiry' .

Fust, there was little or no sign of inquiry in tbis example. AIl three

participants had a didactic purpose - a specifie point of view 10 'put across' or to

'transmit'. Even though questions were asked, they were Dot posed in an inquiry

•
16 Hereafter 1 use the phrases 'discussion for leaming- (D4L) and 'collaboralive

philosophical inquiry' (CPt) interchangeably to refer to the 'philosophical
discussion' process we were investigating.
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mode - their purpose was rather to elicit each others' (ready-made) points of view.

It was question-and-answer rather than question-leading~more-questions and

the same could he said of their statements. That is, A used B's statements primarily

for piggyback purposes - as a way of bolstering or providing support for bis

own.

Second, although the content of their views may have been in sorne sense

'pbilosophical' (as might he expected when talking about art), the participants were

not engaging in any recognizable process of philosophical investigation. It

resembled more a tbree-way interview in which interviewer A asked questions of

the interviewee, B, in order to find out what B thinks but not 10 do anYthing much

with it. A might challenge B but not to make mutual progress or 10 make new

meaning together.

And third, at fmt it looked as if they were collaborating sincc they were

working on a common project in arder to present a televised session for students on

the subject of art and each was contributing a differing Perspective. However, each

contribution was discrete and indePendent. In terms of collaborative philosophical

inquiry, they were not collaborating at ail.

With regard 10 the point about didactic purpose, it was evident that this

whole exercise was intended to he a theoretical art 'lesson' on distance education

television and it was made ta look like dialogue and discussion. However,

although it was a sort of 'exchange', they were not giving 10 each other and they

were not taking from each other either. They were giving 10 the students 'out there'

in television land in a one-way transmission. It was not even interactive - not

among the professors and not between professors and students. Rather they were

three experts displaying their expertise. Where there was disagreement, there was

also a taeit agreement to disagree as if ta 'display' the diversity of ideas around a

common topie. There was no 'engagement' with the subject matter in any 'critical'

sense and it was as if they were ail 'straight men' for each other. There was no real

exchange and no apparent intent to excbange; and they each seemed satisfied that

there was nothing to 'argue' about since they were ail 'right' in their own ways.

Such 'dialogue' and 'discussion' can he fine if this is the language-game we

ehoose to play. It becomes problematie, bowever, ifwe need il, think il, or believe

it to he something else. And it becomes problematie in the extreme when reputed
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critical pedagogues like Ira Shor and Paulo Freire (Shor and Freire 1987) not only

advocate 'dialogue' but make it the basis of their b1Jeratoly pedagogy without

problematizjng the œnn in a way that distinguishes sorne forms of dialogue from

others which are not reaIly dialogue in the sense intcnded at all.17

By contrast, the concept of a 'good discussion' which underlies my inœrest

and concem in 'discussion' issues bath conceptually and in practiœ began ta be

influenced by John Wilson's analysis of "the discussion-form" in Practical

Methods in Moral Education cw-tlson 1972b, pp. 45-54). And since 1980, the

interpretation of a good philosophical discussion tbat bas guided my work in

Philosopby for Children bas been the following:

A good discussion ocçurs in any subject when the net result or
outcome of the discussion is discemed as marking a definite progr~ss

as contrasted with the conditions tbat existed wben the episode began.
Perhaps it is a progress in understanding; perbaps it is progress in
arriving at sorne kind of consensus; perbaps it is progress only in the
sense of fonnulating the problem - but in any case, tbere is a sense
of forward movement having taken place. Something bas been
accomplished; a group product bas been acbieved. (Lipman, Sbarp,
and others 1980b, p. 111, my emphasis)

It is tbis form of discussion that formed the basis of this research. And, with the

help of my c~researchers, my œsearch inœrest bas been ta add 10 tbis

characterlzation of what counts as 'philosopbical discussion' .

"Children as Co-researchers"

Research from the margins is not research OD people from the
margins but researcb by, lor, and with them. (Kirby and McKenna
1989, p. 28)

My use of the tenIl 'research' in my invitation to my students to work with

me as 'co-researchers' was a 'research from the margins' political acta That is, it

was to engage in research with my philosophically experienced students (rather

than simply report what they/we had to say about 'discussion for leaming') as a

way of doing research "by, for, and with" a teaeber and children - two groups of

"people from the margins" ofeducational research. Having articulated my concems

regarding 6discussion' and having elaborated on these concems by fonnulating an

• 17 Elsewhere 1 have written more on the probtems assoclated with everyday uses
of the terms 'dialogue' and 'discussion' (Kyle 1994b, pp. 2-16).
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expression which was intended 10 capture wbat 1 lOOk 10 he essential elements of

the particular form of that is cbaracteristic ofPbilosophy for Children community of

inquiry discussions, next 1 elaborate on my interest of doing this research with

children.

ln particular 1 was interested in questions of 'who' counts as researcbers

and 1 was interested in the researchers-as-6instruments' dimension of designing a

research project involving a teaeher and young children as co-researchers. Based

on my experience of doing philosophy with young children, 1 bad become

convinced that if there were diffeœnces between aduits and cbildren in terms of

abilities to think philosopbically, they were differences attributable 10 cbildren's

shorter life and language experience than they were to any inabilities 10 think

abstractly. By 'doing philosophy' with 'aetual leamers' (cbildren) in ways that

would also count as 'doing research' in an edueationaI research project, 1 wanted 10

explore the close conceptual relationships between 'doing philosophy' and 'doing

research' . In particular, 1wondered about extending the relatively recent recognition

of 'teaehers-as-researcbers' 10 'cbildren-as-researchers' (or at least as

'co-researchers') by engaging in research that was about teachers and students (-as

leamerslresearchers) together - teacbers and students as co-researchers. Since

the mie ofcbildren in research is usually limited to tbat of researcb 'subjects' in the

sense ofresearched, 1 wanted to see ifthey could he research 'subjects' in the sense

of researchers. And tinally 1 wanted to work with cbildren as co-researchers as a

way of according studeots researcher 'voices' oot ooly in their own education, but

aIso in edueationaI research. Thus, by extending 'researcher' status beyond

'teaeber-as-researcber' to 'teaeber and cbildren as co-researchers' , 1 wanted to sec if

teacher and children could he knowledge co-producers rather titan transmïtter and

receivers of knowledge respectively.
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1.5 Dissertation Research Question and Rationale

In lœeping with Kirby and MeKenna's tbree steps of researcbing from the

margins as cited in 1.3 above, baving identified my research interest and having

begun ta record my 'conceptual baggage', in this section first 1 take the step of

"identifying [the] specifie question" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p.44). 1 refer ta

this question as the 'dissertation œsearch question' in order to distinguish it from

'the c~research question' which 1 brought ta my Discussion Research Group

co-researchers. Second 1 inttoduce the IDBAS-INQUIRY interpretive framework 1
fonnulated while working with the data. And tbird, using the IDEAS-INQUIRY

framewor1c, 1 identify the tbree inter-related "Leading Ideas" of this dissertation.

Identifying the Dissertation Research Question

This dissertation is in answer ta the following research question:

How do children who are experienced in doing

philosophy use philosophical discussion as a way of

doing research?

The children to whom the question refers are eleven and twelve years old

and they are experienced in doing pbi1osophy by virtue of tbeir participation in tbeir

school's Philosophy for Children program. They do philosophy with their

philosophy teacher in an after-school research project in which, drawing on their

experience of discussion in and out of class philosophy,18 they use philosophical

discussion as a way to investigate the aHeSea1'Ch question 1 put 10 tbem: What is

'discussion for leaming' and how do we lcam from it?

The dissertation research question is in keeping with the original œsearch

idea 1 wanted to investigate (whether and how 'to do philosophy' is 'to do

research') and also with the two ideas 1 told my c(He8e8lChers that 1 wanted ta

• 18 'Class philosophy' is the expression we used only in l:R3 to refer to the
philosophy we did together in our regular Philosophy for Children classes.

19



•

•

•

investigate ('Discussion for Leamïng' and ~Children as Co-researchers'). In

answer ta this question my principal inlerest has been in our DRO characterization

of "philosophical discussion" and in interpreting whether and how phiIosophical

discussion cao serve as "a way of doing research".

IDEAS-INQUIRY: An Interpretive Framework

Like doing philosophy, doing research is a matter of content as weIl as of

process, of IDEAS as well as of INQUIR.Y. Here 1 explain the IDEAS-INQUIRY

interpretive framework 1 fonnulated whüe selecting data for use in demonstrating

how we used philosophical discussion ('collaborative philosophical inquiry' [CPIl)

as a way of doing research into ~discussion for leaming' (D4L]).

In fonnulating the expression '1DEAS-INQUIRY" 1 began with Harry F.
Wolcott's identification of "ideas" and "inquiry procedures" in qualitative study as

"dual facets joined in complementary opposition, much Iike two sides of a coin".

Lamenting that "sometimes these facets...become hopelessly separated", he

continued as follows:

. .. once we recognize that ideas and procedures are forever joined
- mat they really are two sides of the same coin - then tbeir
complementary features offer alternative ways to approach qualitative
study by variouslyemphasizing one dimension or the other (Wolcott
1992, p. 6, author's italics).

Wolcott's coin analogy with its dicbotomous reference to "two sides" is problematic

however, because he still refers to the coin's two "sides" as different and separate

and bis use of a coin analogy also implies that the relationship between the twO

sides is static.

Two sides of a coin cannat "come up" together; on each toss, one
side must prevail. Similarly, researchers assign priority either ta ideas
or to methodological approaches when addressing a new problem.
One must begin somewhere (Wolcott 1992, p.6).

By contrast, aIse using a coin analogy, Matthew Lipman bas pointed out that, ~1t is

the coin as a whole that has purchasing power, not just one side or the other

(Lipman 1992, p. 4, my italics).

Ta avoid such a separation of ~'sides", in our case story in which the

process is the content, 1 settled on the expression ~IDEAS-INQUlRY' ta express not
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only the complementarity but a1so the inseparability of the IDEAS we were

researcbing ('discussion for leaming') and our INQUIRY procedures ('collaborative

philosophica1 inquiry'). In tbis expression, 1 use the term 'IDBAS' ta refer ta the

'content' or what we researched (the ideas we discussed and the theory we

generated); 1use the lerm 'INQUIRY' to refer to the 'process' (how we researcbed,

discussed, generated theory); and 1 use the symbol '-' 10 represent the complex,

dynamic, interdependent and interactive relationsbip between these two "facets". It

is a relationsbip wbich does permit ail "sides" of the coin to "come up" 10gether

while al the same tinte allowing us to pay attention to one side while still keeping

the other in view and tbis without necessarily assigning "priority" to either.

The 'IDEAS-INQUIRY' framework conveys bow the 'content' [IDEAS] was

the 'product' [-] of the 'process' [INQUlRY]. That is, in order ta researcb D4UCPI

(content) we engaged in D4UCPI (pracess) such that, a1though distinguishable

from each other, the 'what' [IDEAS] and the 'how' [INQUlRY] were products of

eacb other. And finally, 1 settled on the IDEAS-INQUIRY framework ta express the

WHAT-HOW of our D4UCPI research because it is more suggestive of 'doing

philosophy' as a way of 'doing research' than either "CONTENT-PROCESS" or

"THEORY-PRAcrIœ". The terms 'IDEAS' and 'INQUlRY' better identify our

co-researching enterprise with bath 'philosophy' and 'research' and as such my

formulation of tbis expression is weil suited for use in a variety of seUings - not

only ones (such as Philosophy for Children) which are explicitly philosophical.

"Discussion for Leaming?" The research question 1 brought to my

cCKeSearchers ("What is discussion for learning and bow do we leam from it?")

represents 'what' we were researching - that is, the content or IDEAS dimension

of our œsearch; and 'Discussion for leaming' is the phrase 1 fonnulated for use

with them to refer 10 the specific form of discussion which is a hallmark of

Philosophy for Cbildren communities of inquiry. Inspired by the link between

language and leaming as drawn in the literature of Language Across the

Curriculum and Whole Language (Bames, Britton, and others 1969/1990; Britton

1970) in which it is argued that language is an essential taol for leaming,19 1

adopted the phrase 'discussion for leaming' to represent a particular fonn of

•
19 S8e also Barrow 1982; ChUyer and Gourd 1982; Carson 1988; Corson 1990;

Goodman. Smith. and others 1987; Harsta. Short. and others 1988; Moffett
1976; Newman 1985; and Robertson 1980.
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"language-use" in the sense of being a "language-pme" (Wittgenstein 1953/1972,

p. Se). And since discussion involves the use of language, 1 anticipated tbat there

would be strong links between discussion and learning.

The term ~Ieaming' in discussion for leaming 1 used to refer to general

processes of ~figuring out', 6working out', 'finding out' or 6becoming aware

of . . . .' Unlike a phrase such as ~teaching and leaming' (which suggests that

teaehers teach and leamers leam), in the phrase 6discussionfor learning', 1 linked

'discussion' with 6leaming' using the term for. This is ta suggest a reciprocal

relationship between discussion and leaming such that all participants (ineluding the

teaeher or discussion leader) ~leam' in a discussion for leaming.

"Collaborative Philosophical lnquiryn. The issues 1 wanted ta explore

regarding whether children who can do phüosophical discussion can do research

represent the process [INQUlRY] dimension of this story for it is not just about

content [IDEAS] as it might he if an educational researcher were to look at what my

students and 1 had to say about 6discussion (for leaming), . 1 was interested not ooly

in what we would say about 'discussion (for leaming)' but a1so how our use of

philosophical discussion would constitute 6research' [INQUIRY]. In other words, 1

wanted to do a study which folds back on itself with content and pracess being

intertwined as strands of a single thread.

Three ''Leading Ideas"

From our DRO work 1 have selected three intertwining 6~g Ideas''20

for this dissertation. They are the use of (1) philosophieal discussion (2) as a way

to do research (3) with children as ~researchers.

Letldin. Idetl 1: Pldlo,ophictll discu,sion. With regard to the tirst

wding Idea, ta portray the kind of discussion that is characteristie of class

philosophy sessions, 1 have selected data from our conceptual work [IOEAS] on

'discussion for leaming' - the ~researchtopie 1 brought to my students and one

•
20 -Leadlng Ideas· Is the term used rn Phil080phy for Children practice for the

ideas identified by members of a ·community of inqurry' after a collective
readrng of the novel-qua-text and which form the basis of a class philosophy
rnqulry.
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of two synonyms for 'pbiIosophical discussion' which 1 coined for use with my

students in this project.

Because of time and space constraints, in selecting this fmt idea as a

principal area of inœrest for this dissertation, 1 made a decision to focus primarily

on our conceptual work regarding the /irat part of the question 1 put ta my

ccrœsearchers (What counts as 'philosophical discussion'. . .) and ta deal only

indirectly with the second part (... and how do we leam from it?) - even

though in our DRO investigation we gave full treatment ta both. To represent tbis

decision, in the dissertation text 1 recast the 'discussion for leaming' sYDonym for

philosophical discussion by writing it this way: "discussion (for leaming)" or

"D(4L)".

utlding ldBtI 2: Pldlo,ophictll di,cu"ion 1.1, 1.1 wtly 10 do

re,etlrch. With regard to the second Leading Idea, to portray the kind of research

that is characteristic of 'philosophical discussion as a way of doing research', 1

have selected data from our conceptual work (IDEAS] on 'collaborative

philosopbical inquiry' - the other synonym 1 fonnulated for 'philosopbical

discussion' . Althougb Ioriginally intended this synonym for my own use only, in

practice we did pay a great deal of attention 10 it in our conceptual work on what

counts as discussion (for leaming).

In selecting tbis Leading Idea as a second principal area of interest for this

dissertation, in addition to our conceptual work (IDEAS] with regard to whether and

how 'discussion (for leaming) is 'collaborative', 'philosophical' or 'inquiry', 1 also

paid particular attention to methodological [INQUlRY] issues regarding how we use

philosophical discussion to do research. Here too, in view of time and space

limitations 1 deaI ooly indirectly with the links between 'research' and 'leaming'

reserving these for more extensive treatment in a later document.

Taking our own DRO inquiry as a case in point, to characterize

philosopbical discussion as a way of doing research in general terms, from the

outset 1 thought of our process [INQUlRY] as an uploratory way ta do 'research'

with the cCHeSearChers participating as 'explorers'.

A researcher needs the skiIls of an explorer: good eyes, good ears, a
clear mind and a vision of the land to be explored. (Kirby and
McKenna 1989, p.43)
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To engage in this kind of researeh as co-researcher/explorers we would need the

skills of good philosophical eyes and ears, clear minds and our own visions of the

philosophical 'land' 10 be explored. 1 favoured 'exploration' to descnbe our ORO

investigating of 'philosophical discussion as a way of doing research' for the

following reasons: (a> to portray the tentative, searcbing, first-tîme way in which

we conducted our inquiry; (h) because of how 'exploration' characterizes both the

content and the process of our story; (c) to suggest seeking, search - research;

(d) to anticipate 'findings' that would be neither exhaustive or conclusive (while at

the same time aiming 10 make them as comprehensive as possible); and (e) to

suggest 'going beyond' in a way which is cbaracteristic of both philosophical

discussion and research.

Also in the early stages but in more specific tenns, wbat 1bad in mind wben

1 used the tenu 'researcb' in relation to 'philosopbical discussion' was the ratber

broad and generic category of qualitative research since 1 was interested in fineling

qualitative alternatives to the reliance on quantitative œsearch Methodologies then in

use in Philosophy forChildren research.21 As we progressed, 1 came to see and te

cbaracterize this research more specifically in relation to the qualitative research
traditions of "grounded theory" (Strauss 1987), "research from the margins" (Kirby

and McKenna 1989), "educative research" (Gitlin, Siegel, and others 1989/1993)

and "philosophic" qualitative research (Maykut and Marehouse 1994).

Leading ldell 3: Children III Co-researchers. With regard to the

third Leading Idea, "Cbildren as Co-researchers", the second idea 1 told my

students 1 wanted to investigate in the ccrresearch project, 1 decided to place the

children both figuratively and literally al the center of this project. When 1 decided

to investigate wbether and bow 'to do philosophy is to do researcb', the children

with whom 1 worked on a regular basis and whom 1 considered 10 have the

philosophical capabilities 1had in mind, were an obvious choice for co-researchers.

These children contributed to this researcb by providing a 'case in point' of the use

philosophical discussion as a way to do researcb; and their involvement in this

• 21 See 2.5 Philosophy for Children Research Context ln Chapter 2. Sftuatlng the
Case Story.
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project as co-researchers is what makes this research 'educativet in the

emancipatory sense (Gitlin, Siegel~ and others 1989/1993).22

1.6 'Answering' the Dissertation Research Question

Researcblng from the margiDs is a continuous process that begins
with a concem tbat is rooted in experience. The research pracess
consists of planning to gather infonnatioD, actually gatbering it and
making sense of it; concurrendy the researcber engages in a pracess
of seif-retlection as one of the participants in the pracess of creating
knowledge. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p,44, autbors' emphasis)

In section 1.3 above 1 accounted for how 1 began this research with

concems "rooted in experience"; and in section 1.4 1 identified the dissertation

research question and rationale. Now, to account for bow 1planned, carried out and

made sense of our DRO work while "concurrently" engaging "in a pracess of self

reflection as one of the participants in the pracess of creating knowledge", in this

section 1outline how l 'answer' the dissertation research question in the following

chapters and stories. Fust 1 describe and comment on the "open and systematic

approach" 1 have taken to 'answeringt the question; second 1 provide an overview

of the three parts and six chapters of the dissertation; and third, 1 preview the three

different ways in which l 'answert the research question.

An Open and Systematic Approach

When my students resPQnd POsitively to 'doing philosophy' relative to other

work they do in school, they often say that what they like about it is that ''there are

no right answers". However, aware that this cao lead to a ''that's my opinion" form

of relativism~1 ask them if this means that any answer will do. Then 1 suggest that

perhaps instead of saying that there are "no right answers" we should say tbat theœ

is '110 single right answer". This 'ups the ante~ by requiring a search for multiple

possible and plausible 'answers' with the need to distinguish whicb MaY be better

than others and why.

•
22 For more on what Gillin and others mean by 'educative' research see

'Educative Research' Actors under 4.2 Research Aetors in Chapter 4. Surfacing
Philosophlcal Inquiry Research Aets.

25



•

•

Cbildren of the ages of my co-researchers are very inteœsted in making,

having and even feeling very strongly about their own opinions. However, when

someone says, "Weil that's my opinion", 1 calI this a "discussion braker" painting

out that when someone says that, they put the brakes on any fonn of dialogue or

discussion from that point on. If they then respond that they have ''the right to their

opinions"t 1 ask if that necessarily means that "their opinions are right". At the same

time, as a way of endorsing their interest in thinldng for themselves by developing

their own opinions, 1teU them that philosophy is more about maldng opinions than

it is about 'baving' them; and 1 advisc them to put their philosophical energy not

into holding on to opinions that they already have, but rather into keeping an open

mind and systematically revising the opinions they think they have with a "self

corrective"23 view ta having them he the best they cao he. This is consistent with

the open and systematic Philosophy for Children 'community of inquiry'

methodology and it is the approach 1have taken throughout this dissertation.

,Research J. My use of the tenn 'research' is derived from Lawrence

Stenhouse's description of research as "systematic and susta;ned enquiry made

public" as quoted by David Bridges (1996, p.2). In a footnote, Bridges related

this description to two similar earlier ones:

Richard Peters and John White employed a very similar account of the
use of the term research in academic eommunities to refer to
"systematie and sustained enquiry carried out by people weU versed
in sorne form of tbinking in order to answer some specifie type of
question" (peters and White 1969, p. 2). They contrast tbis witb a
broader definition employed by Mace who in bis Psyehology of
Study maintained that "research is, after aU, just 'search', looldng for
answers to questions and for solutions to problems" (Mace 1963).24

In my interpretation of the data from our ORO investigation 1 POrtray our inquiry as

"systematic and sustained"; and its presentation in this dissertation is a fmt phase of

its being "made public". Later, 1 revisit my use of the tenn 'researcb' when 1 retum

to the issues of what counts as 'researcb'.25

•

23

24

25

For more on the Philosophy for Children notion of Iself-corrective' inquiry. SH

'Self-corrective' Research Actors under 4.2 Research Actors ln Chapter 4.
Surfacing Philosophical Inqulry Research Acts.

Stenhouse L. (1980) What counts as research? unpubltshed mimeo. CAfE
Archive, UEA, Norwich as quoted in Bridges, 1996 .1283. p.2.

see 2.4 Why do IResearch' with 'ChUdren'? in Chapter 2. Situating the case
Story and also 5.4 On 'Research' in Chapter 5. Conceptual Investigations.
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Important to note in the descriptions of 'researcb' just given is the empbasis

on inquiry and search as a way of looldng "in order ta answer sorne specific type

of question" or "for answers ta questions and for solutions ta problems".26 The

emphasis is not on the answers and solutions found. This too is consistent with the

Pbilosophy forChildren "self~orrective"approach ta inquiry.

In producing this dissertation version of our case story, 1 bave taken an

approacb of open and systematic inquiry with regard ta the questions 1 raise and

consider wbile at the same time making arguments in favour of pbi1osophical

discussion, of pbilosophica1 discussion as a way of doing educative researcb, and

the recognition ofchildren to contribute to research as co-researcbers. In so doing,

1 bave faced the cballenge of taming a monstrous amount of audio and video-tape

data by using the qualitative researcb approach of 'listening to the data' and

identifying in those data important elements of the story they teU. Many of those

elements 1 worked on individually and in a self-contained manner anticipating that

they could he arranged and re-arranged differendy as 1 continued üstening ta the

data and continuing to malee decisions about bow and where to feature which parts

of the story. This bas been and continues to he an on-going process such that, like a

stop-action photograph, wbat is finally captured in the dissertation document is

necessarily representative of moments of transition in an inquiry that bas many

dimensions and could continue in a variety of directions. In the interpretive process

of presenting the dissertation in its present fonn, 1 bave made countless choices and

decisions many of which may weU he arguable but eacb of whicb bas bad its own

justification.27

It is therefore in keeping with the philosophical practiœ of a Philosophy for

Children community of inquiry that at the end of the dissertation l 'anive' al

"tentative conclusions" - that is at a 'stopping place' rather than a 'final

destination'. As in a class pbi1osophy session the success of which is infonnally

judged by the "Leave them wanting more" mantra of the Philosophy for Children

pedagogical approach, 50 1 will judge the success of this dissertation account of our

•
26

27

The noUon of philosophical inqufry in tenns of a "quesf' fs one 1 recall first
befng suggested to me by Gérard Potyfn. Upon reflection thfs is not a surprising
fnterpretation given the root -quesr in words such as -(nquesf and -question'.

For a more detailed accounting of the decfs(ons actually made, Data Selection
under Stodes: Introduction (n Part Two: Co-researchlng Stodes.
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research enterprise by wbether and bow its systematic open-ness inspires furtber

inquiry.

Three Ways of 'Answering'
the Dissertation Research Question

Next 1 preview bow 1 write in answer ta the dissertation researcb question

in three differenl ways: by demonstration, by surfacing pbilosopbical inquiry

research acts and by conceptuaI investigation. In the extensive by demonstration

way of answering the c~research question (as presented in Part Two:

C~researching Stories), 1 bave interpretively selected data and provided Sigma

commentary as a way of featuring the co-researcbers al work using their own

voices. The by sur/acin, answer (as presented in Cbapter 4. Surfacing

Philosophical Inquiry Research Acts) and the by conceptual investigation answer

(as presented in Chapter S. Conceptual Investigations) are my Sigma ways of

answering the dissertation research question by citing data from the

C~researching Stories (in Chapter 4) and by retlecting on our work on this

project in philosophical terms (in Chapter S)•

By demonstration. At the center of this dissertation is a demonstration of

how seventeen young children and their philosopby teacher used a 'coUaborative

philosophical inquiry' (or 'discussion for leaming') form of discussion to explore

how this form of discussion resembles or differs from other fonns of group talle

and also how we learn from il. As sucb it is aIso contains a demonstration of how

young children who are experienced in tbis form of discussion (and tbeir teacher)

act as c~research 'subjects' in the sense of research agents as they use their

philosophical discussion expertise as way of doing (qualitative) research.

My decision to answer the dissertation researcb question by demonstration

was intluenced by a point made by Anselm Strauss in the book Qualitative

Analysis for Social Scientists (Strauss 1987), a book that 1 was using as an

Uobject-to-think-with" (Papert 1980, p. Il) in my efforts to "drink out" (Ryle

1949) how what we were domg could COllOt as 'research'. Strauss described bis

book as a "bandbook of sortslt for researcbers-in-training in which he

demonstrated a particular style of qualitative analysis (Ugrounded theory") thrOUgh

the use of extensive verbatim transeript examples taken from his experience of
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teacbing undergraduate student researchers how to do tbis style of research and he

explained bis rationale for doing so this way:

... how qualitative analysis is actually done is made vivid by sbowing
through illustration various researcbers working together as teaebers,
leamers, and researcb teammates. The realities of doing analysis 
wbether one does it as a solo researcher or is fortunate enough to have
working colleagues - are particularly difficult to convey, except by
showing researchers al work. (Sb'aUSS 1987, p. m, author's italics)

Just as the realities of doing analysis are ''particularly difficult to convey", so are

those of doing philosophy - not to mention doing philosophy as a way of doing

research.While reading this book 1 was repeated1y surprised by difficulties Strauss

reported that bis students had while leaming how to do this form of research 

difficulties wbich were not problematic for my philosophically nurtured students.28

The demonstration part of my thesis argument is not presented as a

demonstration of "how qualitative analysis is actually done" [MY itaIics] but rather

of how 'discussion for leaming' was "aetually done" by young children and their

philosophy teacher as a way of doing qualitative philosophical researcb. My use of

the Strauss reference as a publisbed example of what counts as 'doing research',

and my demonstration of my young c<>-I'Csearchers al work exercising the very

''research skills" that Strauss put high on the list of bow to teaeh (undergraduate)

student researchers to do research, constitute one part of my argument that my

young co-researchers were indeed engaged in 'doing research' .

By 'sur/acing'. My second way of answering the dissertation research

question is by surfacing philosophical inquiry researcb acts in the demonstration

presented in the Co-researching Stories. My decision to answer the dissertation

research question by sur/acin, is the current result of my search for a way to

answer the dissertation research question direcdy and in its own tenns and was

influenced by Michael Chervin's use of the term 'surfacing' as cited in 1.2 above.

When 1 asked Michael to explain the origin of that term, in an email message he

replied that according ta bis memory, it actually ail started with the tille be had

selected for a graduate course be bad taugbt at McGill: ''What made me use the

"surfacing" word or imageT9
, he wrote, "Likely that it beckoned an active process

of investigating; and that despite wbat might 'seem' 10 be, there may actually be

something more!t9 (M. Chervin, personal communication, June 10, 2(00)•

• 28 See the co-researchers at work in Part Two: Co-researchlng Storles.
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To make the by sur/acing argument, 1 identified a selection of class

pbilosophy 'inquiry moves' which 1 recognized to he in use by the co-researcbers

in our DRG discussions and, with refeœnce ta relevant literature from a variety of

sources, 1 linked these 10 research inquiry moves as identified by others, tbereby

'surfacing' philosophical discussion 'inquiry moves' as 'researcb acts'.

By conceptual investigation. As someone who does philosophy with

children 1 am very familiar with the surprise and skepticism whicb abounds

regarding whether philosophy is rea1ly something that children can do. From the

beginning of this project, therefore, 1bave been very attentive 10 the probability that

similar issues would surface with regard to whether research is something children

can do. 1 expccted the expression 'children as co-researchers' to al the very least

raise a few eyebrows and so throughout the process of doing this research, 1 have

worked on this and related issues in conceptual tenns. In what sense could 1 argue

that this is "œal" 'researcb' the children were doing, as 1 put it 10 them in my

invitation to them? Were they 'co-researchers' by virtue simply of accompanying

me, an academic researcber? Or might there alsa he further conceptual grounds for

my claim? What counts as a 'researcher' anyway? And does the 'co-' in

c~research signify simply with or does it imply more than that?

In answer to questions such as those, 1carried out conceptual investigations

of my own before, during and after the researeh with the children - up to and

including the writing of the dissenation. For example, before the research began, 1

wrote two comprehensive examination papers in which 1 explored these issues.

During the time period tbat we were conducting our ORO co-research, 1 compiled

and reflected on an annotated bibliography on 'cooperative' and 'collaborative'

leaming. And 1 watehed and Iistened to my case-in-point c~researcbers. ACter

completing the 'fieldwork' with the children, while warking with the ORO data, 1

also went back to two anteeedent research projects and used those to reconstruct

and fine-tune my conceptual understanding of a nomber of concepts related to what

it is to do 'research'. And at different points during the writing of the dissertation, 1

continued these conceptual investigations as 1 worked on putting tbese ideas into

writing.

In carrying out these conceptual investigations 1 was influenced by the

conceptual analysis techniques which were part of my own introduction to what it is

to do philosophy (Wilson 1963/1987). At the same time, however, 1 was also
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intluenced by the eategorization work that is a feature of some fonns of qualitative

research (Kirby and McKenna 1989; Maykut and Morehouse 1994; Strauss 1987).

Thus, in answering the research question by conceptual investigation, 1 combined

pbilosophical and qualitative research techniques as 1 œt1ected on the meaning of

the pbilosophicaJ/empirical work we did in our Discussion Research Group.

1.7 Dissertation Overview

This dissertation is presented in three Pans and consists of six Chapters.and

a series of Co-researching Stories featuring the cc>-researchers at work.

PART ONE

INTRODUCING THE CASE STORY

In the two chapters of Part One 1 introduce and situate our Discussion

Research Group co-researching 'case story'.

In this first chapter, Cltapter 1. Introduction, 1 provide a general

introduction to the dissertation by describing the Discussion Co-research Project

and identifying its objectives; by outlining my four reasons for wanting to conduct

this research; by accounting for the concems arising out of my teaehing practice that

led ta the design of this research; by identifying the dissertation research question

and setting out the principal areas of investigation; and by explaining and

previewing the approach 1take to 'answering' the dissertation research question.

In Chapter 2. Situating the Case Story, 1 provide acontext for this

research by traeing how 1 became interested in the idea of using philosophical

discussion as a way of doing research; by identifying the origin of the research

ideas; by painting to Iiterature sources that provided the starting points for thinking

about the issues in relation to the tbree Principal areas of investigation; by

elaborating further on my interest in doing 'research' with 'children'; by

summarizing the relevant Philosophy for Cbildren literature 10 which this research

seeks to make a contribution; and by providing three summary descriptions of other

instances of children doing research.
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PARTTWO

CO-RESEARCHING STORIES

In Part Two: Ctrresearching Stories, as a way of signalling its central

importance, 1 present the case story in six chapter-Iength sets of co-researching

stories preceded by an Introduction and encling with an Epilogue and a summative

Conclusion.

Stories: Introduction

Stories 1: Starting Up

Stories 2: Philosophical "Blossoming"

Stories 3: Discussion as 'Communication'

Stories 4: Living and Leaming

Stories 5: Making 'Inquiry' Progress

Stories 6: Collaborating Cooperatively

Stories: Epilogue

Stories: Conclusion

Beginning with Stories 1 and ending with Stories: Epilogue, ail forty-eight

sessions are accounted for al least once in chronological order and in varying

degrees of detail.

PARTTHREE

DOING PHILOSOPHICAL EDUCATIVE RESEARCR

1 the four chapters of Part Tbree, with referenœ to the Co-researching

Stories, relevant literature and the two "antecedent research" projects which

preceded and intluenced the design of this one, 1 provide additional information,

explanations and interpretations pertaining to our work in the Ctrresearching

Stories untiI 1 land at a 'Tentative Conclusions' stopping place in Chapter 6.

In Cbapter 3. Methodology Matters, after the extensive presentation

of the co-researchers al work in Part Two, 1 take up methodological issues by

accounting for the design and arrangements of a research environment in which

children cm engage in snch co-research. In the six sections of Ibis chapter, first 1
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coDSider and make a decision about whether or not to account for our metbodology;

second, 1 explain my description of this research as an 'interpretive case story' and

1 itemi7.e eleven of its 'qualitativefmterpretive' characteristics; third, 1 provide a

research biography of the pracess of obtaining authorization to concluct this

research; fourtb, 1 expand on the 'Sigma' aspects of my mie as adult researcher in

this project; fifth, 1identify and elaborate on live categories of 'sampling' used; and

sixtb, 1 outline some of the ways 1 had of worldng with the data.

ln Chapter 4. SurfaciDg Pbilosopbical Inquiry Research Acts, 1

answer the dissertation œsearch question a second way when, witb reference ta

relevant literature on how ta do both philosophy and qualitative research, 1 surface

the 'research acts' in the philosophical 'inquiry moves' tbat children with

philosophical expcrience make when working in a researcb context In the five

sections of this cbapter, first 1 present an overview of philosophical

inquiry/research acts in eacb of the six sets of Co-researching Stories; and in the

remaining four sections 1 group the research aets into the following categories:

Research Actors, Idea Building Research Acts, Philosophical Interviewing

Research Acts and Advancing the Inquiry Research Actors. In eacb category, with

reference to relevant literature, 1 identify research acts and then illustrate them using

data extraets from the Co-researching Stories.

In Chapter S. Conceptual Investigations, answering the dissertation

question a third way - on a pbilosophical meta-Ievel this time - 1explain how, by

reflecting on this researcb, 1 came to conceptual terms with my claim that children

can act as 'co-researcbers'. In the fllSt of tbree sections, 1interpret the 'c~research

participation' of the DRO co-researcbers by revisited the researcb mies of the

various participants in the two antecedent projects in order to come to tenns with

wbat ta count as 'co-research participation'. In the second section, again with

reference ta the two anteeedent research projects, 1build further on my interpretation

of 'co-research participation' by re-interpreting notions of 'research collaboration'

in the light of my work with my co-researchers on this projecL And in the third

section, with reference to Ludwig Wittgenstein's duck-rabbit theory of "aspect

seeing" 1 argue tbat the 'pbilosophical discussion the children use in this project

can he seen as a way to do 'researcb' .

Finally, in Cbapter 6. 'Tentative Conclusions' , 1 bring the

dissertation to its 'stopping place' by reflecting on its research questions and on the
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œsearcb dcmonstration process; by identifying resean:b achievements of the

dissertation and the Discussion Researcb Group project; by suggesting perspectives

for furtber researcb; and by considcring possible implications of this researcb.

1.8 ImpUcadODS and Significance

The value of the research, alter ail, depends not on some platomc
measure of wonb but on ils value for appropriate audiences. (Strauss
1987, p.301)

As a demonstration of a project whicb features the voices of YOUDg cbildren

in the service of educational researcb, our Co-researching Stories are intended for

language-users of aU ages in the entire edueational community within its larger

social context. As researcb staries by, for and about young philosophy students and

their teacher researching together their own leaming through discussion, they are

not only for educators and their students, they are not especially for parents, and

they are not primarily for educational POlicy-makers. They are - at once - for ail.

In its broadest interpretation, this is a study which bas implications for

participants' leaming from and with each other in educational settings and in a

variety of 'everyday' settings sucb as familles, work places, community groups and

other social groupings in society al large. It also bas implications for participants'

leaming from and with themselves as each intemalizes the process of dialogjc

discussion by engaging in (spoken and/or written) collaborative philosophical

inquiry with oneself- a point brougbt out by my young co-researcbers.29 And it

bas implications for "policy-making" in a wiele sense since, as Fincb has pointed

out, ''policy is made not only by govemments but al many other levels, including

individual schools and classrooms, wbere it is made and remade in the course of

daily practice" (Finch 1988, p. 18S)•

• 29 See especially Sessions 9 and 10 ln Part Two: Co-researchfng Staffes.
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Audience constituencies. To identify "appropriate audiences" for tbis

research 1began by retlecting on its relevance for beneficiaries (Fmch 1988) whom

1 grouped arbitrarily into five interactive and overlapping ~constituencies'30:

(1) Home and Scbool Constituencies of students and teachers, students' familles,

and in-school adrninistrators; (2) Teachers' Union and School Board

Constituencies of union officiais and school board consultants, officers and elected

commissioners; (3) University Constituencies of teaehers-in-ttaining, teacher

educators and edueational researchers; (4) Govemment Constituencies of members

of the Ministry of Education and advisory bodies such as the Quebec Superior

Council of Edueation; and (S) Society Constituencies of media joumalists, members

of business and labour communities and research funding agencies.

These audience constituencies are interactive yet distanced from each other.

They overlap and are interconnected since members of one may he members of

others. AlI will have been students; many MaY he parents; and there is an important

sense in whicb education is and ought to he everyone's business. In addition, ail

will have had eXPerience with discussion and leaming in sorne form or another

(although not necessarily with ~discussion for leaming'). Despite ail their

interconnections, however, these audiences are also distanced from each other.

Students and teachers in elementary schools seldom bave meaningfu1 contacts with

their counterparts in secondary scbools or other edueational institutions. Teacbers

often feel distanced from administrators, teacher edueators and educational

researchers - not to mention members ofgovemmental ministries of education and

even society al large. Parents too often feel distanced from the activities in their own

children's scbools and schoal boards. And members of other audiences are

metaphorically distanced from each other by virtue of their physical distance from

~~e classroom" - other than as occasional spectators.

•

30 1use the term 'constituency to refer to any group of people in an identifiable
category wlthout using the diminutive ·sub-constltuency' and 1 underfine the
point that none of thase constituencles stand alone. The term 'constltuency' is
useful here more for its connotation of -. part that Is needed to form a whole
than for ita political connotations although the latter are not denied. 1take the
different constltuencies (and their sub-constituencies) ta be components of the
whole community which the education system ia intended to seNe as weil as
the people who seNe wlthin that system.
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Social change agents. Our Co-researching Stories give political voice to

cbildœn and teacbers and this bas social change implications for members of ail

otherconstituencies (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 158). Union and school board

constituents, for example, having been cbiIdren themselves, heing or having been

teaehers themselve5, perhaps having children of their own DOW, and having

children's best edueational interests al heart, have an opportunity through our

researcb ta reflect on how the co-researchers are leaming by engaging together in

exploratory research about matters which are interesting and important not only 10

them but a1so to the wider community.
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Chapter2

Situating the Case Story

In keeping with qualitative research practice, next 1 set a context for our case

story by situating il in a variety of ways. In 2.1 Doing Philosophy as A Way of

Doing Research, 1 trace the beginniog ofmy interest in the idea of &'merging" doing

philosophy and doing (qualitative) research. In 2.2 Origin of the Research ldeas, 1

situale our story in relation to the teaehing and research experience with Philosophy

for Children which led to my undertaking this research. In 2.3 Literature Startïng

Points, with reference to wbat have now emerged as the three Leading ldeas of the

dissertation, 1 outline the literature which 1 considered ta be relevant from the

outset. In 2.4 Wby do &Research' with &Children', 1 elaborate on my rationale for

wanting to do &research' with &children'. In 2.5 Philosophy for Children Researcb

Context, 1 oudine the research context to whicb this research makes a contnbution

paying particular attention to studies which were just beginning to report the use of

qualitative research methodologies. And in 2.6 Instances of Children Doing

Researcb, 1 set the stage for our Co-researching Stories in relation to tbree

different instances ofchildren doing research.

2.1 Doing PhUosophy as A Way ofDoing Research

When 1 first began to think in terms of &using philosophical discussiont as

&a way of doing research' t it was partly in response to a caIl for uconceptual

sophistication" in qualitative social research in the introduction to a critical

ethnography literature l'eview article by Gary Anderson (1989).

Merging genres. In bis article Anderson wrote about how the &~que genre

of researcb...mown as &critical etbnography'" was produced by the merging of

uinterpretivist movements in antbropology and sociology" with uneo-Marxist and

feminist theory". He altributed this in part to a udialectic" between ethnographers

who were viewed by critical theorists as &~ atbeoœtical and neutral in their
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approach to researcb" on the one band. and critical theorists who were viewed by

ethnographers as 'iao theory driven and biased in their œsearch" on the otber

(Anderson 1989. p.249).

This metbodological and tbeoretical debate in the field of education
parallels a reassessment of dominant ideas and methodologies under
way in the social sciences and humanities. Geenz's (1983) phrase
"blurred genres" cbaracterlzes the tluid bonowing that bas occurred
across disciplines, bringing with it new perspectives and new debates in
educational research. (Anderson 1989, p. 249)

Need for conceptual sophistication. Anderson also noted tbat "research

methods tied ta the assumptions of a positivism borrowed from the natural sciences

are increasingly viewed as incapable of providing conceptually sophistieated

accounts of social reality" and that "what characterizes the present postpositivist

world of the social sciences is a continued attaek on positivism with no single

clearly conceived alternative" (pp. 249-50).

Within disciplines and fields generally, broad paradigms and grand
tbeories are increasingly found lacking in tbeir ability to provide
guidance in asting and answering persistent and seemingly intractable
social questions. In periods when grand theories are in disarray,
attention tums to epistemological issues and modes of representatioD.
(Anderson 1989, p.250)

Anderson quoted Marcos and Fisher (1986) as baving said that, 'The most

interesting tbeoretical debates in a number of fields have shifted from the level of

substantive theoretical issues ta the level of method, ta problems of epistemology,

interpretatioD, and discursive forms of representation themselves" (p. 9). And he

concluded bis introduction by saying that, "the current situation, a1tbough chaotic.

is aIso full of opportunity. Cunent theoœtical and metbodological dissatisfaction

has led to a resurgence of interest in intellectual traditions such as phenomenology,

hermeneutics, feminism, and Marxism" and tbat critical ethnography represents

U one of the many methodologjcal experiments that have grown out of the ferment"

(Anderson 1989, p.250).

Absence of reference to philosophy. Conspicuous by its absence in

Andersont s account of the merging of researcb genres, is any rejerence ta

philosophy even though he made ftequent referencc ta terms and ideas 8SSOCiated

with doing philosophy such as "dialectic", ''theoreticaltt• "conceptually sophistieated

accounts", "asking and answering persistent and seemingly intraetable social

questions"t "epistemological issues and modes of œpresentation", "theoretical
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debates", "substantive theoretical issues" and ~'problems of epistemology,

interpretation, and discursive forms of representation" (Anderson 1989,

pp. 249-250). Recognition of the importance ofdomg philosophy as part of what il

is to do research is difficult to find despite the identifiable presence of philosophy

''here ail around" as 1rememher Ferrari, one ofmy young~hers, putting il

once. In my original formulation of this research for funding purposes, 1 wrote

about tbis phenomenon saying tbat after many years of doing philosophy with

young children, while reading language-across-tbe-cuniculum literature, 1 was

surprised to note theœ too the absence of any œference eitber ta philosophy or to

the explicit exercise ofchildren's pbilosophical abilities:

Noticeable in the same [Ianguage-across-the-curriculum] Iiterature,
however, are many philosophical moments: some celebrated (although
not for wbat they real1y are), some considered to be serendipitous by
products and others al1 too often missed entirely. Absence of any
reference to pbilosophy need not Mean that the leaming tbat occurs
through language is without a philosophical dimension, however; it
may jusl mean that it is so implicit as to go UDDoticed. (Kyle 1991)

The same cao he said for curriculum documents prepared for practising teaehers of

compulsory programs in English language arts (Gouvernement du Québec 1983a)

and moral education (Gouvernement du Québec 1991). It is not that philosophy is

absent; but rather tbat the importance of its presence is not recognized in any way

that would favour its use ta best advantage.31 Not ta sec the philosophical

dimensions of inquiry as 'philosophy' wherever they occur is to miss opportunities

to invoke explicit use of IDEAS and INQUIRY procedures which are important (if not

defining) attributes of doing philosophy.

For a more recent example, consider a statement made in a Québec Ministry

of Education policy document on '~UcatiODai Integration and Intercultural

Education". Under the heading of "Helping students 8Chieve greater proficiency in

French", the document states that,

Many [students at the conege level], in bath the regular sector and
continuing education. lack the advanced language skills necessary, for
example, to argue a philosophical point on a question of ethics or to
analyze a poem. (Gouvernement du Québec 1998, p. 14).

• 31 The same can be said of the Most recent school retorm document: The Qudbec
Education Program (Preliminary Version, Oetober 1999).
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Judging by the way distinctions are made, issues are raised and principles are

elaborared in tbis document, it is evident tbat philosophical senstbilities came into

play in its preparation. Again it is not tbat pbüosophy is absent; it is ratber that it

resides between the lines.

The statement just cited makes the assomption that what is needed to argue a

philosophical point is "advanced language skilIs". In response 1 would argue tbat

a1though "advanced" language skills may he necessary 10 argue a philosopbical

point, they are not sufficient. Thal is, to argue a philosophical point on a question

of ethics...is not only a matter of "advanced" language skills but also requires a
sense of what it is to ~do philosophy' . Nowbere in this d(v:lJmeut which deaIs with

"transmitting shared democratic cultural values" and wbich values "dialogue" is

there any reference ta the contribution pbilosophy can mate ta this enterprise.

By contrast, my assumption tbat my students could engage in research was

based on my recognition tbat tbey had a /ceen sense of wbat it is to do philosophy.

In addition, my assumption tbat their ability to do philosophy would enable tbem to

do research was based on my recognition of the philosophy tbat ~resides between

the lines' of doing (qualitative) research. So il was tbat 1 came to wonder if tbere
migbt he a reciprocal reIationsbip between ~doing pbilosophy' and ~doing researcb'.

And it was wbüe we were engaged in our DRO fieldwork tbat 1 began ta perœive

our worlc as a ~'med1odological experiment" in the "merging" of tbeoœtical and

methodological stnmgtbs (Anderson 1989, p. 250) of philosophical and qualitative

research into a more explicit theotetical and metbodo1ogical role for philosophy in

qualitative research [PbQLR] - a mie whicb would feamre the interactive

IDEAS-INQUIRY relationsbip and he weD-suited ta conducting research into

educarional matters arising in, from and beyond Philosophy for Children. Our

Co-researching Stories, thercfore, represent a "metbodological experiment" of

putting mto practiœ an explicit IOle for ~doing pbilosophy' as a way of ~doing

œsearch' by merging elements such as ~coDœptnal analysis questioning' and

'self-corrective inquiry' (from philosophy and Philosophy for CliIdren) with

&reflexive' and ~edueative' elements (from qualitative reseatCh).
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2.2 Orïgîn of the Research Ideas

... creators of new information must outline why a panicular method
has been chosen to study the particular research question (tbis is the
process by which the researcher aceounts for herlhis persona!
experience tbat led to the research undertaking). The researcher
should Dot shy away from the experience heing studied - the more
familiar with the experience the researcher ÎS. the better potential
understanding of it shelhe will have. (Kirby and McKenna 1989.
p.44)

In this section 1 trace the origins of the research ideas for tbis project to the

following: to my decades of Philosophy for Children teaching pr8Ctice during

which 1 have seen children engage in the forms of philosophical ~dialogue· and

~discussion' that characterize the Philosophy for Children 'community of inquiry'

methodology; to my work on two earlier research projects which led me to begin to

see the 'community of inquiry' pracess as a research pracess, and the possibilities

of children participating in that pracess as research agents; ta the two research
proposaIs that led ta the present study; and to my readings and writings.

The Philosophy for Children 'Community of Inquiry'

My choice to investigate dialogue and discussion as bath a research method

and research subject is derived from notions of ~dialogue', 'discussion' and

'inquiry' that are gjven full CUlTÎcular play in the Philosophy for Childœn

pedagogical methodology referœd ta as the 'community of inquiry'.32 In this
section 1 summarize Lipman's explanations of the origin of the phrase 'community

of inquiry' and how participants intemalize the pracess of community of inquiry

discussions - a pracess which cultivates philosophical reflection.

Origin ofthe phrase 'community ofinquiry'

Lipman bas credited the origin of the phrase "community of inquiry" to the

writings of Cbarles S. Peirce (Buchler 1955).

•
32 see especlaUy the followlng: Gazzard 1998; Upman 1988c; Upman 1991 b;

Upman and Sharp 1978; Upman. Sharp, and othera 1980b: Matthews 1984;
Reed 1983; Reed 1992c; and Sharp 1987.
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This phrase. presumably coined by Charles Sauciers Peirce, WIW
originally restricted to the practitioners of scientific inquiry. ail of
whom could be considered ta fonn a community in that tbey were
similarly dedicated ta the use of like procedures in pursuit of identical
goals. (peirce 1955)

According to Lipman, the adoption of the community of inquiry as a methodology

for Philosophy for Children was a1so inspired by the work of John Dewey (Dewey

1938/1960; Dewey 1938/1972) and Lev Vygotsky (1934/1986; 1978).

Since Peirce. bowever. the phrase bas been broadened to include any
kind of inquiry, whetber scientific or nonscientific. Tbus we can now
speak of "converting the classroom into a cOIDIDunity of inquiry" in
wbich students listen to one anotber witb respect, build on one
another' s ideas, cballenge one another to supply reasons for otberwise
UDsupported opinions. assist each other in drawing inferences from
what has been said, and seek to identify one another's assumptions.
(Lipman 1991b, p. IS..16)

'Community'. Lipman bas also traced the notion of 'community' in the

Pbilosophy for Children community of inquiry pedagogical methodology ta an
article by G. H. Mead tint published in 1910 (Mead 1910/1979).33 in whicb Mead

offered a critique of "the fallacy" of '-me division of labor" between the school

(which was assigned "the business of storing the mind with ideas, bath materials

and methods...") on the one side, and on the other, the home, the industry or

profession, the playground. street and society in general (which bad "the task of

organizing and socializing the self ta which these materials and methods belong").

Lipman endorsed Mead's call "ta admit the child's personality as a wbole into the

schoor' and he saw the establishment of a community of inquiry in the classroom as

bath a place and a way for "the social impulses of the cbild [to1become the graund

of the leaming process" (Lipman 1979, May, p. 23).

'Inquiry' and inte17Ullized dialogue. And witb regard to 'inquiry', noting

that Mead had worked out a theory of thinking as intemalized SPeeCh a generation

before Vygotsky, Lipman summarized tbat theory as follows:

• 33

Human conversation. discussion. dialogue - these are the matrix of
thought and reasoning. When we speak to others. we a1so listen to
ourselves the way those others might Iisten to us: we adopt their
attitudes towards our own verbal expressions. By talâng into ourselves
the poSSIble attitudes of others towards our own symbolic expressioDS.
we introject or intemalize the entire community of persons with whom
we communicate. This intemalized forum therefore replicates in

ln an introduction to a reprint of that article. Upman summarized Mead's
thinking as ft relates to community of inquiry pedagogy (Upman 1979, May).
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thought the social eommunity of symbolie behavior or diseourse.
(Lipman 19799MaY9 p. 23)

Tbeexpœssion 'community of inquiry'34 refers tberefore 10 a 'community'

of individuals engaging in 'inquiry' together using a process of 'dialogue'.35

... eommunities of inquiry are ebaracterized by dialogue tbat is
disciplined by logie. One must reason in order to follow wbat is going
on in them. . .. Wben the elassroom bas been eonverted into a
community of inquiry, the moves tbat ue made in order to follow the
argument wbere it leads are 10gica1 moves, and it is for this reason that
Dewey correcdy identifies logic with the methodology of inquiry
(Dewey 1938119609 p. 5). As a community of inquiry proceeds with
its deliberations, every move engenden some new requiredness. The
discovery of a piece of evidence throws Iight on the nature of the
further evidence tbat is DOW needed. The disclosure of a claim makes
il necessary to disclose the reasODS for that claim. The making of an
inference compels the participants to explore wbat was being assumed
or taken for granted that led 10 the selection of that particular
inference. A contention that severa! things are different demands that
the question be raised of bow they are to be distinguished. Bach move
sets up a train of countering or supporting moves. As subsidiary issues
are settled, the community's sense of direction is eoDÎmned and
elarified, and the inquïry proceeds with renewed vigor. (Lipman
1991b, p.236-7)

According to Lipman, as weil as serving the community as a group, this dialogical

process cao also be "intemalized" by individual community members.

A dialogue that tries to confonn to logic9 it moves forward indirectly
Iike a boat taeking into the win~ but in the process its progress comes
to resemble that of thinlâng itself. Consequently, wben this process is
intemalized or introjected by the participants, they come 10 think in
moves that resemble its procedures. They come to think as the process
thînks. (Lipman 1991b, p. 15-16)

After 50 many years of Philosophy for Cbildren 'community of inquiry'

practice, 1 was inteœsted in finding ways ta take the children's philosophical

thinking beyond the classroom as the sole or primary venue for 'community of

inquiry' thinking and putting it 10 work for an educational 'research' community

context seemed to me to be a promising way to do that.

•
34

3S

Il should be noted that although the phrase 'Community of Inquiry' is usecl by
Philosophy for Children theorelicians and practltfoners; lt is not usually usecI
by or with children.

ln Thlnldng in Education, (Chapter 14: Thlnldng ln Community, pp. 229-243)
Upman made a detailed anatYIll of the dlfferences between the concept of
'dialogue' and related concepts by drawing on the wOrk of others ln this area
(Upman 1991b).
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Philosophy for Children agenda ofeducational reform

Lipman's pedagogy of the ~communityof inquiry' is radica1ly emancipatory

in spirit if oot yet evident enough in practiœ for he seeks oothing short of a

wholesale reformation of both education and pbilosophy in a way which

reconstructs the concept ofcbildren as thinkers and social beings. From the outset,

Lipman recognized tbat be could not Mean 'philosopby' in any traditional sense:

To be sure, when 1 advocated philosophy in the scbools, 1 was not
ta1king about the traditional academic philosophy taugbt in the
graduate schools of the universities" (Lipman 1991b, p.262)

Rather it would bave to be "a philosophy redesigned and reconstructed so as ta

make it available and acceptable and enticing to children" (p. 262). At the same time

be recognizal that "the pedagogy by which this subject was to he presented would

bave to he just as drastically redesigned as the subject itself" (p. 262).

At least a decade ahead of the œlatively recent recognition of and emphasis

on narrative as a 'way of knowing' , Lipman had alœady settled 00 using ~story' as

the 'material' vehicle for introducing children ta philosopby. However, in

designing the metbodology, be made the distinction between domg philosophy and

leaming philosophy and based the "community of inquiry" pedagogy on the fonner

(p. 263). Thus bis Philosophy for Children program consists of usiog a series of

specially created philosophical novels as a well-spring of philosophical ideas with

which cbildreo are invited to do pbi1osopby foUowing community of inquiry

methodology.

Lipman acknowledged the relatively œœnt emphasis of the teaehing of

'thinking' as an educatîonal goal, stating that this takes the fonn of "critical

thinldng" with little or no acknowledgment of the uspecial connection between

pbilosopby and the teacbing of thinldng or even between philosopby and the

teaching of critical thinking" (Lipman 1991b, p. 263). He attributed this in part to

people's stories of "their own dreadful experieoce with philosophy" or of "the

irrelevance of philosophy insttuctors they have known" (p. 263) and suspected that

these are "merely pretexts". Calling the omission ofphilosophy from the curriculum

a ucolossal gaffe", he then invoked a banking analogy reminiscent of but quite

differeot from that ofFreire:

Our curricular deficits are like our incredible fedent budget deficit 
real avalanches tbat \\le try to malte go away by not tbinking about
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chem. When aU groups are pany ta the budget deficit, none are Iikely
to come forth and offer to make the sacrifices tbat are necessary io
orcier to set matters right, nor is there likely ta he an accounting to
show what brougbt the disaster about 50 it will oot hapPCD again.
Similarly with the curricular deficit: It is likely ta remam and get
worse, becallse every profession that is "in" sees a reappraisal of the
curriculum as uttedy perilous to itself (Lipman 199tb, p. 263).

Not 10 be missed in Lipman's view of the role of philosophy in the

curriculum is the feCiprocal reconstruction bath of philosophy and of the

pedagogical methodology with which it is ~delivered' 10 children. Over time this

relation is not only recursive but also transformative in that those involved in the

'doing' of philosophy with children (bath teachers and children) are transformed by

the experience. It is hardly surprising, then, to find that a spirit of continuai renewal

pervades the community of inquiry literature such that philosophy for children

agents (children, teaehers and teaeber trainers) are constantly searching for ways to

improve the project itself whetber that he by finding (or making) new materials, or

by fmding new methods of worldng with the materials. 1 say it is not surprising

since the community of inquiry pedagogy is reflexive in the Lipman sense of "self

corrective", and it is this feature that makes me tbink that it is well-suited to sorne

aspects of feminist and 'critical pedagogy' projects.

Two Antecedent Research Projects

While teaehing Philosopby for Children, 1 was involved in two research

projects which preceded and inftuenced my work on this project. The first project

was titled, "Philosophy for Children: An Implementation Feasibility Study"

(hereafter "IFS") and the second was the '~cGiB Rcsearch Group into Children's
Philosophical Reasoning" (hereafter "MRG"). As one way of answering the

question, ''Where did the research idea for this come fromT' (Kirby and McKenna

1989, p. 157), and in order to ground our DRG project in its own ~~anteeedent

research", 1 looked back to sec what links, if any, l could trace 10 the formulation of

our DRO research. When 1 did so, 1 was surprised to find that ideas for this study

had been incubating for a long time such that the actual inception of the ideas for the

present research is difficult to pinpoint.

Our DRG researcb design builds on and represents a departure from the

Methodologies of these studies in two conceptuaIly distinct but interactive ways.

FtrSt, it represents a theoretical transition from a quantitative ta a qualitative
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methodological ûamework; and second, in tenns of specifie methodological

practiees, it represents a transition from ~communityof inquiry' practice for its own

sake to the use of important components of tbat practice in a research contexte In

what follows, first 1 provide brief descriptions of tbese IFS and MRG "antecedent

research" projects. Second, 1 tell how, on the basis of our wark on the IFS and

MR.G projects, 1 decided 10 use the term 'research' to refer to our DRG work as a

consequence of transitions 1 made from seeing the 'community of inquiry' as a

classroom practice to seeing it as a way of doing 'research' by virtue of its serving

as both research contat and method. And third, 1 tell how 1 made the decision to

invite my students ta aet as co-researchers with me on the basis of ethical,

epistemological and political considerations arising out of our MRG research.

Project descriptions

IFS -Implementation Feasibility Study, 1985. This fust project was a

study of "the feasibility of offering the Philosophy for Children program (a) ta

young ehildren, and (b) by teaehers who are new to the program and who do not

have a formaI background in Philosophy" (Kyle and Portelli 1985, p.!). Acting

bath as the principal investigator (who collected and analyzed the data), and as the

internai observer (of teaehers and students being initiated to Philosophy for

Children), 1 was interested in exarniniog children's abilities ta 'do philosophy' in

the context of a elassroom community of inquiry. As internai observer, my attention

was on the question of how this counts as 'doiog philosophy' and by extrapolation,

what it is for children and teachers to 'do philosophy' together. The methodological

design of the IFS study was positiviste36 And we cODcluded tbat '~th adequate

concurrent training, it is possible and profitable for teaehers without a fonnal

background in Philosophy ta offer the program ta young students" (Kyle and

Portelli 1985, Abstraet).

MRG - McGili Research Group mto Children's Philosophical Reasoning

(1987-1993). In 1987, together with three aduIt co-researchers, 1 began work on a

•
36 The IFS 'subjecta' were 35 grade four students whose reasoning abilities were

pr. and post-tested using 'objective' multipl.choice written tests the results
of which were statistically analyzed. and we took care ta account for the
absence of control groups. The 'treatment consisted of concurrent philosophy
training for the subjeets' teacher and both were observad by an intemal and an
extemal observer who provided descriptive analyses and evaluatlons of the
Implementation of the program.
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second project into children's philosophical reasoning. This project was an

outgrowth of the earlier IFS project and was foundational ta our DRG research. The

MRG project grew out of my own and another practising elementary schaol

philosophy teacher's everyday Philosophy for Cbildren classroom experience.

Working with the cbairman of the McGill Faculty of Education Department of

Religion and Philosophy and a masters student research assistant from that

department, our objective was to research the complex reasoning which we

recognized to he happening in our classes. In particular, on the basis of bath

experience-based observations and the earlier IFS feasibility study (Kyle and

Portelli 1985), we questioned whether the results of multiple-choice written tests

such as the specially designed New Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills (Shipman

1983) could adequately represent the scope of the philosophical reasoning that our

students were demonstrating in their Philosophy for Children class discussions

(Chervin and Kyle 1993, pp. Il, 12). It was during this research tbat we began 10

recognize and articulate the limitations of quantitative Methodologies for philo

sophical research purposes.

The original research design of the MRG study was alsa PQsitivist.37 We

built on the IFS study by selecting and adapting additional standard research

instruments and at the same lime sought to modify these instruments the better to

'get at' instances of children's philosophical reasoning and 10 cbaracterize young

students' abilities ta 'do philosophy' more completely and in a variety of ways.38

At that point, however, we were still only modifying previous practice rather than

adopting an entirely different methodological perspective. Then, in an unwitting

move towards an even more qualitative approach, we designed our own interview

and classroom observation instruments 10 galber data on more elusive asPeCts of

37 ln the MAG study there were 132 student 'subjects· in six classes in two
schools. They were taught by philosophlcally-tralned teachers and were also
pre- and post-tested - this tlme by uslng thr.. types of data-gathering
instruments: multlple-choice written tests. indlvldual student interviews. and
ln-class observations.

For example. in order to Iudge the adequacy of the pencll and paper test
results, we constructed an interview protocol to examine children's
philosophlcal reasonlng related to thelr responses to seleeted multiple-cholce
questions. While it was a falrly standard interview protocol. It foreshadowed
our transition to qualitative research sinee It was a protocol ln which it was
·our expllcit intention not to Include pre-determined categories of reasoning so
that the data coIlected would enable us to explore chfldren's reasoning in an
open-ended wa'Î (CheNin and Kyle 1993. p.13).
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cbildren's phllosopbical rcasoning. And eventually, in a series of "At

first ... but DOW" insights, we came to recognize the transition we were making

from a positivist to an interpretive approach to researcb. The result was a narrative

"research-story" which cbronicled the graduai but radical transition from a
quantitative, positivist research methodology to one which was interpretive and

therefore more appropriate for our research objectives (Chervin and Kyle 1993, pp.

Il, 12).39

DRG - Discussion ReseaTch Group (1992-1993). The qualitative

methodology of the research design for our DRO research therefore represents a

distinct departure from the positivist assumptions and practices of the carly IFS

study while at the same time being a logical progression from transitions made ta

and in the MRO study. For this DRO study, taking a bold step consistent with

qualitative research methodology, 1decided on an 'emergent' design with respect ta

ail aspects of the research.

Coming to see the 'community of inquiry' as 'research'

IFS. In the fmt study we did Dot see the 'community of inquiry' as a

method of research; rather it was the subject of and at the same time provided the

context for our research into whether teaebers without prior training in philosopby

could implement the Philosopby for Cbildren program successfully wbile

participating in concurrent training seminars. The community of inquiry was the

'subject' of the IFS study in that functioning as a community of inquiry was

identified with what counts as f.doing philosophy'; and it provided the 'context' as

both cbildren and teachers were studied as they interacted within the contextual

dynamics of communities of inquiry in the making. For example, from the fmt

extemal observation report of one of the grade four classes, alter describing and

analyzing the class discussion, Dr. Portelli concluded with the following comments:

One of the major aims of the IAPC program is the formation of a
community of inquirers which, it is believed, cao be best 8Chieved by
doing philosophy with childreD. Lipman, the clirector of the IAPC
(lnstitute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Cbildren) describes
such a community as one that "would involve sbared experience, but
that would necessarily involve common commitment to a method of
inquiry.... it is the method of systematic seif-correction. And such a

•

•
39 Our reference to our research aceaunt as a -research-story" fs the antecedent

to my choice of Co-researchlng Storles to refer to our DRG work in this
accounL
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classroom - one which has been converted mto a community of
inquiry - would find disrespect for persons repugnant. For the
community would draw on the experience of each and make the
resultant meanings available to ail." (Thinking Stills Fostend by
Philosophy for Cbildren", pp. 3-4).40

It seems 10 me tbat i) the participants are gradually fulfilling this aim
and ü) they do understand one of the major roles of philosopby as
viewed by the IAPC program: to encourage discussions and sharing of
ideas on topics and issues of philosophical cbaracter and that interest
students. > > > (cited in Kyle and PorteUi 1985, p. 30)

MRG. In the MRG study into cbildren's philosophical reasoning, building

on the results of the IFS, we decided ta examine the reasoning ofchildren who were

actively involved in communities of inquiry on the assumption that such cbildren

would he more likely to provide instances of philosophical reasoning. It was during

the course of tbis second study that we made the transition from seeing the

'colDlDunity of inquiry' as research subject and contat (IFS) 10 seeing the

'community of inquiry' as researcb tnethod (MRG).

'lnquiry' as 'Research'. The story of how and when 1 decided to refer ta

our DRG work as 'research' began during my collaboration with Michael Chervin

on the research report article which was a result of our McGill Research Group

investigation (Cbervin and Kyle 1993). While writing that article we came to see

that our own MRG 'research' process corresponded closely ta the philosophical

reasoning process we were analyzing in the data. Thal is, we recognized that we

(adult MRG researchers) were doing what the children were doing. In a section

titIed, "From 'Community of Inquiry' ta CoUaborative Inquiry Research" we

described the moment this way: ''While working togetber in this way, we came ta

realize that the research group was functioning in ways which are characteristic of a

'community ofinquiry'" (p. 15, my italics) and to explain wbat we mean~we used

Lipman's own words:

... students Iisten to one another with respect, build on one
another' s' ideas, challenge one another to supply reasons for
otherwise unsupponed opinions. assist each other in drawing
inferences from what bas been said, and seek to identify one another' s
assumptions. A community of inquiry attempts to foUow the inquiry
where it leads rather than heing penned in by the boundary lines of
existing disciplines. (Lipman 1991b, p. 15)

• 40 Portelli's reference ia to a pr.publfcation copy of an article by Matthew
Upman (1985).
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We had gone from being a research 'team' of individual (adult) researchers

contributing varying types and levels ofexpertise to our examination of community

of inquiry issues to heing a smaIl research 'community of inquiry' engaged in

collaborative research activity which closely resembled what the students were

doing in their communities of inquiry. Further we wrote that, "By relating our

research activities to the notion of a 'community of inquiry', we have developed a

notion of 'coUaborative inquiry as aresearch method' the streDgthS ofwhich are the

ways in which it paraIlels the children's philosophical activity as described by

Lipman above" (Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 15, my italics).

After examining this relationship in more detail, we drew six paral1els which

"favour the collaborative and productive exploration of ideas": (a) source materials,

(h) progression, (c) meaning-making, (d) discussion and language-use, (e) time

and (f) procedures.41 And we concluded this section by considering wider

implications of this reaJi7.ation:

Although we have drawn these parallels direcdy out of our work in the
area of children's philosophical reasoning, it is by no means Iimited
to that contexL Not only do we see collaborative inquiry as a research
method as capable of extending beyond this particular context ta a
wide variety of other research settings, but we a1so notice its
convergence witb feminist research methodologies. (Chervin and Kyle
1993, p.16)

Especially important here is that the notion of "coUaborative inquiry as a research

method" which we adult researchers "developed" was direcdy attributable to our

ref1exive observations ofour own 'inquiry' activities as they related to those of the

children - not the other way around. We were seeing our own (adult) 'research'

activities as 'inquiry' in a way which al least "paralleled" the 'community of

inquiry' activities of the children. Realizjng that we were engaged in a research

process which corresponded to what the children were already doing was only part

of the story, however, for it raised ethical, epistemological and political questions

for us regarding who "should he included in (and who should Dot he excluded

trom) domg this research" (Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 28, my italics).

DRG. Our DRO study therefore, both builds on and represents a departure

from its IFS and MRO anteeedent studies. For example, the methodology of the

present DRO study ioto discussion for leaming represents a progression from

• 41 For further elaboration on each of these parallels SH Chervln and Kyle 1993.
pp. 15..16.
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(a) c(H)peration (without collaboration) among research participants (teacbers,

students, teaeher...trainer, observers) in the IFS study; ta (h) collaboration within a

œsearch ~community' of inquiring researchers who were exarnjning phenomena

~outside' of tbat community (i.e. young cbildren's philosophical reasoning) in the

MRG study; to (c) coUaboration within a community of inquiring co-researcbers

(teaeher and students) who were examining our own processes of collaborative

philosophical inquiry (in the ORO case story). Tbus, just as in the MRG study we

were able to say, "From their differing perspectives, aU four researchers made

theoretical contributions to the development of the research method,"42 we can say

the same for the teaeherlstudent co-researchers of the ORG project for whom the

~community of inquiry' was subject, context, and Methode

Coming to see children as research agents

'Research' for social change. The story of how and wben 1 decided 10

make the emancipatory MOye of inviting my young stuclents ta participate in this

'research' as co...researchers began wben Michael and 1 took the above ethical,

epistemological and poütical issues seriously, having come ta our questions

regarding teachers' and children's participation in research from quite different

perspectives. When we began ourMRG research in 1987, Ijoined the project as an

unfunded practising teaeher with relevant interests and experience who was in a

position to provide access to the children 'subjects' of the research. During the

course of the project, and for unrelated reasons, in 1991 1 retumed to academic
work thereby ending a hiatus tbat began when 1 completed my Masters degree in

1976. Mucb had changed, 1 realimJ as l 'discovered' ideologjcal and

methodological edueational literature in such areas as 'qualitative research',

'teaeher...as...researcher research', 'action research', 'feminist researcb', 'research

from the margjns' and 'critical pedagogy'. By contrast, Michael panicipated in the

MRG research as a partly-funded Masters research assistant who was lIery familiar

with such ideological and methodological concems, not only by virtue of bis

academic studies but also through bis volunteer work with local community groups.

Ethical concems. With regard to children's participation in research9

together we wondered how ethical it is to do researeh on children without canying

• 42 ln particular, see section -3.2 Data-gathering Instruments: &Improvements··
(Chervin and Kyle 1993, pp. 22-27).
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out that research with them.43 And, if it is not ethical ta restrict their participation

(e.g. to data collection ooly), then why not include them from the very beginning

when detennining the research focus? Or ifnot that, we wondered, How else cou/d

cbildren participate in a meaningful and practical way? (Chervin and Kyle 1993,

p.29).

Epistemological concerns. This last question began as an epistemological

question wben, during data analysis, we "found ourselves at limes wanling ta ask a

student what she or he meant by a phrase we wcre analyzing" (p. 29).

At first we thougbt tbat widening the frontiers of our collaborative
inquiry would aIlow us to gain furtber knowledge. Soon, as we came
to question the underpinnings of our need for "accurate" knowledge
in this particular sense, we moved beyond our epistemological
concem and transfonned it mto an etbical one. (Cbervin and Kyle
1993, p.29)

In our research report, wc noted that from my Philosophy for Children teacber

perspective, "raising the question of the cbilclren's participation in the research as

both conceivable and etbical [was] an extension of [MY] everyday practicc with

children." 1 "was very familiar with the notion of children directly participating in

the on-going definition of classroom procedures for inquiry for it is part of

'community of inquiry' pedagogy for children ta have a say in setting bath the

conditions and the content for their inquiry" (p. 29). In addition, we noted bow

from Michael's community-based education perspective, he made the assumption

with regard to the cbildren of the researcb, that the people most directly affected by

an issue ought to be those who are central in having a say in defining il, exploring

approacbes to it and acting on it (p. 29).

Political concerns. Further, we reported that our etbical question became

"even more meaningful" when we considered tbat "adequately characterizing

children's philosophical reasoning [was] important to us not only as a purely

academic concem, but also as a political one" (p. 29). We were concemed about

how"children have been denied civil and human rights on the basis of a presumed

deficiency in their reasoning capacity and competence" (p. 29). We were concemed

about how "children's social rights are circumscnDed by virtue of the fact tbat they

are still considered to be generally 'unreasonable' and lacking in adequate reasoning

• 43 For our refleclions regardlng the participation of teachers as researchers in
relation to our MRG project, see Chervln and Kyle 1993. pp. 28-29.
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capacity and competence" (p. 30). And "by reflecting on our own [MRO] research

process, we raise[d] the possibility that "institutionally circumscribing the ways that

the complexity and richness of children's philosophical re8SODÎDg can he œsearched

MaY bave the effect of contributing ta justify the statua quo evaluation of

children's reasoning as, by defmition, "less than that of adults" (p. 30).

At first, we had taken it for granted tbat what partly motivates us in
our research is the bellef that we are contributing to the well-heing of
children. But DOW we recognize that, in our actual research practice,
the panicipating children really were our objects of study
(euphemistically called our uresearch subjects"), and were
functioning as our "sources of data", Dot as our partners in research.
(Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 30)

In the MRG project we addressed that concem by "recursively revising the way we

referred to the children" from "research subjects" at first to Uresearch students"

(p. 30). However, we also recognized that, ''While this migbt indieate a sensitivity

to the issue, it does not solve it", and we went on to ask whether we should be

engaging the children themselves in doiog research sucb as this (p. 30). We

concluded, therefore, that for ethical, political and epistemological reasons, "We

now would no longer exclude children from participating as researcb partners in
future research related to them" (p. 30).

Although these ethical, epistemological and political concems added to my

rationale for inviting my students to act as 'co-researchers' with me in our DRO

project, they did not address the issue of how and whether the work we actually did

should count as 'research'. Nevertheless, on the strcngth of the foregoing, 1

decided to see our work as 'research', to engage in it myself as a university-based

'researcher', and to treat my students as if they were 'co-researchers' - and then

see wbat, if any, limitations we would encounter.
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Researcb Proposais, Readings and Writings

Once 1 had made the decision to pursue doctoral studies, 1 wrote two

successful research proposais the preparation of wbich also influenced the shaping

of this study as did the readings and writings 1had done up to this poinL

Research proposais

Influential in the development of the ideas and methodology for this

research was the thinking that went ioto the preparation of (a) my application for

doctoral fellowship funding, and (h) my doctoral proposai for the present research.

Doctoral Fellowship Application (FCAR 1991). My orilinaI title for this

research was "Language for Leaming and Linguistic Philosophy: Toward a

Philosophy-based Curriculum" (Kyle 1991).44 This proposai was in response ta

how "conspicuous by its absence is any reference eitber ta philosophy or to the

explicit exercise of children's philosophical abilities" in language-based curriculum

literatuœ despite the existence of noticeable philosophical moments in that same

literature. The tide of our DRO research ("Discussion for Leaming") grew out of

"Language for Leaming" tide of the FCAR proposai and our philosophical

orientation continued to he linguistic philosophy. However, as a result of

subsequent doctoral course work, the methodology cbanged and the curriculum

orientation of the project expanded to a broader orientation towards classroom

research.

Doctoral Research Proposai (McGill 1992). Elements of our DRO

research can also he traced ta the doctoral proposai 1 submitted after a year of

preparatory course work and which œflected concerns arising out of my exposure

to the Iiterature on contemporary edueational research issues. Our DRO project is an

outgrowth of my proposai at that lime ta do IIl1an educationaI inquiry which is

collaborative, practical, and action-oriented" and which was to feature lI~e use and

•
44 My stated obJective for this proposed study was -'0 render explicit a number

of common Unguistic Philosophy elements which are implicit in Language fo r
Leaming and School Philosophy with a view 10 elaborating a ·philosophy-based
currlculum-: a languags-based curriculum which makes full use of its
philosophical attributes.·
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adaptation ofmethods from both analytic philosophy and qualitative research". It is

consistent with that proposai's overall objective to study "both theoretically and

empiricalIy, the educative power ... of Discussion for Leaming" and also with

its three specific objectives which were: "(1) to describe Discussion for Leaming as

an instnunent for leaming; (2) ta maIœ visible kinds of 'Ieaming' for which

Discussion for Leaming serves as an instrument; and (3) ta consider the practical

implications of Discussion for Leaming and ta produce a number of practical

guidelines for its implementation in a variety of settings" (Kyle 1992, p. 2).

In addition, our DRG research is consistent with my proposed methodology

which was to he "at once philosophical and empirical". PhilosophicalIy my

proposai was "ta begin from the theoretical perspective by using the analYtic

philosophy method of conceptual analysis (a theoretical method which emphasizes

lived language-use) in order to make some preliminary distinctions between

common fonns of (oral or written) discussion". By "empirical methodology" 1

meant "the methodology to he used for those aspects of the study which arise out of

practice" to which 1 quickly added that "the separation of philosophical and

empirical methodologjes is artificial and is invoked here only 10 draw attention ta

these two different but inseparable dimensions of the process under investigation"

(pp. 12-13). It was in the empirical methodology for this proposai that the idea of

working with children as co-researchers filst appeared, a move which 1 attribute in

part to reading and writing influences which 1descrihe next.

Readings and writings

My original implementation of the Philosophy for Children program in my

grade five class in Ianuary 1981 had the status of a pilot project and although no

fonnal research report was requi.red, elsewhere 1did write about different aspects of

initiating the Philosophy for Children program.45 A1so influential in shaping tbis

study was the reading and writing that were part of retuming to academic study

after a fifteen-year absence. Here, for example, is a partial list (in alphabetical

•
45 ln one article 1 described the process of initiating Philosophy for Children (Kyle

1981). In another 1 fncluded excerpts from my own reflective journal and
wrote about a partlcular Idnd of philosophically reflective writing which 1then
called -thfnking-;n-writing- whfch was an outgrowth of implementing the
Philosophy for Children program (Kyle 1983b). And in a third 1 described some
of the philosophical discussion procedures which were fnvented by my early
classes (Kyle 1983&) •
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order) of terms 1 was encountering for the first time in the lexicon of edueational

literature and wbich had an impact on the sense 1 was trying ta make of both my

teaching experience and the œsearch 1 was interested in doing: Action Research,

Cooperative Leaming, Collaborative Research, Critical Pedagogy, Cultural Studies,

Ethnography, Feminist Research, Gender Studies, Grounded Theory, Language

Across the Curriculum, Language for Leaming, Narrative, Phenomenology,

Popular Culture, Positivistlnon-positivist, Post-modem, Qualitative Research,

Retlective Practice, Retlexivity, Response to Literature, Social Construction of

Knowledge, Teachers-as-Researchers and Whole Language. By the end of a year

of preliminary course work 1 was able to recognize a pattern of radical initiatives in

education Most of which could he traced back to the mid-1970s - the same lime as

the founding of the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children.

As mentioned earlier, in my reading of language-based curriculum and

moral education literature, and after more than a decade of doing philosophy with

children, 1 was surprised not to fmd any reference either to philosophy or ta the

explicit exercise of children's philosophical abilities. One of my [Sigma] objectives

for this research, therefore, bas been to bring to bear my own and others'

documented philosophical experience with children46 on ~discussion (for leaming),

issues in such a way as to recognize the philosophical capabillties of children and

teaehers and to take advantage of philosophical opportunities across the cwriculum

(sec Researcb Purposes in the Introduction).

Finally, also included in my conceptual baggage for this project were three

papers 1 worked on at the same lime as we were conducting DRO research, two of

which were unpublished doctoral research papers. For the first of these 1 did a

critical examination of the concepts of 'dialogue' and ~discussion' as theyappeared

in relation to contemporary issues in education, with panicular reference to

community of inquiry literature (Kyle 1994b); and for the second 1 researched

theoretical and methodological issues relating to chlldren as researchers with

particular attention to the capacity of children to participate as co-researcbers (Kyle

1994a). The third paper was the article 1 co-authored with MRG co.researcher

Michael Chervin and was tided, "Col1aborative inquiry research iota children's

philosophical reasoning" (Chervin and Kyle 1993).

• 46 See for example Kyle. Morehouse. and othera 1985; Matthews 1980;
Matthews 1984; Pritchard 1985; Reed 1983; and Raed 1992c.
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2.3 Literature Starting Points

As part of the process of identifying my interest in conducting this research

and of preparing research proposaIs, 1 drew on Iiterature from a wide variety of

sources. In what follows, 1 situate our case story further by commenting on

literature sources that influenced the early shaping of the project.

Discussion

Although much attention bas been given to language, ta1k and înquiry in

educational Iiterature, with one notable exception outside of the Philosophy for

Children Iiterature (Bridges 1979), tbat attention bas fallen short of accounting in

philosophical terms for the contribution discussion cao make to understanding and

leaming.47 In particulart within the contexts of cooperative, collaborative and

critical pedagogies, although authors of carefully constructed curricular programs

based on contemporary edueational theory have made frequent references to the

importance ofcommunication skills for students and teachers, they have a1so made

questionable pedagogical assumptions regarding talking and communieating with

the resuIt tbat they have provided little guidance for teachers who are expected to

implement the discussion aspects of these programs.48 One such assumption is that

the Mere act of talking with others is sufficient to count as educative discussion; and

another is that by virtue of their training, teaehers already know how ta engage

students in educative discussion. This cao lead to the use of taIk for talk's sake in

classrooms as if any kind of taIk will do. Having fonned the view that our class

philosophy discussions were educative in ways not otherwise represented in the

literature, what 1 wanted to research with my c~researcherswas how, together we

would characterize those discussions - what, in philosophical terms, we would

say counts as 'discussion' (for leaming).

•
47

48

see for example Brltton 1969/1990; Hamm and Adams 1992; Henderson
1992; Tannen 1994; Tough 1973; Watson, Burke, and others 1989.

See how 'discussion' Is prescribed, for exemple, ln the followlng IWo examples
of compulsory programs whlch reach across the curriculum for students in
English-speaking elementary schools in Cuebec: Gouvernement du Qlébec
1983a; and Gouvernement du Cutibec 1983b.
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In titis research 1 was inteœsted in investigating relationships between

language, leaming and discussion. We would work 10 add to our understanding of

each - separately and together - by examining our own processes of

philosophical discussion in practice; by asking what, if anytbing, makes

philosophical discussion distinguishable from other forms of classroom-leaming

talle and by asking what contribution, if any, engaging in philosophical discussion

can make 10 that leaming.1n addition, based on the idea that thought can itself he

communicative - whether or not it is done with others - 1 was also interested in

exploring with my co-researchers how our individual thinking can be affected in

'empowering' ways by virtue of our intemalizing the processes of discussion (for

learning). In this regard 1 was interested in examining our class philosophy practiœ

of philosophical discussion in writing in the form of "thinking-in-writing" (Kyle

1983b) or "blurb" writing as we called it at the time49 - a kind of coUaborative

philosophical inquiry with oneself - in relation to similar Language Arts practîces

of 'journal' (Atwell 1990) and 'dialogue journal' (Reed 1993) writing.50

"Collaborative Philosophieal Inquiry"

As mentioned earlier, it was during the early Pl'Oposal-writing phase of this

work that 1 formulated the phrase 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' as a way 10

characterize the kind of discussion which were characteristic of our class

pbilosophy sessions. In this section 1 elaborate on my reverse-order fonnulation of

that expression and 1 comment on the literature sources upon which 1 drew in this

pracess.

'lnquiry'. My choice of the tenn 'inquiry' is a deh"ber&te reference to the

kinds of discussions which involve the kind of inquiry that has been given full

49 Inspfred by Descartes. we now use the tenn -Meditations· to refer to such
philosophical thinking·in-wrlting.

•
50 For how my young co-researchers addressed ideas of communication wfth

oneself, see 810: ConceptuaUzing 'Communication' - Communicating with
"Cotton CandY-, A Talklng Bear under Storie. 3: Discussion as
'Communication' in Part Two: CtrrS.earchlng Stor/e.. For my critical
comparison of our class philosophy praetice of thinklng ln writlng to language
arts dialogue joumal writfng, see Kyle 19Mb.
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curricular play by Matthew Lipman and others in Philosophy for Children.51 In

particular 1 drew on the theoretical framework of the "community of inquiry"52

which, as also mentioned earlier, had its origins in the writings of Charles Peirce

and bas been profoundly influenced by the work of John Dewey and Lev

Vygotsky.

~P1ailo.opldcal'. My use of the tenn 'philosophical' was a poütical

move to calI attention to the philosophical dimension of all areas of the curriculum

- recognition of which, as already mentioned, is difficult to fmd in language-based

and moral education curriculum lîterature. My interest in this resean:h therefore is ta

demonstrate how it is possible to recognize and take advantage of the philosophical

dimension of language for leaming issues &CrOss the curriculum by bringing to bear

my own (see References) and others' documented philosophical experience with

children.53 Theoretical domains of reference for the philosophical aspects of

inquiry include the following which are concemed with language in relation ta the

practical activity ofdoing philosopby.

Language across the Curriculum, Whole Language and Response to

Literature. The tide "Discussion for Leaming" reflects the influence of the

tbeoretical domains of Language across the Curriculum and "Whole Language" in

which the use of language is portrayed as an essential taol for leaming.S4 ln

addition, 1 bad detected unacknowledged philosophical dimensions to literature 1

had read on the uses of discussion in other areas and activities sucb as Response ta

Literature (Bakhtin 1981; Rosenblatt 1938/1983; Rosenblatt 1978), DraIna as taught

by Dorothy Heathcote (Wagner 1976) and poetry (Dias and Hayboe 1988). Not

only was 1 interested in the leaming tbat cao occur anIOn, students who use

language in interpersonal discussion but 1 was also inteœsted in the leaming which

occurs within individuals who have participated in coUaborative philosophical

51 see for example Upman 1988c; Upman 1991b; Upman and Sharp 1978;
Upman. Sharp, and others 1980b; Matthews 1984; Reed 1983; and Reed
1992b.

•

52

53

54

see especially Lago 1990; Upman 1991b; Upman, Sharp. and others 1980b;
Sharp 1987; Sharp 1991; Sharp n.d.; and Thomas 1992.

S8e especially Kyle. Morehouse, and others 1985; Matthews 1980; Matthews
1984; Pritchard 1985; Reed 1983; and Reed 1992c.

See for example Barrow 1982; Chilver and Gould 1982; Corson 1988; Corson
1990; Goodman 1986; Goodman, Smith, and others 1987; Harste, Short. and
others 1988; Moffett 1976; Newman 1985; and Robertson 1980.
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inquiry discussions on a regular basis. Since it was also my intention tbat our

research should have as wide a field of application as possible, 1was also interested

in possible uses of discussion for leaming in an outreach sense extending beyond

the curriculum.

Linguistics and Linguistic Philosophy. Taking language to be a powerful

tool for leaming, 1 bave also drawn on sources from Linguistics55 and Linguistic

Philosophy regarding how being conscious of our own use of language as we

construct our understanding of the world (Wittgenstein 1953/1972) cao contribute

ta effective use of such language 'tools'. For philosophical process issues, 1 have

drawn on sources from 'analytic' or 'ordinary-Ianguage' philosophy56 since my

emphasis is on the practical activity of domg philosophy - a process wbicb

enhances the product, wbatever that product may be &eross the curriculum. If

language is an essential tool for leaming, then Linguistic Pbilosopby has an

important contribution to make in enabling students to learn to use that tool weil.

Philosophy of Language. For issues of pbilosophical content, from the

neigbbouring but different domain of Philosophy of Language, J. L. Austin'sHow

to Do Things with Words (1965/1970), Ludwig Wittgenstein's complex notion of

the "Ianguage-game" in Philosophical Investigations (1953/1972) and also

Austin's Philosophical Papers (1979) bave been influential in convincing me
(a) that the ability to think philosophically accompanies the ability to use language;

and (h) that for people to 'do' philosophy it is important tbat they become

conscious of their own language-use as a way of philosophically constructing their

understanding of the world. It was tbrough works such as tbese that 1 discovered

my own existing ability to 'do philosophy' and they have contributed to my beIief

that the philosopbically uninitiated sucb as students (including young cbildren),

teaebers (without prior pbilosophical ttaining) and people (in general) are capable of

and cao benefit from engagement in pbilosophical inquiry.

Critical Thinking and Reflective Practice. Since this research is

concemed with the exercise of a variety of specifie thinldng skills, in order ta

distinguish the contribution philosophical inquiry cao make which includes and

•
55

58

see for example Bruner 1988; Carter 1982; Halliday 1974; Hallfday 1975;
Halliday 1978; and Smith 1978.

See in particular the followfng: Hospers 1953/1967; Schefler 1960; Schefler
1979; and Wilson 1983/1987.
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differs from that of 'critical thinking', 1 bave drawn on sources from the literature

on Critical Thinking57 and Retlective Pradice58 (research domains œlated to and

extensions ofcritical thinking and pbi1osopbical inquiry) in relation ta philosopbical

inquiry literature associated with Pbilosophy for Cbildren.59

Philosophy Îl1 Education. A relatively new pedagogical area of interest is

tbat of Philosophy in Education (Lipman nd) whicb advocates providing students

from the Primary level on with opportunities to exercise their abilities to reason

philosophically. The Philosopby for Children program from the Institute for the

Advancement of Philosophy for Children (lAPe), Montelair State College, New

Jersey is the best-known sucb program and it features prominendy in tbis study

since it was the context within which my cO*researcbers regularly exercised their

abilities to engage in pbilosophical inquiry.

Philosophical Discussion. My interest in discussion as a form of

communication dates from my own ttaDsition from a silent participant (to the point

of withdrawing from a university course because it relied too much on small..group

discussions) to a vocal participant in a pbi1osophical course on moral education

sorne time later. For malters relating ta philosophical discussion 1 was fust

influenced by an analysis of uthe discussion-form" in the "Language and

Communication" cbapter of Praetical Methods of Moral Education (Wilson

1972a). Later, for practical guidance in how to conduct philosophical discussions

in the Philosophy for Cbildren classroom, 1 drew on the cbapter "Guiding a

Philosophical Discussion" in Philosophy in the C/assroom (Lipman, Sharp, and

others 1980a). For more detailed examinations of discussion in relation ta otber

forms of group talk from a philosophical Perspective 1 consulted ''What is a

discussion?" (Buchler 1954/1979); and for a comprehensive articulation of the

educative qualities of discussion from an epistemological Perspective 1 drew on

•

57

58

59

For example see Ennrs 1982; Ennrs 1987; Frsher 1988: Grant 1988; Upman
1988a; Upman 1991b: Malmon, Nodrne, and othera 1989; McPeck 1981;
McPeck 1990; Mezrrow 1990; Paul 1990; Ruggiero 1988; Siegel 1980,
November; Siegel 1985; Siegel 1985, Spring-Summer; Sregel 1987,
November; Siegel 1988: and Stemglass 1988.

see for exemple, Eby 1992; Henderson 1992: Pollard and Tann 1987; SChon
1991; Schl5n 1983; Sehl5n 1987; and Zerchner and Uston 1987, February.

For Matthew Upman's Phrlosophy for Children perspective on thrnkfng skms and
critrcal thrnking, see Upman 1985, Wfnter; Upman 1988a; Upman 1988b: and
Upman 1991b.
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David Bridges' treatment of the concept of ~discussion,' including its leaming

possibilities, epistemological underpinnings and teacbiug by discussion (Bridges

1979). For an articulation of the attributes ofdialogue and discussion in the context

of communities of inquiry 1 drew on the chapter, '''Ibinking in community" in

Lipman's Thinldng in Education (Lipman 1991a). And for a conceptual analysis

of ~discussion' and consideration of its uses in more generaI tenns in the

classroom, 1 drew on James T. Dillon's Using Discussion in Classrooms (Dillon

1994).

Philosophy and Educational Research. My interest in the mie of

philosophy in empirical research originated in my initiation to conceptual analysis

and its implications for the fonnulation of research questions, data analysis and the

interpretation of results. Years later, during my initiation to qualitative research

methodology, my inœrest in the role of philosophy grew as 1 read relevant social

science literature with my philosophical eye and that became the inspiration for the

design of our DRO researcb project. Further, 1 note tbat this interest coincides with

initiatives by David Bridges and others in the Philosopby of Education Society of

Great Britain wbo had also begun 10 explore the relationsbip between pbilosopby,

empirical enquiry and educational research.

'Col'aborative. My use of the tenn 'collaborative' was also a political

move - this lime to characterize 'discussion for leaming' in such a way as to draw

attention to bath its social interaction and social change dimensions.

Collaborative and/or Cooperative Leaming. In particular 1 was inteœsted

in seeing if we could make distinctions between the 'collaboration' of discussion

for leaming and the 'cooperation' ofCooperativeLeaming (Johnson, Johnson, and

others 1988), an educational 'movement' with its own prescriptions wbich was

being emphasized in local scbools. Although the common attributes of Cooperative

LeamingSO and collaborative learning61 are important - namely that participants

come together, do tbings (taIk) together and do so productively and in harmony -

•
60

61

On the attributes of Cooperative Leaming. He the following: Aronson 1978;
Cohen 1986; Johnson. Johnson. and others 1986; Kagan 1985; Sharan 1976;
Siavin 1982; and Siavin 1986.

Q'l the attributes of collaborative leaming. see the followfng: Golub and
Committee on Classroom Practfces 1988; Hamm and Adams 1992; Mason
1970; and Smith 1990.
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just to do these tbings is not enough. When l chose the term 'collaborative'

therefore, l was interested in exploring the differences (if any) between these two

descriptors such as, for example, (a) whether collaborative philosophical inquiry

features people worlcing together in a sense more rigorous than that advocated in

Cooperative Leaming; and (h) wbat (if any) differences there might be in the

kind(s) of &leaming' which result from each.

Feminist, Critical and Social Change Theory. Although this study is

primarily concemed with young children in an in-school setting, as already

mentioned, its implications are not limited 10 such settings and ultimately the

intended "beneficiaries" (Finch 1988) are language-users of ail ages in a variety of

'everyday' settings such as work places, community groups, familles, and other

social groupings in society al large. This everyday aspect involved me in an

exploration of the literature on feminist and critical theory and social change since

impUcit in this study are 8Ctivist intentions ofcontributing ta the "empowennent' of

students, teaehers, wornen - people. For example, 1 bave been interested in issues

sucb as the following: what is meant by and the implications of different "ways of

knowing" (Belenky, CUncby, and others 1986); doing philosopby with the

illiterate and under-edueated (Daniel 1989; Horsman 1990); and the emancipatory

aspects of doing philosopby for women and childœn (Sharp 1981; Sharp 1989).

Children as Co-researchers

In order ta explore how far my students' abilities to 'do philosophy' would

enable them to 'do research', from the outset 1 accorded them the status of

'co-researcbers' in a sense which includes and goes beyond roles of young children

in research as represented by the research "collaborators" of Bronwyn Davies

(1982b) and the "surrogate researcbers" of Andrew Pollard to whom Stephen Bail

made reference wben he spoke of Pollard's strategy "of using a group of cbildren

as surrogate researcbers bath to collect useful data and as a way of overcoming the

problems of the teacber mie" (Bali 1985, p. 39).62 In addition, just as tbis work

with children as co..researchers includes and gocs beyond roles of cbildren in
research, so my mie as the aduIt co..researcber includes and gocs beyond the roles

ofaduIt researchers working with young children. For aspects related to a teacher

• 62 Ses also Carr and Kemmis 1986; Davies 1982a; Hitchcock and Hughes
1989/1993; Pollard 1987; and Walford 1991. p.. 11.
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choosing ta work with children as co·researchers, 1 drew on sources from child

psychology, teacber~her research, critica1 pedagogy, coUaborative

research, Philosophy for Children and action research.

With regard to cbildren as co-researcbers, in search of factors which would

either favour or mitigate children's capacities ta participate as philosopbical

co-.researcbers, 1 was interested in what different sources from child psychology

had 10 say about children's thinking63 in relation 10 tbeir abilities 10 think

philosophically as portrayed in Philosophy for Cbildren fiterature.64 And with

regard ta a teaeber as c<HeSCarcber with children, 1 was interested in relatively

œcent developments wbereby teachers bave begun ta gain recognition as qualified

researchers who are in a privileged position to conduet research in their own

classrooms.65 For issues relating to the 'emancipation' and 'empowennent' of

teachers and leamers in edueational settings 1 drew on sources from critical

Pedagogy,66 collaborative research67 and Philosophy for Children.68 And for

issues relating to researcb for social change 1 drew on sources from action

research.69

63 Child psychology sources 1 consultad include the following: DonaIdson
1978/1987; Piaget 1932; Vygotsky 1934/1988; and Vygotsky 1978.

64 For children's abllities to think phllosophlcally my sources include Chervin and
Kyle 1993; Gazzard 1983; Levine 1983; and Upman 1991b.

65 Teacher..as..researcher sources 1 consulted include the following: Elliott 1988;
Fosnot 1989; Hammersley 1993; Mac an Ghalll 1991; MCConaghy 1990;
Stenhouse 1988; and Wells 1993b.

66 Critical pedagogy sources 1 consulted on issues of social and educational
emancipation include the following: Aronowitz and Giroux 1985; Freire
1970/1990; Giroux 1988; Giroux 1983; Giroux 1988; Giroux and Mclaren
1986.

67 Collaborative research sources 1 consulted on issues of 'empowerment' inelude
the following: Anderson 1989; BaIl 1993; CaR' and Kemmis 1986; Schensul and
Sehensul 1992; and Staton 1993.

68 Philosophy for Children sources 1 drew on for issues relating to emancipation
and empowennent of children and teachers in particular and educational change
in general include: Chervin and Kyle 1993; Upman 1991a; Upman, Sharp, and
others 1980b; Matthews 1988; Sharp 1981; Sharp 1989; and Splitter 1987.

Action research sources 1 drew on for issues relating to research for social
change action include the following: Entwfstle and Nisbet 1972; Kemmis 1988;
Kirbyand McKenna 1989; Meller 1993; Stenhouse 1988; van Manen 1990.
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2.4 Why do 'Research' with 'Chlldren'

Having briefly outlined my rationale and objectives for doing ~research'

with ~children' in the Introduction,70 here 1 situate the case story by elaborating

furtber on what 1 mean by ~research' and why it was important ta do this research

'with children' .

Why 'Research'

If 'to do philosophy is to do researcb' and if 'children can do philosophy',

then it should follow tbat 'children cau do research'. Deyond adopting the

Stenhouse description of 'research' as oudined above, 1 worked on what it was in

practical terms that 1Mean when 1use 'research' ta descnëe what we were doing in

this project. Consider for example tbis Sigma memo 1 wrote exploring the

meaning of 'research' in relation to our experience of 'doing philosophy' after

hearing an everyday use of the term 'research' on televisioD.

While watching a medical show y~st~rday, it occrur~d to me that the
word 'r~s«Jrch' is problematic. ln medicine, we do 'research' to find
an answer that is mysteriously lurlcing 'out IMre' somewhere and ifwe
'search' enough we will 'Jind' iL But what does the 'Setlrch' IODle
liJce? - a ünle lilce Sherlock Holnu!s and lais nulgnifying glass? But
isn't it more about the r~seaTCherand what sIhe does ? ..

What were we (DRa) doing? W~ were loolcing ÎIWl (but only with a
metaphoric nulgnifying glass?). We were also puning our 'findings'
or 'figurings out' tog~herin MW (?) ways, we were building on each
othen' ideas and on the ideas of others (not us) and we were
'creating' (as in constnlCting DmYJ a .. .way of interpreting the
phenomena we were 'loolcing into' - und~rstanding - »>
theorizing. We were conStnlctinl a tbeory and that is . .. what it i.s (in
pan) to 'do philosophy'?

[Sigma Memal96.03.1OSu.2IIV MemorResearchl is••• 1

Our co-research did not resemble the media concept of research used in the medical

report 1reflected about in tbis TV Memo. Although we were dealing with questions

in acomplex way, we were not 'searchîng' for 'answers' in the way we expect of

medical researchers.

• 70 se. 1.1 The ~esearch Project: Description and Objectives in Chapter 1.
Introduction.
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ln order to argue tbat wbat we were doing was 'research' in a full sense,

first 1 look al two contrasting interpretations of 'œsearch' as elucidated by others;

second 1consider the relationsbip between doing philosopby and doing research by

retuming ta the Stenhouse definition advanced in the Introduction; and third 1

comment on what we were seUing out to do in relation ta the 'research projects'

students are called upon to do in school.

Contrasting interpretations of 'research'

To consider the concept of 'research' more closely, fmt 1 look at research

as a culturally defined activity by referring to an article by Gérard Potvin (1991,

p. 29) in wbich he reflected on the concept of 'research' in the phrase "teaeher-as

researcber" (Stenbouse 1975) by relating it ta the French use of the term recherche

wbich covers a much larger conceptual territory. Then 1 look at a contrasting

interpretation of 'research' which covers an even wider conceptual territory by

characterizing 'research' as an 'everyday' aetivity.

'Research' as cuIturally defined. In bis article, "L'enseignant-ebercheur:

une perspective élargie", Potvin noted tbat in French the word recherche is used 10

designate the pursuit, perhaps not completely conscious and intentional, of ail life

activities of the order of knowing (connaître), making or doing (faire), or of heing

(être) as weIl as the pursuit of the objects of these aetivities such as savoir

connaître (knowing how ta know), savoir-faire (know-how), savoir être

(knowing how to he) - and this as saon as these aetivities are marlœd by

uncertainty (Potvin 1991, p. 29).

. . . recherche s'emploie pour dmgner la poursuite, marne
incomplètement consciente et intentionnelle, de toute activité vitale de
l'ordre du cODDm"tre, du faire ou de l'8lle, de marne que la poursuite
de r objet de ces activit6s ~ que cette pounuite est marqu~
<<d'incertitude » ... (potvin 1991, p.29)

Further, Potvin pointed out that recherche is also used when one wants ta express

that one is either 'goîng after' (que l'on tend à atteindre) or 'wanting or looking 10

go after' (que l'on veut atteindre, que l'on cherche à atteindre) something (e.g.

happiness, an opportunity, a thing, a lost ship, an experience, a process, a strategy

or a solution) when that sometbing cannot be attained by some effective, automatic

process:
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Dans ce sens, on parle de recherche du bonheur, de recherche d'une
occasion, de recherche d'une chose, de recherche d'un navire perdu,
de recherche d'une expc!rience, de recherche d'un procédé, d'une
strat6gie ou d'une solution, et tous ces usages sont parfaitement
intelligible et corrects. (potvin 1991, p.30)

Potvin also observed that, by contrast, the English tenn 'research' is much

more restricted, saying that it is used primarily ta express that one wants ta know

(que l'on veut connaftre) or ta portray (ou même représenter) whatever is the

object of research; but it is not used to express that one wants ta make the abject of

research bappen (le réaliser), to transform it or ta create it (le transformer ou le

créer). After consulting an unabridged English dietionary he noted that the ooly

synonyms gjven were 'investigation,' 'inquiry,' 'scmtiny' and 'examination' as if

ta suggest tbat the object of research is left untouched by the process of

researching. To reach the complexity of meaning of the French tenn recherche,

Potvin argueel, is ta leave aside the term 'research' and ta use instead words Iike

'quest' or 'seck'. Potvin considered that, more than a matter of semantics, these

uses of 'research' and recherche reflect cultural differences (chacune est marquée

par sa forme culturelle caractéristique). As a result, wben Francophones want to

refer to research in the English sense, he pointed out, they have ta use other words

(e.g. examen or investigation) or they ought ta specify that they are using

recherche in a restricted sense (au sens restreint) (potvin 1991, p. 30).

Our co-research was also not 'research' in the restricted sense tbat Potvin

attributed in cultural terms 10 an English interpretation. Nor, strietly speaking, did

we set out to do œsearch in the wieier sense of recherche tbat Potvin altributed ta a

French cultural interpretation. Coospicuous by its absence in Potvin's account is the

notion of 'exploration' which 1 have used 10 cbaracterize our work. As a

philosophical exploration, however, our 'research' included many (and did Dot

necessarily rule out any) of the aspects Potvin mentioned.

1Research' as an everyday activity. For another contrast, it is hard ta

imagine a wider interpretation of 'research' tban that found in social research. For

example, throughout their book, Experience. Research, Social Change: Methods

/rom the Margins, Kirby and McKenna cbaracterized 'research' as an 'everyday

aetivity': "We already 'do œsearch' as we interaet with the everyday wodd" (Kirby

and McKenna 1989, p. 17 as cited on p. S abovc). Speaking of social science in

general, Martyn Hammersley tao said tbat "the methods it employs are merely
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refinements or developments of those used in everyday lifett and that "...aIl social

research.. .involves participating in the social world, in whatever role, and

reflecting on the products of tbat participation. Irœspective of the method

employed, it is not fundamentally diffeœnt from other forms of practical everyday

activity" (Hammersley and Atkinson 1983, pp. 15-16).

For Kirby and McKenna this inclusive use of the tenn 'reseateh' is a

deliberate move to "reclaim" both the word and the activities it signifies:

... we use the word "researcb" knowing it includes everything from
re-search. to searcbiog, 10 making sense of ... Just as we recognize
that it is Dot oo1y teachen who teach, not only canographen who
create maps, we use the word "research" as a famUiar word,
reclaiming the undentanding tbat research is sometbing we ail do in
our everyday lives. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 35)

What is not clear, bowever, is wbether their "we aIr' includes children. Even if it

does, althougb the point is important, it is not enough to cbaracterize 'resean:h' as

just 'everyday activity'. Following Kirby and McKenna, 1 set out ta 'do research'

with my co-researchers in the sense of our own class philosophy 'everyday

activity' and as Hammersley put it, the methods we employed were 'tretinements or

developments of those used [in our class phllosopby] everyday life" as we

"reflected on the products of [our class philosophy] participation" (p. 15-16).

Doing philosophy and doing research

The use of 'research' which 1 wrote about in my Sigma 'IV Memo above

was an 'everyday' use of the term and it is still common for that everyday use to he

based on what is olten referred to as the 'scientific paradigm'. If our research is to

count as philosophical researcb, then it will join an on-going struggle for

philosophical activity ofany kind to count as 'œsearch'. When David Bridges cited

Stenbouse's definition of 'research' as "systematic and sustained enquiry made

public" (Bridges 1996, p.2), it was in the context of examining relationships

between 'philosophy of education' and 'edueational researcb'. He acknowledged

the dominance of the scientific paradigm wbereby scientists "gatber data, test

hypotheses, develop and run œplicable experiments and coUaborate in large often

international teams" and publish tbeir research in sorne "pœstigious journal"; and he

pointed out that, "It is easy for œsearcb to become defined in terms of this

paradigmtt in a way whicb makes the work of philosopbers "sometbing which may

weil he dignified and respected as e.g. 'scholarship', but which is a distant œmove
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from research per se (p. 1). Bridges coDSidered alternative moves for philosophers

in response 10 tbis and he opted for Stenhouse's description as an "even wider

definition of research wbich would encompass al least some philosophising."

Satisfied tbat the activities of pbilosophers meet the criteria of heing systematic,

sustained and made public, be tben coosidered "how far philosophical work

represents an 'enquiry' ..." (p. 2). Following Bridges, my reason for adopting

Stenbouse's description of 'researcb' for our work is tbat it is wide enougb 10

include philosophical activity as researcb. Our co-œsearch story was 'research'

according to the criteria of the Stenhouse definition as put forward as an argument

for philosopby as educational research by David Bridges.

School project 'research'

When 1 invited my students 10 be co-researcbers with me, 1 referred to the

work we would do as 'real' research 10 distinguish it from the kind of "research

projects" they did in schoal subjects. However, it could be argued tbat such

projects also meet Stenhouse's criteria of systcmatic, sustained inquiry sinee they

involve the use of systcmatic research techniques which include project design and

consulting library sources; they are sustained over a period of weeks or months;

they are for inquiry purposes in the sense tbat students 'search' for the best

infonnation on a specific tapic; and they are made public in the form of project

reports, science fair displays and presentations for classmates and/or the $Choal. In

such school research projects, students 'do research' in arder 10 find out something

they or others did not know. What 1 meant by 'research' for our co-research

purposes goes beyond this, however, such that Stenhouse's description may be

somewbat limited. Our co-research project qualifies as 'real' research in a sense that

goes beyond tbat of $Choal research projects by virtue of its comprehensive

philosophical qualitative research methodology and the contribution it cao make 10

educational research in general.
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Why 'Co-research' with 'Chlldren'

When 1 first encountered 'qualitative research', 1 was struck by the kinship

of its reflective and retlexive practiœs with what 1 was doing every clay with my

students in class philosophy. In principle, 1 saw nothing to prevent my students

from engaging in qualitative researeh activities. On the contrary, 1 saw a lot to

suggest that they were weIl qualified to engage in tbis research. This projea: was a
way to demonstrate publicly not ooly that 'researcht is an 'everyday' aetivity for

children, but that, in collaboration with a teaeher, pbilosophically nurtured children

have a contribution to make to educationtll researcb. Raving provided accounts of

Why 'research' , next, œtuming to and tempering the notion of researcbing from the

margins (Kirby and McKenna 1989), 1 offer tbree reasons for the importance of

doing co-research with children.

1. Opportunity to research

Most of us have Dot had the opponunity to research, to create
knowledge which is rooted in and representative of our experience.
We have been excluded from participating in, describing and
analyzing our own understanding of reality. (Kirby and McKenna
1989, p. 16)

As a teacber in a French Immersion schaol, 1 [Judy] bave felt uexcluded

from participating in, descn"bing and anaIyzing [MY) own understanding of reality"

when my daily reality did not correspond to the results of research cited in support

of French Immersion71 and 1 bave olten wondered what such researcb would look

like ifconducted by or at least with those (teacbers and children) whose experience

it is. And as a teacher researcher working on our anteeedent MRG researcb which

was supported bath theoretically and financially for the academic participants but

not for the teaehers involved who were expected to volunteer their services, 1 felt

that research was considered to he usolely the domain of academics" (Kirby and

McKenna 1989, p. 41, my italics). The advent of teaeher-as-researcher research

•
71 For example this from an intemal school board document: Report of the

Mathematles Programs Investigation Committee: -rhe results of lesting at the
primary (K-3) and secondary 1 level have proven that there is no loss of
mathematlcal achievement due to studyfng mathematlcs in French. (Scholastie
Effeets of French Immersion -An Overvfew Alter 10 Years. Fred Genessee.
September 1978).-
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(EI1iott 1988; Stenhouse 1975; Stenhouse 1988; Wells 1993b) bas opened up

opportunities to research for teach~rs, and it is important DOW to find appropriate

ways to extend opponunities to research 10 children.

2. Opportunity to create knowledge

We want to demystify the researcb process and get the word out about
the different kinds of knowledge and undentanding tbat methods
from the margins can begin to malte pubücly accessible. (Kirby and
McKenna 1989, p. 24)

In school, children are OfteD considered to be knowledge receivers and
teacbers are portrayed as knowledge transminers - neitber are considered ta he

knowledge creators or producers. Acœrding to Kirby and McKenna, "creation of

knowledge is the business of research" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p.41), and

"Demystifying the research process is the fl1'St step in decoding and

demythologizing the way knowledge is created" (p. 24). The participation of

cbildren and teachers in co-research is imPQnant because of the "different kinds of

knowledge and understanding" that they can "make publicly accessible" thereby

contributing to the demystification of (a) the research pracess, (b) how knowledge

is created and, in our case, of (c) what it is to do philosophy as a way of doing

research.

3. Knowledge and power

It is impossible ta discuss research without talking about power and
influence.... One of the basic elements of power is that those who
have positions of power are able to manufacture ideas. Another is
being able to place ideas that have been created ioto the public
agenda. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 23)

It is also important to do co-œsearch with cbildren because U. • .research

activities sbould empower the people who are usually merely the abjects of

research," and ~~ ... since knowledge can he used as a tool of control, it is in the

best interests of .. . . those on the margins . .. . to engage in the production of

knowledge" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p.41).. Children need public cœdibility

with regard to ideas they "manufacture" by l'being able ta place ideas [they have]

created into the public agenda" in such a way as to he taken seriously. An example

from doing philosophy with cbildren is the issue of the discriminatory treatment

children report teœiVÏDg from adults in store checkooOut fines. This is a power

problem with regard to wbich children feel they have little (if any) recourse -
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becauae they are children. Now if they could belp design, conduct and male
public a 6systematic and sustained enquiry' inta this matter, we migbt leam tbat this

problem is not as senous or widespread as it seems, or we might leam tbat this is

an important civil rights issue which ought to be placed on the public agenda in a
way that only the people eXPeriencing the problem cano Without children's own

voices, theproblem is likely ta persist and remam invisible. If children are capable

of doing such research and want ta do it then anytbing that prevents them from

exercising that capability becomes a barrier put there by others.

25 PhUosophy for Chlldren Research Context

Having accounted for the origin of the research ideas and having situated

my research interests with referencc ta a variety of üteratuœ sources, next 1 situate

our research relative ta the Philosophy for Children researcb context to which our

research makes a contribution - paying particular attention to the emergencc of the

use ofqualitative research methodologies.

For the first twenty years sincc the introduction of Philosopby for Children

in the 1970s, empirical research reports have been primarily concemed with

(a) documenting the implementation of the Philosophy for Children program in a

variety of settings worldwide; and (b) making statistical evaluations of claims made

for its effectiveness (Lipman and Gazzard 1986). More recendy however,

researchers have begun ta œcognize the limitations of quantitative effectiveness

studies and have introduced or advocated the use of qualitative researcb techniques

in order 10 evaluate important areas of the program which quantitative measures
miss.

Literature Search. To find out if and how qualitative research

Methodologies were being used by other Philosophy for Children researcbers, 1

looked al two Philosophy for Children joumals (Thinldng, The Journal of

Philosophy for Children and Analytic Teaching)72 which. sincc their inception,

•
72 Thlnking has been published by the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy

for Children, Montelair, New Jersey since January 1979. And Ana/ytie
Teachlng was ftrst published in 1980 out of Texas Wesleyan College as a
newsletter for practitloners and Is now pubnshed with the wider agenda of
-reflective teaching and eommunity inquiry- by Vlterbo College, La Crosse.
Wisconsin.
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bave reflected the theoœtical concems of philosophers, the pedagogical concems of

teaeber·trainers, and the program implementation reports of teaeber-practitioners. In

these journals, contributors have a1so been concerned wim a wiele variety of issues

including the anaIysis of the Philosophy for Cbildren curriculum for its

philosophical content; the publication of newly construeted curricular materials; and

the exploration of relationships between Philosophy for Children (curriculum and

pedagogy) and other contemporary educational initiatives. 1 found nine reports
wbich included the use of qualitative measures and wbich 1 considered to be

relevant 10 our DRG project .

Evaluation ofPhilosophy for Children Effectiveness. AIl nine reports and

studies were concerned with evaluating the effectiveness of the Philosophy for

Children program with regard ta aspects relevant ta our DRG researcb: e.g.

techniques for evaluating its effectiveness (Slade 1992); œcognizing children's

philosophical reasoning (Chervin and Kyle 1993; Santi 1993); the construction of

research instruments for analyzing the thinking in classroom philosophical

discussions (Cbervin and Kyle 1993; Perrot 1993); techniques for investigating the

relationship between doing philosophy and leaming ta think (Cbervin and Kyle

1993; Santi 1993); ways to characterize and evaluate philosopbical rea50ning within

the dYDamics of the community of inquiry (Cbervin and Kyle 1993; P41sson 1994);

ways to evaluate the contribution a Philosophy for Children community of inquiry

approach cao make 10 other curricular areas: e.g. moral reasoning (Milvain 1996)

and science (Sprod 1997); and evaluation of Philosophy for Cbildren using other

than lAPe cunicular materials such as children's Hterature (Milvain 1996;

Niklasson,Ohlsson, and others 1996). In our DRG research we moved beyond

evaluating to demonstrating the effectiveness of the Philosophy for Children

program by putting our philosophical abilities to work in a research context.

From 'Skills Tests' to 'Dialogue and Discussion' to 'Research. In the

late 1980s. indePendendy of each other, same œsearchers began to question the

l'elianee on pencü-and-paper tests of reasoning skills which were used in so many

of the quantitative research studies evaluating Philosophy for Cbildren and they

looked for ways to assess the thinking and dynamics manifested in live Philosophy

for Children dialogues and discussions. As carly as 1985. in an unpublished

research report, 1expressed my own misgivings when 1 realized tbat the test results

for some students did not reflect the quality of reasoning 1 bad witnessed from them

in classroom discussions: "Instruments ta study the same children in the dYll81DÏc
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oral setting are aIso needed in order 10 provide a more complete assessment of their

reasoning ability" (Kyle and Portelli 1985, p. 11). This observation which was a

starting point for our McGill Research Group (MRG) study wbich began in 1987

(Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 12). In the early 1990s, Christina Siade in Australia

questioned the use of quantitative Methodologies which were based on slcills tests

which "concentrate on the responses of individual children under test conditions"

saying that tbis is "inimical 10 the practice of P4C73 in teacbing tbinking slcills

through dialogue" (Slade 1992, p. 29). In Hawaii Tom Jackson also sought 10 go

beyond the use of a paper-pencil test because it was '-raken by individual students

working alone" and was "inadequate as an instrument 10 measure what we are

trying ta do" (Jackson 1993, p. 37).74 And in a 1994 research article from Iceland,

Hreinn Pâlsson made an explicit move towards qualitative researcb when he

asserted tbat ''the stated aims of Philosopby for Cbildren require an interpretive

research methodology" (p41sson 1994, p. 33, my empbasis). Setting a context for

his research, Pâlsson too noted the limitations of written tests and he identified a

need for Philosophy for Children researcb wbicb looked al the dynamics of the

community of inquiry.

In relation to our DRO research tbese studies represent a searcb for research

methodologies which are able to descn"be and evaluate aspects of Philosopby for

Cbildren wbich seem to he inaccessible using quantitative techniques. They

represent a sbift from evaluation of the Pr0gram based on 'results' in the fonn of

test scores and taIlies of individual skiUs to describing the dynamic process of

putting those skiUs to work in the context of aetual dialogues and discussions. Our

DRO research represents a funher shift away from program evaluation for its own

sake to the use of philosophical dialogue and discussion for research pUl'POses and

in contexts beyond classroom Philosophy for Children discussions.

Participant-Observation Research Designs. Making qualitative assess

ments of the philosophical thinking that is manifested during a Philosophy for

Children discussion requiœs a disceming car and eye. Without entirely letting go of

73 ·P4C- Is the acronym for Philosophy for Children which Is commonly used
withln the IAPC Philosophy for Children communlty.

•
74 ·Social interaction dimensions of a reflective community of inquiry are

completely missed by the test as are oral communication and carry·over into
other content areas, ail important Indicators of whether the project has been
successful- (Jackson 1993, p. 37).
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positivist techniques, œsearchers bave reported using various forms of in-class

participant and/or observation techniques such as, for example, the construction by

researchers of instruments such as observation checldists and interview protocols

(Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 17, 24-27) for tbat purpose, and the creation of

specific classroom aetivities and materials such as philosophical texts designed ta

provoke pbilosophical thinking (Nildasson, Ohlsson, and others 1996, p. 18;

Sprod 1997).

In our 1987-1993 MRG Pr0ject we had a positivist reluctance to entrust such

observation to the children's own teachers and ta risk the 'subjectivity' of the

teacher who was a also a memher of the research team. Instead we gave the task ta

two "philosopbically-trained" researchers bath of whom were not known ta the

children and could therefore he more 'objective' (Chervin and Kyle 1993, pp. 17,

24-27). During the co-writing of our article, however, we made important

transitions to the point where we became prepared to trust not only the children's

teachers but the cbildren themselves as researcber participants when we concluded

tbat, "For ethical, political and epistemological reasons, we now would no longer

exclude children from participating as researcb partners in future research related ta

them" (Chervin and Kyle 1993, p. 30).

In most of the studies 1 looked al, other researcbers tempered their

positivist researcb designs with add-on qualitative participant researcb measures. In
the Swedisb study, for example, researcbers added a qualitative participant

observation design to an overall design which had quantitative overtones snch as

the search for "significant" differences, the use of "experimental" and "control"

groups, and a similarity in design to "double-bHnd" quantitative studies (Niklasson,

Oblsson, and others 1996, p. 17). And a more recendy reponed study conducted

in England is another example of how the researcher added qualitative participant

observation techniques in order to elaborate on the results of what was otherwise a

positivist research design (Sprod 1997). By contrast, however, as early as 1987 in

Iceland, Hreinn P41sson reported a great deal of 'participant' involvement by a

principal researcher in his explicitly "interpretive" study.75

•
75 -In my case, 1 not only joined in. but 1 also brought different ideas about the

conteXl that should be in place in the classroorna. SOI !his was not only an
observational study of a particular conteXl for teaching philosophy to kids, but
also a study of brfnging such a contexl about. My actions. ideas and
interpretations shaped the study •••- (Palsson 1994, p. 34).
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Tbese studies are relevant 10 our DRO research as examples of 'participant

observation' researcb; as research which attends 10 both the content and process in

the dynamics of philosophical classroom discussions in contexts other than our

own class pbilosophy and DRO; and as research which begins 10 œcognize the

multi-faceted role of the principal researcher in the conducting of the research. In

our DRO study it was not my purpose to assess either my students' thinking or the

Philosophy for Children program but rather 10 put the products of bath to use for

œsearch purposes. As Sigma researcher, although 1 was a 'participant' with my

young students, and although 1 made 'observations' about our thinking as

manifested in our ORO research sessions, it was not my purpose to observe what

'tbey' were doing in the same way as for the studiesl bave seen in the literature.

The emphasis in DRG was rather on research collaboration and 'participant

observation' was a part of the interpretive process for all the DRO co-researchers.

Data Analysis. To evaluate the dynamic process of philosophical inquiry as

practised within Philosophy for Chüdœn communities of inquiry, researchers bave

continued to make use of quantitative techniques of analysis (Jackson 1993; Milvain

1996) or have explicitly moved away from them (Chervin and Kyle 1993; Slade

1992). They have featured the analysis of transcripts, observation reports or

evaluation surveys.76 They have paid attention 10 the process of discussion

(Milvain 1996; Perrot 1993; Santi 1993). They bave explored and adapted methods

of discourse analysis (perrot 1993; Slade 1992; Sprod 1997). They have explored

the research use of philosophical analysis methods and criteria (Chervin and Kyle

1993; Santi 1993; Slade 1992). They bave used community of inquiry criteria for

data analysis.77 They have used graphic methods to examine and represent the

dynamics of discussion (Milvain 1996). And they bave advocated a qualitative

approach to data analysis.78

Most relevant to our DRO work was Hreinn Pâlsson's data analysis

approacb wbereby he evaluated a combination of content, process and other

•

76

77

78

see for exemple CheNfn and Kyle 1993; Jackson 1993; MUvain 1996;
NikJasson, Ohlsson, and othera 1996; Perrot 1993; Santi 1993; Siade 1992;
and Sprod 1997.

see for example CheNfn and Kyle 1993; MUvain 1996; P4Isson 1987; Siade
1992: and Sprod 1997.

See for example Chervfn and Kyle 1993; NlkJasson. Ohlsson, and others 1996;
P41sson 1987; Santi 1993; and Siade 1992.
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observations. Guided by bis multi..level research questions, P41sson described bis

data analysis criteria as follows:

The tessons were analyzed in terms of: content, dialogue as a teacbing
method, and the teaehers' perceptions. Specifically, each lesson WM
assessed for the level of suceess in the teaching of philosophy as a
content (discipline), and as (dialogical) practice. Also, the teachers'
expectations and perceptions about their own performance was used
in the evaluation of each lesson. (p4Isson 1987, p. 34)

In 1992, saying "we cao only sketch the dilections we might take",

Christina Siade sbifted away from test results and made an early move toward the

use of qualitative data analysis Methodologies when she advocated evaluation of

Philosophy for Children based Uon the processes of dialogue in the community of

enquiry, rather than the skills which might he a consequence of that interaction"

(Slade 1992, p.35-6). What was needed, she argued, was Ua well-motivated

theory of analysis of discourse" whereby "in the fuhion of etbnomethodological

studies, the concepts wouId emerge from the enquiry, ratber than vice versa"

(p. 35). In particular she pointed in the direction of detailed transcript analysis of

classroom discussions which would go beyond the process of turn-talcing and

systematically account for the content or "patterns of critical discoursc" which

would not ooly be useful in and of themseives but might also contnbute ta the

clarification of concepts such as critical and creative thinking (p. 36).

Then, in 1993, based on ber own previous work in analysis of classroom

dialogue, Christine Perrot offered a detailed technique for analyzing the transcripts

(perrot 1993) whereby she decided on tbœe "foci of analysis" which she "applied"

to selected transcripts and with which she was able ta "show important

characteristics of talk which cao assist in making judgements about tbat talk's

epistemic nature and even its epistemic quality" (pp. 44-45). Techniques 1 have

used wben interpreting our DRO transcripts œsemble Penot's data analysis

technique with important differences. Unlike Perrot, 1did not decide what my 'foci

of analysis' would he in advance, nor did 1 classify them in categories; and my

purpose was a philosopbical one of portraying both what and how we were

tbinking and researcbing rather than examining the fonn or quality ofour thought.

From a philosophical perspective, in the research rePQrted by Marina Santi

(1993), the researchers combined philosophical interpretation based on their own

observations with a fonn of qualitative analysis in which transeript data was

examined in tenns of pre-identified philosophical categories remarkably similar to
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Perrot' s ''foci of analysis". They acmowledged tbat the "four kinds of analysis"

they proposed "need ta be better investigated and proven" but suggested tbis as lia

possible way for qualitative evaluation of the effects of this activity on cbildren"

(p. 22). Without a more detailed account of wby those categories were selected

and just Mw the data were analyzed, this tao represents an early !tep in a qualitative

direction. And more recendy, citing the work of bath Siade (1992) and Santi

(1993), Nildasson reported that he and bis colleagues "agreed with them on the

main aims of evaluation methods for philosophy witb children" and also used

discussion transcription analysis as one of their metbods (Niklasson, Ohlsson, and

otbers 1996, p. 17). The relevance of Santi's research to our ORO project is that it

represents a move fartber away from a quantitative methodology and closer ta one

which is not ooly predominantly qualitative but also has an empbasis on the

philosophical dimension. It is also imPOrtant for its recognition of the importance

of discussion transeript analysis and the inseparability of content and process in the

social context of a philosophical discussion.

Still, in the most recent reports, researcbers used the language of a POsitivist

theoreticaI framework even though they rePQrted having used qualitative data

analysis techniques. For example, although Cath Milvain (1996) look a qualitative

approacb in ber moral reasoning researcb, ber use of language sucb as "ooly one

controUed variable" (p. 22), her acknowledgement that ber "sma1l sample" might

not Permit ber ta "gauge consistency of findings" (p. 29), and ber apparent

apologies for ber "subjective judgement" (p.28) are indieators that ber steps

toward qualitative data analysis were tentative. Nevertheless, relevant ta our DRO

project were Milvain's graphic representations of (a) the "flow of dialogue" which

sbe indieated "by drawing lines between people as eacb participated in the

discussion (Figure lI-iv, p.23); (b) the "comparison of the PrOpOrtion of time

given to student discussion with that given to teacber" (Figure 2I-iv, pp. 24, 25);

the comparisons of the types of responses given by students (Figures 3-6, p. 26);

and (d) the frequency of the occurrence of philosophical tbinking in tenns of

"intellectual rist", ureflective", and "empathetic" factors (Figure 7, p. 27).

And finally, although Sprod wrote that his study "used a mixture of

quantitative and qualitative measures", judging by bis empbasis on statistical

analysis oftest resuIts, bis calcuIations of "interobserver reliability" in the epistemic

episode level. and bis concems about the ugeneralizability of the research" and the

POssibility of making "biased interpretations", bis methodology was quantitative
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with qualitative measuœs of discourse analysis used primarily 10 elaborate on the

quantitative results (Sprod 1997). The relevance of this œsearch ta our DRG project

is tbat it provided more examples of the use of discussion transeript analysis

techniques, in particular with regard 10 the dynamics of pbilosophical inquiry

discussion (Sprod 1997).

Beyond Philosophy for Children. Three articles were relevant to our ORO

exploration because of their use of the community of inquiry methodology beyond

the context of the Philosophy for Children program itself. Two were concemed

with other curricular aspects: moral reasoning (Milvain 1996) and science

(Sprod 1997); ~d a third anticipated our conceptual work on 'discussion for

leaming' by suggesting that the analysis of classroom philosophy dialogues might

lead ta important philosophical conceptual distinctions between 'critical' and

'creative' thinking in its own right (Slade 1992). An important differenœ, however,

is that for Slade it was presumably the adult researchers who would produce the

distinctions by virtue of their after-the-fact systematic analysis whereas in our DRO

project 1 recognize the co-researcher children to be engaged in and responsible for

the conceptual analysis that yields the philosophical distinctions they make•

Our DRG study differs from these stodies in that it was an outgrowth or an

extension ofPhilosophy for Children rather than an evaluation of the effectiveness

of the program's implementation. Also our DRO research is unique for its inclusion

of children as researchers. Thus, our ORO study's Philosophy for Children

research context as represented by these research articles is one in which other

researchers are tentatively exploring the use of qualitative researeh techniques to

portray the dynamic complexities of the process of philosophical inquiry as

practised within Philosophy for Cbildren communities of inquiry.
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2.6 Instances of ChUdren Doing Research

To conclude this cbapter, and prior 10 telling our own Co-researching
Stories, next 1 provide a context for our work by describing and commenting on

three instances of young children doing research. For eacb, 1 comment on whether

and how 1consider the children in these projects to be domg 6 research' and in what

ways their research process CID be described as instances of qualitative research.

Social History Research
Village Heritage:

Miss Pinnell with the help ofThe Children ofSapperton Sehool
SappertoD, Gloucestershire, U.K. (1986)79

This is a student co-researcher story tbat grew out of a British primary

schaol history project. It is the story of a teacber and twenty-six children of

Sapperton School who began the 'research' as a project 10 look into the history of

their own village of Sapperton, Gloucestershire, U.K. It lOOk "five fascinating

years, countless questions, and two giant scrapbooks" to produce "this amazing

village history" (PinneU 1986, Publisher's note, front flap) which won recognition

f1l'St in competitions and subsequendy by sponsors who considered it to be worthy

of publication (Pinnell 1986, p. 110-111). U1timately it was tumed into a full

colour publication with an Introduction by Michael Wood, a British historian.

The pages are alive with Romans and Anglo-Saxons, saints and
villains, conquering Normans and ruling nobles, Royalists and
Roundheads, engineen and architeets, Davvies and labouren,
craftsmen and even their own local and intluential historian. Scenes
recreated by the children merge with contemporary documents, while
the Domesday record is paralleled by a fourteenth-century subsidy
roll, a seventeenth-century muster roll, a nineteenth-century census
and the children'S own present-day survey. There is even the amuing
discovery of a coffin-filled crypt, as recently as September 1985,
beneath the magnificent marble tombs in the parish church ...
(PinneU 1986, Publisher's notes)

• 79 1 am grateful to my British friend Jennifer Bembridge for having provided me
with thl. example of children as researchers.
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Without necessarily so intending, this project exemplifies five features of

qualitative research (Bogdan and Bilden 1992, pp. 29-33). For example, it "has

the naturai setting as the direct source of data and the researcber is the key

instrument" (p. 29). Miss Pinnell kept a detailed photographie record of their

research activities and the children made use of pad and pencü bath on location and

in constructing making the equivalent of ''field notes" on their retum. In order to

convey a sense of the complexity of this project, in what foDows 1 provide a

detailed (but incomplete) account of the extent to which their natural setting was a

direct source of data. Although most of the text of the book is written by Miss

Pinnell, it is elear from the text, the photographs and other figures and illustrations

that the chüdren were thoroughly involved as research agents. Although the teacber

provided the research narrative, she SPeaks for henelf and her student

c~researchers as a team.

Miss PinneD and the students explored every nook and cranny of their

village collecting data in a wide variety of ways. They went out on the street and

questioned a hundred passers-by. They collected a wide variety of documents

(including maps, aerial pbotographs, census data, then-and-now village plans, old

histories.80 They consulted surveys of their area including the Domesday Book

(both in its Latin original and in translation) and they conducted surveys of their

owo. They examined museum artifacts (such as tools and coins). They visited

archeologica1 sites. They studied a tçestry (The Bayeux Tapestry) which depicted

invading Normans. They studied the architecture of their village from a historical

perspective visiting sites and maldng their own architectural drawings. And they

tracked down an "eminent archaeologist" tbrough a local official who knew of a
television program which might have information relating 10 their village.

They reconstnlcted the family trees of important local figures. They

assessed the wealth of Sapperton by consulting documents such as the

"Gloucestershire Subsidy Roll 1327". They took oral histories from the people of

the village many of whom were autborities on the history of the houses in which

they livedo. They read wills to leam more about earlier inhabitants as 'reaI people'

through their detailed accounts of ail their "eartbly possessions". They consulted

•
80 Examples of old histones they colleeted are the following: Samuel Rudder's A

New Histoty of G/oucestershire 1775; A.. Jo. Roberston's 1ega1 history, Anglo
Saxon ChaTters which provlded details of land ownership and dulies, and A. H.
Smlth's The P/ace-Names of G/oucestershlreo.
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local newspapers. And they visited and photographed ttees whicb, aœording ta

tradition, were carved with the names and initiais and other information of

importance to earlier inhabitants.

They consulted joumals such as the Bristol and Gloucestershire

Archaeolog;cal Society Transactions (1928). They wrote ta and teœived a

response from an expert from the Victoria and Albert Museum in London for

additional information regarding a vault discoveœd in the crypt of a local cburch

during the course of their researcb. And they found references to Sapperton in a

letter· ·from the poet Alexander Pope ta a friend quoted in the pages of an early

twentietb century book on the history of the area.

They took trips on the local canal in order 10 have fust-band experience of

the canal while researching the ''Davvies'' who cut the canal and built the 28 locks.

They drew diagrams of the geological survey canal tunnel as they researched its

construction and they made cross-section drawings "pretending" they could "cut

through the ground to see inside the Sapperton Tunnel" and showing how boats

had to he "legged" tbroUgh the tunnel (p. 81). They read fictional stories set in and

around the tunnel "to help capture the atmosphere of the canal in its heyday"

(p. 82). They studied the "human cost" of building the tunnel by noting that the

number of burlals in Sapperton aImost doubled during its construction and by

reading accounts in local newspapers of the clay (p. 83). And they lOOk part in a

fourœen-mile Canal Walk, an annual event organized to raise funds for the

restoration of the canal.

And finally, they traveled by railway to see their valley from a different

perspective and to gain fU'St-band knowledge about the transportation system which

replaced the canal. They studied the building of the railway and the cutting of its

tunnel. They visited a nearby railway Museum to see early steam locomotives. They

researcbed their own schoal through more oral histories and tbrough records

relating to the "new building" (1848) for the schoal. They researcbed the history

and activities of 'ante Sapperton Craftsmen", makers of "beautiful and simple

fumiture, inspired by the tradition of William Morris" and who came ta Sapperton

and built houses for themselves on land given to them by a local lord (p. 98). Mter

ail this activity they recognized their conservation-conscious heritage and hoped

tbeir 'research' would have also made an important contnbution.
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The above Iist indieates that in scope and metbodology tbis was a major

undertaking tbat was conducted witb great attention ta detail. With regard ta bow it

meets criteria of qualitative researcb, in addition ta the criterion of (1) the natura1

setting heing the direct source ofdata and the œsearcber(s) as key instrument(s), the

other four criteria used by Bogdan and Biklen are also recognizable in tbis project 10

a remarkable degree: (2) it is "descriptive"; (3) the researcbers are "concerned with

process ratber than simply with outcomes or products"; (4) the researchers tended

"ta analyze their data inductively"; and (5) "'meaning' [was] of essential concem"

(Bogdan and Biklen 1992, pp. 29-33).

Wbat is missing in qualitative research terms bowever is any dehDerate and

self-conscious, ref1exive account of the researcb pracess itself by the researchers.

Although the public end-produet of the researcb, the book, Village Heritage,

shows evidence of the ehildren's participation as research agents on every page.

Howevert bath in the text and in graphie representation, tbeir voices as children's

voices and as researchers are featured ooly oceasionally. Information is also lacking

in terms of the children's contributions ta the planning and design of the research

and although it is conceivable that they played ~ major raie, tbis is not made

explicite These need not he considered ta he omissions since the intent was not 10

produce a student c<H'eSe8fCher driven research project and formai report, but

rather to engage in research 8Ctivity which was documented in detail. Thal it should

exemplify qualitative research ta the degree that il does is serendipitous.
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Acid Rain Research
St. George's School, Montreal (1990)81

This second example of children doing research is a rather ambitious

œsearcb project wbich was initiated by a researcb scientist82 and was condueted

over a period of six weeks "to investigate one of tb~ major sources of pollution in

our environment - &Cid rain" (St. George's Scbool Students 1990, appendix F).

Condueted via modem and computer over the National Geographie Society's Kids

Network, it involved more tban 450 classes located in 46 of the United States,

Canada, Japan and the USSR. The project consisted of students coUecting data by

measuring the amount of acid in the rainwater in their communities and aIso by

studying three questions of sPecial interest to and identified by the principal

œsearcher: (1) What are the sources of acid-producing gases in your community?

(2) Where on the network is acid rain most intense? and (3) What do you think we

sbould do about acid rain? After reœiving the students' data, the scientist and a

coUeague reviewed the reponed fmdings and wrote to the students to discuss the

results.

This is an example of students acting as co-researcbers not in a simulation

of research but as full researcb partners. They were addressed as "student

scientists" and their data were treated as seriously as if they had been coUected by

adult researcbers. Althougb the principal researcher and the student-scientists never

met, it was nevertheless a collaborative project. The Principal Researcber described

their activity as one of '-Working together" and the contribution of the student

scientists was different fram that of the adult researcher(s). Althougb it is obvious

that the adult scientists knew more about what it is to do research and that, by their

involvement in such a project, the students would leam a lot about scientific

protocols and procedures, at no time was this made ta be the focus of the project.

•

81

82

When these research projects were carried outt the Philosophy for Children
program was a feature of the curriculum at SL George's School. However.
unlike the present DRG studyt these projeets were not a direct outgrowth of the
children's participation in that program but rather of their work on other areas
(Sciencet Language Arts and Computer Technology) of their curriculum.

John M. Miller, AaD RAIN Unit Scientiat. Deputy Director, Air Resources
laboratoryt National Cceanic and Atmospheric Administration, United States
Oepartment of Commercet Washingtont O.C.

84



•

•

On the contrary, the students were addressed in a manner not distinguishable from

one that would be used with adult coUeagues. It was coUaborative in four different

ways: (1) among the stutlenta al St. George's as they divided up the research

tasb; (2) between students and their teachers83 in the scbool; (3) among St.

George's student-scientists and those in other schools on the Research Team

Cassiopeial as weU as with other teams on the National Geographie Society's Kids

network; and (4) with the adult scientists in Washington, D.C.

As it happened, the student-scientists' research findings were problematic to

the adult-scientists and the way in whicb tbis was handled is illustrative of the

co-researcber status of the students. Problems with the data were not attributed to

the fact that they were collecte<! by cbildren, but rather sucb problems were deemed

10 he not al ail unusual for scientific research: "As sa often happens in a scientific

investigation, the data are full of surprises and they raise as many questions as tbey

answer" (St. George's School Students 1990, appendix F). The problem was

discussed by comparing the in-coming data with the scientists' expectations and

those coUected by other adult-scientists; and new questions were articu1ated and

possible explanations offered together with actions they would need to take to

answer them.

We bave to do our te5ting over again because scientists believe maybe
the pH paper that they sent to us and the test of the network was not
the correct kind. They have reason to believe that they sent the right
pH paper to the west but were not entirely SUIe. Our pH readings were
from S.O - S.4. We are not sure if these readings are correct. The
scientists are sorry that they may have sent us the wrong pH paper and
they've invited us to do the te5tÎng all over again. (SL George's Scbool
Students, 1990, p. 7)

Another indication that the students were taken seriously as co-researchers

is that their participation was solicited not just as data coUec1Ors but also as idea and

action generators. Their views on possible explanations and possible solutions te

the problems of acid raiD were taken seriously. The students at St. George's also

took their own contributions seriously as indieated by taking the initiative 10 coUect

signatures from "people in our scbool wbo promise 10 do as mucb as they can for

the environment" (St. George's School Students 1990, appendix 1); and a letter-

•
83 The role of the teachers Is Invisible ln !hls projeet as documented by the

research report. Although It Is Incaneeivable that a project of such a scale
could be conducted wlthout them. no reterence Is made to them either by the
students or by the principal researcher.
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writing campaign which included lctters ta the Prime Minister of the day to enlist

bis support for their efforts.84

Wbat is Dot clear from this report is what else may bave bappcncd to the

rescarch results. The students identified the projcct as one of "a bunch of kiels

trying to leam more about &Cid rain and where it is" as if to say tbat it was only one

of kids leaming and not one of research proper. Furthermore, after describing

various dimensions of the ptoject, the "big question" was expressed in local terms:

"Is tbere &Cid raiD in our areaT' It would be interesting to know if the adult

scientists did anything further witb the data from tbis project in terms of publication

or ofcontributing to furtber research•

•

84 "Our class wrote letters to different people and compan[es. We wrote about the
env[ronment. We paired up [nto groups of two or three. Everyone chose who
they wanted to write to. A lot of people wrote to Brian Mulroney, one group
wrote to Bruil about the raln forests and a whole bunch of people wrote to
McDonalds. When Brian Mulroney wrote back, we were very disappointed
because he said nothing. Ail he said was canada wu in good hands and that he is
glad that we are concemed. He also sent us the same letter twicelll- (St.
George's School Students. 1990. pp. 11-12). Nor did the students stop there.
They wrote a second letter to Prime Minister Mulroney stating their
dlsappolntment in no uncertain terms.
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Making Documentaries Research
St. George's School, Montreal (1992)

This tbird instance, another one from St. George's school, is a project in

which the children did research for purposes of producing documentary films.as Il

wu a class project whicb was designed by the students in collaboration with eacb

other and tbeir teaebers and which exceeded the teaebers' expectations with regard

ta the aims of the school:

In our classroom, and in our schaol, we stress thoughtfulness and
problem-solving; we focus on process rather thm product; and we
encourage exploration for we fee) that one must take risks in order to
leam and to grow. We stœss the essential role which coUaboration
must play in a community of (eamers. (Zack and van Gelder 1992,
p.S)

In the teachers' report on this project, their description of the students and the ways

in which they canied out their 'research' aetivities cbaracterizes the students as
research agents to a remarkable degree even though 'research' for its own sake or to

build the children's 'researcb skills' was not the explicit purpose of this project

Both content and process-oriented, the following are the objectives as stated

in this report:

The vital aspects of our project included (1) a critical look at timely
issues, bath in the documentaries viewed, and in the topics the cbildren
chose for their own documentaries, (2) a look at various genre (sic) in
the media, (3) student-selected tapies, and (4) collaborative teamwork.
student-student, student-teacher and teaeher-teaeher, as we delved ioto
the domain of electronic media, a technology which wu novel both
for the students and for the teachers. (Zack and van Gelder 1992.
p.S)

With regard ta their 'research' activities, the students had a limited lime frame

within wbich both ta plan and execute their research and ta produce their

documentaries. Their activities resemble those which might be involved in

qualitative researcb:

Within [the] âme frame they bad to decide how to proceed, whom to
interview, write the interview questions, malte the contacts, tape the
interview (they weœ responsible for the setting up of the set: video

• 85 this account Is taken trom an article wrftten by the two teachers involved in
the project (Zack and van Gelder 1992).
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camera, microphone, lights), choose the clips, and then edit the
selections, incorporating music, narration, cœdits, and artwork. (Zack
and van Gelder 1992, p. 6)

These are acûviûes which correspond to the planning, data collection and analysis,

and producûon of a research report.

In tenns of the cbildren's capabiliûes to participate in such a project without

having ta be shawn how or having their hands held, Zack had this ta say:

The chilcfren took charge of their enterprise. AlI group members, of
wide...ranging abilities and interests were actively involved. They were
motivated, diligent, enthusiastic, and resPOnsible. They impressed me
with their self...sufficiency and initiative. (Zack and van Gelder 1992,
p.6)

They were capable research partners bath for each other and for the teachers

involved in the project and they leamed the value ofcollaboration by collaborating:

The children saw me and Susan van Gelder as leamers, since \\le
ourselves were probing and discovering as we went along.... We
relied on each other for support, adult and child leamers a1îke. In
their own work groups, the children were able to see that collaboration
was a growtb process, as the group members jeUed ioto a cohesive
team. (Zack and van Gelder 1992, p. 6)

Another research aspect, tbat of on-going evaluation of bath the process and the

product of the project by the CtH'eSe8rCbers as it proceeds were also reported:

The quality of final product was not as goad as tbey would have Iiked,
since there were glitebes, and loss of quality due to the repeated re...
taping of the tapes. However, they tbemselves were not ooly the ones
best able both to reflect upon and to assess what they would do
differendy next tinte, but were also the ones who insisted that the
process of the leaming was more imponant than the end product.
(zack and van Gelder 1992, p. 6)

And they even had to deal collaboraûvely with a controversial ethical issue which

threatened the integrity of the project as they saw it. In a documentary project

concerning problems in rock music, the students had selected excerpts of lyrics

which exemplified the violence and swearing prevalent in some of the sangs (p.6).

Worried that such lyrics would he considered unacceptable by the parents of the

student ftlm-makers, the teacher found herself "in the unenviable position of having

10 suggest deleting the excerpts, becanse tbere was such extreme violence

(especially against women), and obscene language ... If (p.6). The students

were Utom" but recogniRd the problem and eventually worked out a compromise
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whereby the lyrics were retained but with a commentary explaining their decision

(p. 6).

Characterized not as 'research' but as an "investigation" each documentary

was a project which included research methodologies and which had

multidimensional benefits for students and adults alike:

... the issues wim which the children dea1t, the entrepreneurial nature
of the activity, the problem-solving approach which theyu~ the fact
that they needed to leam to compromise as they worked together in a
coUaborative mode, and tbat they were able to assess the degree to
which their project was successful and to suggest changes, contributed
ta their growth. (Zack and van Gelder 1992)

and

Thus the investigation touched their lives outside of the classroom as
weil as inside the classroom. In pannership with adults (their teacbers
as weil as the invited guests who were the interviewees) the children
dealt with topics sucb as censorship, waming labels, freedom ta speak,
sensitivity to audience, and the need to discuss asPeCts whicb might
trouble them, sucb as for example sensational content whicb aims ta
seU by virtues (sic) of its sbock appeal. (Zack and van Gelder 1992,
p.6)

Tbese documentary investigations are another example of how, acting as research

'agents', children can 'do research' as an integral part of a larger project. A1though

these were also examples of 'school research' projects, unlike other such projects

which amount to simulations of what it is to do research, the research which these

children carried out served the same function as that carried out by adult researcbers

who work on documentary fllms.

In all three instances the children were actively engaged in 'doing research'

in the sense of being "creators of new information" (Kirby and McKenna 1989,

p. 44) by virtue ofengaging in "systematic and sustained enquiry" and in each case

the results of tbeir work were "made public" (Bridges 1996, p.2) wbether in a

form of a book, as part. of a wider report and communieated al a press conference

called for that purpose, or as a documentary film. These examples therefore support

my claim. tbat children cao aet as co.-researchers. Wbat distinguishes our

Co-researching Stories from these examples is the way in wbich we made explicit

and ret1exive use ofpbilosophical discussion as a way ofdoing research.
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Summary

To situate tbis case stary, first 1 attributed the beginning of my interest in the

idea of ~oing philosophy as a way of dOÎDg œsearch ta Gary Anderson's

observations œgarding "mergingtt research gemes and to bis caIl for conceptual

sophisticatioD, noting that he made no explicit referenœ ta domg philosophy in bis

acc:ount (Anderson 1989). Second, 1 traœd the development of the ideas for tbis

research to my experienœ with Philosopby for Children communities of inquiry

and the Philosophy for Childœn agenda of educational refonn; ta my researcb

eXPerience working on two lanteeedent œsearch' projects; and to two research

proposais 1wrote as well as other readings and writings which influenced my work

on this project. Tbird, 1 identified literature sources with wbicb 1 began regarding

the topics of ldiscussion'. lconaborative philosopbical inquiry' and 'cbildren as

co-researcbers'. Fourtb, 1 elaborated on wbat 1 mean by lresearcb' and wby 1

considered it important 10 do tbis researcb with children. Fifth, 1 summarized and

provided a critica1 review of the resean:b literature on Pbi1osophy for Children with

particular attention to the use of qualitative research methodologies. And 1

concluded tbis chapter by situating our case story in relalion to three contemporary

instances of cbildren doing research.
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Stepping OUt88

What 1 want ta tell you now is the story of how [our] story got made
up. First there's the story, and then tbere's the story of bow it
bappened. Wbat [ mean il, first it bad to happen, and then afterwards
came the story. Sa this is the story of what came fint. It's the story of
how it happened.87

Like Pixie's story, our co-research case story as presented in this

dissertation is a collection of stories within stories. It features a teaeher and

seventeen children engaged in co-research and theœ are al least as many versions of

our story as theœ were co-researcbers who lived it - more if we count our

individual and collective memories of it and still more if we consider its varied

reader interpretations (Bruner 1986). The version presented in Part Two:

Co-researching Stories is my [SigmaiAlisonIJudy] account of how my young

co-researchers and 1 conducted an exploratory study of our own experience of

what, for purposes of this project, we referred to as "discussion for leaming". Like

Pixie, 1 [Sigma] a1so faced storytelling challenges of how to tell many overlapping

and interactive stories within stories: stories of how the story got made up - of

whot came lirst; stories of what hoppened, and stories of how wbat happened

hapPened.

•

86

87

Stepping Out are the words on the back cover of my co-reaearchers' Grade Six
yearbook the fun tille of whlch la Stepping ln, Stepplng Out 1deem Stepplng Out
ta be fittlng 8180 88 a title for these Co-researchlng Stoffes as a way of
signalling our ·steppfng ouf' trom 'clala phllosophy' to 'relearch philoaophy'
- wlth ail the conceptual baggage that entalla.

ln Plxle. the Philosophy for Chlldren novel-qu~text for nlne-year-olda, thia is
how the main character and storyteller Pixie begina to tell her Itory (Upman
1981, p.2).
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These Co-researching Storles are pœsented as a way of answering the

dissertation research question by demolUtration - tbat is, by showing children at

work using pbiIosophical discussion as a way of doing research into wbat counts as

phüosophical discussion ('discussion for leaming'). As indieated earlier, 1 saw this

co-research project as a "metbodological experiment" in "merging" metbodological

strengtbs from two different research traditions (one from philosophical research,

tbe otber from social science qualitative research) witb a view 10 making a

contribution 10 bath.88

These Stories are tberefore about how 1 brought the pbilosopbical

discussion experience and expertise of my Philosopby for Childœn students

together with what 1 was Jeaming about how to do 'qualitative research'. This was

in search of a 'way of doing research' better suited ta Philosophy for Children, a

field dominated by research done in the quantitative resean:h tradition.89 At the

same lime, 1 was struck by an apparent Jack of recognition of the benefits of 'doing

philosophy' (as distinct from 'acknowledging philosophical underpinnings') in my

exposure ta qualitative research practice al the lime. And, in the Philosophy for

Children spirit of building on each otber's ideas, 1 dared to think that such a

methodological experiment might also make a contribution to qualitative researcb.

While philosopbical discussion in the tradition ofPhilosophy for Children is

the basic process we use in our co-researching of 'discussion for leaming' , we also

go beyond seeking 10 increase our understanding and mastery of the philosophical

discussion experience. As a result, our co-researching sessions taIœ on aspects not

seen in standard class philosophy sessions (e.g. co-researchers keeping field notes,

audio and video recording, writing experience profiles and inœrviewing each

other). Documenting this dual process of incœasing our understanding and mastery

of the philosopbical discussion experience provided data for my [Sigma] meta

analysis for this dissertation and these Co-researching Stories are a record of these

achievements as well as tbase of philosophical discussion.

•
88

89

For my account of when and how 1came to ... our work as a methodologlcaJ
experiment, see 2.1 Oolng Phllosophy as A Way of Doing Research ln
Chapter 2. Situatlng the Cale Story•

see 2.5 PhUolophy for Chlldren Aesearch ConteXl ln Chapter 2. Situatfng the
Case Story.
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As such the Co-researching Stories also demonstrate tbat chüdren

co-reseaJChers can fuIfil many resean:h functions in addition ta conœptual

investigation through philosophical discussion.

In Stories 1: Starting Up "come" stories of bow we organin:d ourselves

and brainstormed our own Co-researcher Questions in DRO Sessions 1 and 2.

In Stories 2: Philosophical "Blossoming" come research interviewing

stories in which my young co-reseaJChers reveal more about them.selves as

philosophers and as .researchers as they work on ways ta conduct œsearch

interviews by interviewing each other.

In Stories 3: Discussion as 'Communication', come stories of how, with

the help of Cotton Candy, a stuffed bear, we explored the relationship between

discussion (for leaming) and 'communication' - and in particular whether it makes

sense to think of having a discussion (communicating) with oneself.

ln Stories 4: Living and Leaming, come social issue stories of how, al the

same time as we worked on making conceptual distinctions between diffeœnt forms

of group talk, wc a1so addressed a social issue in need ofchange and a1so staries of

how our discussion of CCHeSe8I'Cher Question #14 ("Can you leam if you're

dead?") led us to explore issues ofLifelong Leaming.

In Stories 5: Maldng 'Inquiry' Progress come stories of how we used the

techniques of 'mapping thinking' and 'blurb' or 'memo' writing 10 help make our

inquiry progress visible to ourselves and in particuIar bow helpful concept mapping

was in helping us to build a concept of 'inquiry' from the ground up.

In Stories 6: Collaborating Cooperatively come staries of how we

continued to use our research mapping skills, and how we explored examples as we

tried to decide whether ta descnbe our philosopbical fonn of discussion (for

leaming) as 'cooperative' or 'collaborative'. And in the Stories: Epilogue comes

the story of how we celebrated the conclusion of our co-researcbing. Finally, in

Stories: Conclusion 1 [Sigma] summarize sorne of the ICbievements of our DRO

co-reseaJCh•
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Then, because our C~'esearchingStorles are notjust stories but a1so an

interpretive researeh report, "afterwards" (in Part Tbree) will come my [Sigma]

accounts of why things happened the way they did as 1 use what bappened in the

C~researching Storles to argue that our use of philosophical discussion is a way

ofdoing 'real' research.
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Stories

Introduction

The Co-researching Stories presented here are in a state of transition and

are a 'fourth generation' version. The fmt generation of stories coosisted of the üve

experience, the second coosisted of the version(s) captured in the audio-visual and

documentary data, and the third consisted of the stories represented in the first

transfer from audio-visual data ta verbatim text together with Sigma commentary.

For this fourth generation 1 have compœssed those data to fit the requirements and

limitations of dissertation presentation. Bach generation is the result of choices

made and, as with successive generatioDS of video-tape copies, there are inevitable

losses in maldng successive ttaDsitions 10 eacb new generation. It would he a

mistake to think that any one version tells the whole story or that each tells the

same story.

The various transitions ta the present version are the results of many

decisions. For example, when using audio taPe at the beginning we taped only our

research discussions until we decided that we should tape each session in its

entirety. Later, when using video-tape, we only had one camera and the staries data

tbat were captured depended on decisions made by the children co-rcsearchers who

were operaling the camera at the tîme. Wben maldng the third generatîon transfer of

audio-visual data from tape to text, 1 [Sigma] made data selection decisions in

relation to the thesis that 1was fonnulating as 1worked with the data. An~ for this

fourth generation version, 1 made decisions and compromises which were a

function of time and space constraints. A1though arguable, each of these decisions

had its justification. And aIthough the present version would benefit from further

rermement, it was designed ta serve the purposes first of answering the dissertation

research question 'by demonstration' and later, of providing data ta support the by

surfacing argumenL90

• 90 See Chapter 4. Surtacing Research Acta.
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Data Selection

Data selection challenges in producing this version of the Co-researching

Stories included how to œnder and do justice ta the complexity, coherence and

comprehensiveness ofour responses to our DRG research question in the lime and

space framework of a dissertation and within the tïme-frame available for its

completion. Also they included how 10 capture the dynamic 'live action' thought on

static paper. In the interpretive pracess of selecting the data and deciding how to

present it, 1was guided by the data we produced, the dissertation research question

and my four stated purposes for conducting this study.91 In what follows 1 mention

sorne of the issues which weœ at play and the decisions 1 [Sigma] made in

producing this current version of the Co-researching Stones.

'Children as co-researchers' considerations. An early decision 1 made

which is consistent with feminist and research-from-the-margins practiœ, was to

feature the children's co-researeher 'voiccs' by using their own words in the

presentation of the Stories by resisting as much as possible the temptation to "voiœ

over" their words with Sigma summaries or rePOrts. 1 also had space economy and

philosophical reasons for staying close to the data in this way. This meant

including extensive extraets of verbatim data from our co-researehing audio and

video tapes and this decision presented further challenges.

Masses of data. One of the first considerations alter making the above

decision was the overwhelming yield of data that would result given the duration of

the project (forty-eight 1.S hour sessions). 1 needcd an initial strategy for selecting

which of the data to transenDe.

Answering the DRG research question. 1 began by recaIling the question 1

had put to my co-researehers ("What is 'discussion for leaming' and how do we

leam from itT') and 1 selected data by staying as close as possible te the approach

we adopted beginning in Session 9 and which led to our repeated exploration of

five concepts: 'discussion', 'leaming', 'collaborative', 'philosophical' and

'inquiry'. Then, combining conceptual analysis techniques of beginning by

identifying important concepts in the question (WJ1son 1963/1987) with the

• 91 see 1.3 Purposes of Conducting the eCHUearch Profect rn Chapter 1.
Introduction.
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grounded theory strategies of 'tbemetical sampling', 1 selected and organized the

data by following five conceptual 'data trajectories' (Strauss 1987).

Narrative sequencing. In order to provide a 'üve' sense of our

co-researcbing and to demonstrate its progression, 1set out to interpretively present

the data usÎDg the narrative Cramework of an overall 'story' in chronological orcier

beginning with our getting organi:œd (Session 1) and generating our own

Co-researcher Questions and having a preUminary research discussion (Session 2)

through our work on ail five conceptual 'trajectories' and encling with our

celebration (Session 48). Thus, as a way of repœsenting the complexities,

coherence and comprehensiveness of our work, 1set out to tell stories which would

document our work in each of the forty-eight DRG sessions, trace the trajectories of

each of our conceptual explorations and ÎDclude the research maps we made.

This decision presented additional challenges regarding whether and how ta

present tbese stories in chronological tenus. At fust 1 tried presenting the data in

five trajectory 'stories' (each with its own beginning, midd1e and end) and arranged

in a chronological sequence across the project as a whole. This worked weil until 1

realized that the five trajectories were intertwined. interactive and interdependent in

a way that undennined this strategy. Nevertbeless, still seeking to produce a

version of our co-researching that adequately portrays the complexities, coherence

and comprehensiveness of the expcrience, guided by the chronologies of eacl1

trajectory within the whole, 1 continued to select, tran5Cn"be and present the data in

conceptual trajectory stories aIl the wbile searcbing for a better solution.

Sur/acin, the philosophical. At the same time, the challenge ta fmd a way

to surface the philosophical in our use of discussion for leaming as a way of doing

research was paramount. That is, it was philosophically important to foUow the

lines of our arguments, the twists and tums of our thought threads, the examples

and analogies we produced and worked with and the ways in which we built on

each others' ideas (even if and when those trajectories migbt seem circular or

repetitive). It would he necessaryt therefore, to spin out data sequences in œal time

since selecting snippets, samples or extraets /rom the data would not adequately

portray the complexity and comprehensiveness of the IDEAS-INQUIRY in the work

we were doing.
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The more 1 worked with the data, the moœ 1 came to appreciate the

magnitude of tbis task given how focused my co-researchers were in philosophical

terms and how difficult it would he to find sborteuts. On the other band, the only

way ta compress the staries while stiI1 demonstrating the thought progressions, idea

building and collaborative elaboration of philosophical argument in our use of

philosophical discussion was ta select some data sequences to spin out fully while

others not; and this meant making choices œgarding how and bow often to spin out

which sections while still maintaining the momentum of the narrative.

Focus on 'discussion' (for leaming). The main casualty of tbis decision

making bas been the MOst recent decision to concentrate on the data pertaining to the

'discussion' part of 'discussion for leaming' while acknowledging but setting

aside the data penaining to the second (for leaming) part for a future occasion. This

was a difficult decision to make because of the volume and quality of the 'Ieaming'

data we produced in response ta the original question 1 brought to my

c<>-researchers.

However, in the version of the dissertation research question which 1

f"mally adopted, (How do children with philosopbical experience use philosophical

discussion as a way of doing research?) the leaming is implicit in the concept of

'research' while the term 'leaming' is neither present nor prominent. In ligbt of this

evolution in focus, the data in the Stories 4: Living and Leaming series are

presented not to philosopbically explore the concept of 'leaming' but to demonstrate

and distinguish between different kinds of research discussions CSample

Discussions', 'Everyday Life Reseaœb Discussions' and œgular 'Research

Discussions') while al the same time making a place for the cbildren's 'everyday'

voices on social issues which matter to them thereby serving emancipatory

purposes in a way different from their participation in this research as

c~researchers. And finally, while working with the data throughout the whole

project, 1 reflected constandy on the leaming dimensions of what we were doing

and saying as weU as what 1, the adult researcher, was leaming in this process.

Chapœrs 4 and 5 are the results of those reflectioDS.
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• Introducing the Co-researchers

Of the scventeen volunteer student co-researcbers, twelve were girls and

five were boys. Considering ail our researeh roles 10 be 'under construction', 1

[Sigma] assumed that until and unless there were contrary indications, the cbildren

could perform virtually any research mie. We brougbt our teacherlstudent selves

10 the project and created co-researcher identities in our very first session wben,

for confidentiality reasons, we decided 10 give ourselves the following

co-researcber pscudonyms:92

AUSON

AMBER.

ARACHNID

OIOCOLA'Œ

ClNNAMON

DAISY

ElNS'ŒIN

FERRARI

JAGUAR

JENNIFFR

JŒV

KlRBY

LORI

MARIAH

STACI

TRACY

WHOOPY

YASMIN

•
Introducing the Children Co-researchers

To introduce the young children co-researcbers, 1 outline thIee kinds of

experience wbicb influenced the contributions they made to this research: Leaming

Experience, Philosopbical Experience and Researcb ExPerience.

Leaming Experience. The young co-researcbers were in their final year in

a French Immersion elementary scbool. They had spent Kindergarten, Grades 1

and 2leaming entirely in French; they began 10 leam in English in Grade 3; and by

Grade 6 they spent close to an equal amount of lime in each language. From their

earliest years in school, they spoke regularly in front of the class and (sometimes)

the whole school since the empbasis in French Immersion is on oral expression.

Their leaming experiences involved the preparation of talks or project presentations

for their classmates and also included extemporaneous ta1ks and improvisation.

They also worked in groups or teams and wrote little plays to present for others.

They bad experience giving each other feedback and tbeir oral presentations would

sometimes be springboards for class discussions.

• 92 See The Conffdentfality Pseudonym Story in Stories f: StlUting Up - Session 1.
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Philosophical Experience (1988-1993). Most of the seventeen young

cbildren co-researchers had their tirst philosophy experience in schaol in a

Philosophy for Children program with me when they werc in Grade 1 (age 6).

From the very beginning tbey had explicit instruction in how 10 engage in

philosophical dialogue witbin the context of tbeir developing communities of

inquiry. They leamed 10 tbink critically about each other's ideas in ways which

were oon-confrootational, exploratory and constructive of new ideas using elemeors

conbibuted by their classmates. They leamed 10 explore ambiguity, not to fear

confusion and 10 pursue their tbought trails knowing that they may or may oot œach

definitive 6 answers'. They leamed 10 acknowledge and 10 compliment each other's

points-well-taken while also pointing out absurdities and logical fallacies and

considering the probabilities of possibilities raised. They put 10 use their capacities

ta wonder, to mate subde tbinking moves and to use their imaginations in the

service of making sense of their worlds. Those co-researcbers who came ta

philosophy later (Daisy in Grade 4 and Tracy in Grade 6) were able to join already

functioning communities of ioquiry and, by putting their own existing thinking

abilities to wor~were able to catch on and contribute quickly.

Research Experience. The ooly previous research experience tbese young

student co.researchers could claim would be the simuIated researcb projects which

they were leaming 10 do within the context of their elementary schoal program.

When they did 'research' projects in English Language Arts and French, they

leamed how to consult hbrary reference materials, and how to put together a report

of their 'research'; and in their natura1 science classes they had exPerience with

more forrnalized research procedures iovolving hypotheses, observation,

experiment and conclusions. Some of the students also bad experience with

research-like experiences within the context of a schoal program for gifted students

called uLes Explorateurs". As far as 1 know, none of the students had experience in

wbat 1 termed 6real' research iota questions which were of interest ta a larger

community and for which they might actually he making a contribution ta

knowledge.

102



•

•

Introducing the Adult Co-researcher

As 1 did for the chiIdœn co-researchers above, reQlJUng and adding ta

information already provided,93 next 1 out1ine the leaming, teaching, philosophical

and research experience whicb influenced the contributions 1 [Alison/SigmalJudy]

made as the adult co-researcher.

Letlrllillg experiellce. The issue of effective use of discussions for

leaming purposes bas been with me for as long as 1 can remember. As a silent

middle child (of live) in a family whicb engaged in 'lively' dinner table

'discussions', 1 remember üstening ta (but not otherwise participating in) family

discussions, preferring instead to allow the voiccs of other family members ta

prevail. My silence carried over ioto elementary, secondary and undergraduate

school discussions in which 1was uncomfortable enough not to participate orally in

class discussions at ail.

Undergraduate Studies (1962-1972). As an undergraduate evening student

who was also a full-time elementary scbool teaeher, 1 remained silent in class

discussions and once even resigned from a course because of its discussion fonnal.

It was ooly in my final year wben 1 was taking an introductory course in moral

education from John Wilson, a visiting professor from Oxfo~ tbat 1 leamed ta

participate comfortably in class discussions due to bis encouragement and

recognition of my ability to 'do' philosophy - an ability that 1 did not know it was

possible to have. During that course 1 leamed from bath Wilson and my feUow

students bow important, even necessary, it was - bath for myself and for others

- to participale in discussions; and it was this experience wbich marked the

beginning of my pedagogical preoccupation with the importance of philosopbical

discussion.

Graduate Studies (1973-1976). When John Wilson retumed ta gjve the

moral education course again IWo years laler, he agreed to my request for a series of

private tutorials during whicb 1 further explored what it is to 'do philosopby'. Then

a year later and at Wilson's suggestion 1 moved 10 Oxford where he was the

director of the Fannington Tmst Moral Education Research Unit 10 pursue my

• 93 Sea 2.2 Origin of the Research Idaas in Chapter 2. Situatfng the case Story.
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inteœst in moral education. Wilson helped me ta recognize my interest in children's

conceptual thinking and, while studying independendy, 1 made the observation tbat

programs of moral education presuppose an abllity ta 'do philosophy'. 1bat was

when 1began ta wonder whether philosophy was something children could do.

Having sketehed out a preliminary study plan at Oxford, 1 subsequently

decided ta do further degree work in Canada and retumed to register in an M.A.

PrOgraJD al McGill University. Later, when 1 had completed required course work

and was contemplating a topic for my M.A. thesis, 1 dusted off my Oxford

preliminary study plan, gave it the title "Philosopby for Children" and embarked on

pœliminary stages of my thesis research. Not long after that, my thesis director

calIed my attention ta a smaI1 item in a reœnt issue of Time magazine the headline

of wbich was: ''Big boom in small philosophers". It described the early work of the

Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Cbildren (IAPC) in Montelair, New

Jersey and 1 wrote to Matthew Lipman, DiIector and ADn Margaret Sharp, bis

Associate Director, requesting more information. They were very forthcoming and

their assistance permitted me ta complete a masters thesis in which 1explored ideas

from my own experience in relation to the work they were doing al that time.

Teachillg Experience (1963 - present). Barly in my teaching caœer

and before my own introduction to philosophy, 1 remember being drawn to those

asPeCts of teaehing which generated interesting thin/dng on the part of the children.

Memorable moments for me had Iittle to do with delivery or transmission of

specified curricular content and a lot ta do with the thinking that such content

generated in the students. For example, 1 remember designing '70p Secret" projects

whicb were highly process-oriented with the content directly determined by the

process the students engaged in ta produce it. Or 1 remember being much more

interested in the "New Math" program of that era than in accelerations of traditional

math programs (such acœleration was common practice in private schools sucb as

the one 1 was teaehing in al the time). Rather than feel thœatened by the empbasis

on the reasoning behind a mathematical algorithm such as division of fractions, 1

was drawn to it and 1 remember heing less impressed by the ~right answers' the

children were able to produce than l was by tbeir abilities bath to understand and to

aniculate their understanding ofwhy those ~answers' were deemed ta be ~rightJ. As

an elementary schoal teacher 1encouraged my students ta participate freely in class

discussions despite (or perhaps due ta) my inability 10 do so myself as an

under&raduate student.
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Philo,ophic«' Ezperience. In 1980, four years after completing my

M.A. thesis on the subject of Philosophy for Cbildren (Kyle 1976), 1 attended a

two-week comprehensive graduate-Ievel œsidential workshop in Philosophy for

Children (designed for philosophers and teacbers with a philosophy background)

which was conducted by Matthew Lipman and ADn Margaret Sharp, the creators of

the Philosophy for Children propam. There 1 experienced its tbeory, its content

and its "community of inquiry" methodology. 1bree years later, after having

implemented Philosophy for Children witb multiple groups for severa! years, 1

retumed to IAPC and SPent a montb witb international visiting scholars who were

inteœsted in the Philosophy for Children 'movement' and establishing centers in

their respective countries.

Doing Philosophy with Children (1981-present). In January 1981, 1

began to do philosophy with children (ages ten and eleven) in my own Grade Five

class (Kyle 1981) and sincc then 1bave worked with over seventy different groups

("Communities of Inquiry") of young children (ages six to twelve). This work has

given me on-going opportunities to recognize how capable children are of engaging

in philosophical discussion. And in keeping with the democratic methodology of

the Philosophy for Cbüdren program, the cbildœn and 1 bave continually refmed

our classroom procedures in an effort to produce discussions which were

philosophically meaningful for everyone (Kyle 1983b; Kyle 1993c; Kyle,

Morehouse, and others 1985).

Philosophy for Children with Teachers (1985-1993). As 1 worlced with

communities of inquiring children, 1 became increasingly coovinced tbat we were

involved in a meaningful process and 1 sougbt ways 10 bring collaborative

philosophical inquiry to children beyond my own spbere of activity. First 1 wanted

ta know if teaehers without a background in philosophy could also leam to do

philosophy with children in ways which would he mutually significant and in 1985,

in response to a request for training from two ofmy colleagues, 1 started "in-house"

teacher training by working on an ad hoc basis with two of my own coUeagues

(Kyle and pottern 1985). As a result wc were able to offer the program to ail the

students in Grades One to Six in our school. Later, encouraged by the reactions of

these teachers, the children, and their parents, 1 designed and conducted a

Philosophy for Children teacber training program at McGill University from 1987

ta 1993. While teaching these courses, 1 visited classes in other schaols for the
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purposes of modeling and evaluation and had rich opportunities to witness the

growing pains and to contribute to the successes of students and teacbers in a

variety ofedueational settings, each presenting a unique set of circumstances to he

taken ioto account.

Research EXllerience. The two 'antecedent research' projects already

described also form part of my Sigma co-researcher context and have influenced

tbis research. The first was the Philosophy for Children Implementation

Feasibility Study, 1985 (IFS) and the second was the McGill Research Group

study into Children's Philosophical Reasoning, 1987-1993 (MRG).
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Storles 1

Starting Up

In the first_ two sessions of our Discussion Research Group, we organized

our research materials, we dealt with the issue of confidentiality for the cbildren

co--researchers and we brainstormed and could not resist having a preliminary
discussion of "Co-researcher Questions" for the 'project. From the data for these

two sessions 1 tell C~bing Stories to demonstrate bow, from the very

beginning, my co-researchers expressed their research ·agency', generated

questions from other questions and built on each others' ideas. In tenus of the

IDEAS we discus~ the Session 2 'preliminary' discussion yielded no less than

sixteen possible criteria for assessing the question: "Does it matter who you talk

to?" for a discussion to count as a 'discussion' for learning. And with regard to the

INQUIRY dimension, 1 present these data ta show how easily the c<H'esearchers

took to the researcbing enterprise. In addition, in my interpretation of these data 1

identified ·'pattems of engagement with the questions" we generated - patterns

which show these children carried on a discussion which had five ·'points of entry"

and which took the fonn of "multiple parallel discussions".

SOI: Getting Organized and Confidentiality Pseudonyms

For our very fust Discussion Research Group [DRO] session we met in

Room 10 after schoal from 2:32 p.m. (wben scbaol was dismissed) until

4:00 p.m. Expecting my young co-researchers to be hungry at the end of a busy

schoal day, and in appreciation for their baving agreed ta participate, 1 provided

apples and cookies for refresbments.94

•
94 Tenns presented ln boldface reter to DRG Research Practices which are lIsted

in an alphabetically organized catalogue avallable on request. Each research
practice ia described under the tollowing headlngs: Type. Aclapted Class
Philosophy Practfce (yes or no). Purpoae(s) and Description.
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Selsion 1 • TucstJay. Oerober 27. 1292 • 13 Co-rc,cqrcMrld5

On my Sigma plaDs. list for tbis session 1 bad written the foUowing:

(1) Welcome retiesbments - bring own snacks on research clays; (2) Distribute

Materials; (3) 'Discussion for Leaming' - brainstorm; (4) Data Collection

Activities - add ta the list; (S) Equipment Needs - tape recorders, tapes etc. For

the ''Data Collection Activities" 1 planned ta use my doctoral proposai chart of

possible research activities to give my c<HeSe8fChers an idea of the kinds of ways

we migbt collect data and 10 invite them to add to the liste Whoopy was Dame
recorder. Although we did not record tbis session on tape, 1 did detailed Sigma
DOtes from memory.

We spent most ofour time geUing organized with the researcb materials
1 bad bought and while we were doing that, 1 described the research project

objectives in general tenus and ta1ked about how we could collect data. We looked

at my chart of possible research activities and 1 invited my C(HCSC8l'Chers ta

contribute more.

The Confidentiality Pseudonym Story

We had eaten our refreshments, research materials had been distributed and

it was time for me to talk about the project 50 tbat we could get started. 1 began by

describing the reseaœh project in very general terms and by addressing the question

of confidentiality wbicb, since my co-researchers were children, was a university

ethics requirement for this project. It was my Sigma intention ta begin by ta1k about

the issue of confidentiality with my co-researchers and ta ask them if they could

suggest a way for us to bandle il.

95 The number of CCM'esearchers fndlcated for each session includes 1Alison'•

•
96 ln thls sequence 1 refer 10 two Sigma research practlces (Sigma pl.n., and

Sigm. not••) and four co-researcher pracllces (refr••hm.nt., r••••rch
m.t.rl.... and the ftam. record.r procedure and r••••rch
p••udonym n.me carda). As we began 10 accumulate data, 1 [Sigma]
desfgned data .ourc. cod. convention. whlch 1used 10 identify the origin
of each data Item.
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When 1 [Sigma] thought about this issue befote our first session, it occurœd

to me that we might he able ta adapt our class philosopby pradice of invoking

fietltious eharaeter Dames to mask the identities of œal people wben telling

anecdotes and giving examples ta support points we make in discussions. We did

tbis because, for philosophical purposes, it was the issue rather titan the specifie

person whieh was of interest. Befote bringing this idea ta my co researchers

however, 1 eonsulted an experienced researcher who cautioned against this iclea for

practical reasons having to do with confusion when dealing with tape

transcriptions. So, reluetantly, 1 decided not ta suggest this to my co-researchers

when we met for the first time.

When it came to the actual moment, however, thinking 1 was only gjving

my eo-researcbers an example, 1 told tbem about my research pseudoDym idea

and how 1 bad abandoned it on the basis of advice 1had been given and 1 explained

why. Then 1 asked for their suggestions.

Weil, they loved the idea ofpseudonyms! 1 tried to press the point that
J had it on food authority thm it wasn't a great idea although
adminedly if would be fun. Weil, they weren't buying if. They were
dying to ma/œ new names for themselves ...

[D/S01/92.10.27Tu/Slgma Notes]

In a surprising (to me) excbange, it was Wboopy wbo said with confidence

and in atone which suggested to me that 1 should know better, "Weil, Judy! We

canjust try it and ifit doesn't work, we'll change it!"

..• 1 found the suggestion (and the respectful way it was put) to be
i"esistible. The nut half hour was spent mirthfully choosing their
names and recording them in their new McGill steno pads. They were
very ucited about the whole ,hmg and 1 began to wonder if1 had Ion
them alreatly, if the projeet had ta/cen on some trivial game-like
qlUllity and if1 would have to rescue it already!

ALI of tlais in the nœne of confidentiality which seemed to have been
the ûut tking on their minds! They seem much more interested in
Iulving alter identities instead.

[D/801/92.10.27Tu/Slgma Notes]

Then, to belp us leam eacb others' research identities, wc decided ta maIœ
researeh pseudonym Dame cards similar ta name cards wc bad used for our

own names in class philosophy. For my pseudonym 1 chose '~Alison" (my Middle

name) as wc laughed together and played with our new œsearcb identities.
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"Loggers" and "Secretaries". Next, as a way for everyone 10 assume

co-researcher responsibilities, we tried ta think of ways to keep a record of our

proceedings and decided wc Deeded "Loggers" (to keep a research log) and

"Secretaries". People volunteered for these jobs by putting their Dames on sign-up

sheets that we circulated and Yasmin tried doing a log for this session althougb with

limited suceess.97 Near the end 1 suggested that we either brainstorm our research

questions or begin 10 write "researcher biographies" in arder to try and say who we

were ta he doing this research. However, as time was short by tbis tinte, we did

Deither. Nevertheless, it did not prevent the fmt session from ending on a high note

and my co-researchers departed with enthusiastic appreciation for the snacks, the

materials and their new ORO identities.

They really seefMd to enjoy the fint session and were mon
appreciative (both collectively and indillidlUJlly) for both the
refreslai'Mnts and the mtJterials 1 prOllided. > > > Although we didn 't
quite follow my plan and the spiritedness of the researchers was at
times a hindrance, it was oller·all a good beginning, 1 thinJc.

[D/S01/92.10.27Tu/Sigma Notes]

Sigma reflections. Keeping the children's identities confidential was a

requirement of the university's ethics procedures.98 1 was therefore doing my duty

by invoking confidentiality procedures and the question 1 brought to my

co-researchers was not 'Should we?' but 'How should we?'. Not questioning the

confidentiality requiremenl, my co-researchers responded as if this signified ta

them that this was 'rea}' research. They "Ioved the idea of pseudonyms" and were

"dying to make new names for themselves". It was an opportunity to play with their

personal identities by giving themselves names they wish they had, funny names,

or new and different identities. What it did not seem ta he about for them was

confidentiality.

When 1 mentioned tbat 1 had sought advice regarding the idea of using

pseudonyms and had been advised against il, 1 remember feeling ambivalent.

Knowing how weil the fictitious character procedure worked in class philosophy, l

still rather liked the idea of pseudonyms myself and was wondering just how

"hopelessly confusing" it would he. And yet 1 thought rd better heed the counsel of

•
97

98

See Sigma Tensions under 3.4 'Sigma' in Chapter 3. Methodology Matters.

See Appendix A. Certlficate of Ethical Acceptability for Research Involvlng
Human Subjeets. Faculty of Education. McGili University.
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someone who was in a position ta know. However, sincc them was a built-in

escape clause tbat if wc found they did not work, wc could just stop usmg thc~

deferring ta Whoopy's better judgement, 1 agœed that we could try them. Becanse

of my [Sigma] commitment ta keep their identities confidential, and because of the

enthusiastic response ta usmg pseudonyms, we donned our research identities and

carried on and 1resolved to think more about it 181er.

An Altemate Interpretation of the Pseudonym Story

After our fll'St session in which we chose our research pseudonyms, still

wondering about what had happened, 1 consulted a coUeague who reminded me

that there was another way 10 think about what had occurred.99 ln my Sigma notes,

1made the foUowing observation:

By succumbing 10 the students' reasoning, 1 was in fact olfering Ihem
an opportunity to Ilown" their own research process. 1t certainJy was
the case tlult they could maIce suggestions which were contrary to the
'better judgement' of the 'principal researcher' tJIU1 have those
suggestions prevail.

[o192.10.27TulSrgma Notes]

Hoping that my coUeague was right, 1concluded tbat entry with, 'The challenge is

ours DOW ta make it work and the stakes are high!"

Research decision-making. This was my [Sigma) research project: its

objectives were mine and sa was the responsibility for ensuring the children's

confidentiality. Before we began 1 had made a Sigma decision ta work with my

students as co-researchers who would panicipate as fuUy as possible in making

research decisions, and this pseudonym story put thlt decision-making policy to an

immemare test. When 1 told my co.researchers the story of having accepted the

advice not to use pseudonyms, 1 thought 1 was teUing it as a "too-bad" kind of

story; and 1 thought 1had already made the decision and was ooly telling them the

story as an invitation 10 work out some other way ta ensure confidentiality. When

they scooped up the idea of pseudonyms, their enthusiasm prevailed over my

protests. It was as if they had hijacked the decision. Them was no power struggle

- they weœ just cager ta have different identities.

• 99 1 am grateful to McGUI Research Group (MRG) colleague Michael Chervin fo r
thrs Interpretation.
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Co-researcher 'empowerment'. This interpretation of The Pseudonym

Story shows how early 1 [Sigma] encountered the issue of co-researcher

'empowerment' . Evidently my co-researchers empowered themselves by

œspectfully and enthusiastically suggesting a way to proceed which would enable

tbem to have research pseudonyms while at the same time providing for my

concems. And it shows how 1 [Sigma] was disposed to defer to their judgement

without insisting on exercising my authority or involdng the advice of a more

experienced researcher. It was not a matter of my 'empowering' them for that

would have been to patronize them. It was rather an indication of the relationship

we brought with us from class philosophy - a relationship of mutual respect and

one in which we were used 10 deferring to each others' judgement.

Confidentiality. Beyond the issue of research decision-making, as a result

of The Pseudonym Story 1 [Sigma] began ta wonder about general confidentiality

requirements for children in research and 1 began to question the assomption that

because children are children, their identitics in research must be protected. Since

our research was not about which child thinks what but rather about how (weil)

children can think, and since these children were acting as researchers and not as

researched, then what about the confidentiality requirement in this case? Could it he

that requiring confidentiality for children in sorne instances of research is a way not

of proteeting them but of marginalizing them? If we say there is a need for

confidentiality because they cannot answer (wisely) for themselves, then perhaps

we need to re-examine our presumptions about children in research and allow for

the possibility of tuming what is now a requirement into an issue to be decided on a

case by case basis.

Resolution. Eventually we resolved the co-researcber identification issue

when, for their own account of our research for their Grade Six yearbook,

Stepping Out, we decided to include everyone' s real name but without linking it ta

bis or her pseudonyme
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S02: Co-researcher Questions and
n- 1-· n.I ...t
C a~eJmJnary UJM;WDaOn

To sbow bow we brainstormed further questions from our researcb topic,

"Discussion for Leaming", and to make visible the content-process

[IDEAS-INQUIRY) interplay in our very fust research discussion, 1 present severa!

interpretatiODS of the data from Session 2. After presenting a briefdescription of my

Sigma plans for this our second DRG session, first 1 tell how, using the tapic

"Discussion for Leaming" we brainstormed our CcHesearcber Questions for this

project; and second, 10 show how the young cO;-rese8I'Chers began their work on

wbat counts as 'discussion for leaming' in this session, 1 interpret the data from our

'Preliminary Discussion' of the brainstonned questions in five different ways: by

how we were (1) Engaging with the Questions, (2) Starting a Discussion and Idea

Building, (3) Building On and With Bacb Other's Ideas, (4) Generating Questions

from Questions, and (S) Analyzing Concepts.

Session 2 • Thurstlgy. Oct.r 29. lm. 13 Cq.rueqrchers1oo

We met again two days after our tirst session and again we were thirteen

co-researcbers. My Sigma Plans for this session consisted of the following:

(1) Serious brainstonning on OIH - of co-researcber questions; (2) Researcher

profùes; and (3) Computer assignments. Sînce we did not gel as far as

brainstorming our co-researcher questions in Session l, 1 thougbt we migbt start

with that using the overbead projector (OIH). With regard to "Researcher Profiles" 1

thought we might generate some questions which we could use as the basis for our

answers ta the question, "Who are we 10 do this researchT' My plan was to invite

my co-researcbers to describe their experience with discussion in general (at borne,

with friends, in other classes in scbooI) and in particu1ar (in Pbilosophy for

Cbildren classes with me). And with regard ta "computer assignments" we needed

a way to decide who would use which computer when to work on tbeir researcher

profùes.

• 100 Unlass otherwise indicated, the data in this seetfon are trom the verbatim
transcript of Session 2, Thursday, October 29, 1992.
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As wc generated our "DRG Researcb Questions" (hereafter "Co-researcber
Questions" [C-RQs]) for our study, 1 [Sigma/Alison] recorded tbem on an overbead

projector transparency the way we normally did in class philosophy. 1 wrote

"Discussion for Leaming" as the tide and, below the tide in square brackets,

without comment, 1 wrote my altemate expression: U[Collaborative Pbilosophical

Inquiry]ft. As 1 wrote on the transparency, my co-researchers recorded the

questions in their steno pads for future reference. Theo we bad a pœliminary
discussion of the questions whicb interested us and some made co-researcher notes

by jotting down ideas in tbeir steno pads as the discussion progressed. Daisy was

the name recorder and we made an audio tape recording of only the discussion part

of this session. The following are the Co-researcher Questions we generated in this

session.

C-RC04 Ferrari
CeRCOS Ferrari
C-RC08 Alison
CeRQ07 Alison
C-RQ08 Arachnld

CeRC09 Daisy

CeRC10 Arachnld

CeRCll Arachnld
CeRC12 Alison

(e-RQ13) Arachnid
(e-RQ14) Klrby

•

Dlscu.slon for Learnlng

[Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry]

•
C-RQOl

CeRC02

C-RQ03

Daisy
Daisy

Vasmln

What would you diseuss?
How would you discuss?

-tatking, writing??
Different kinds of discussions?

-limes of day
-places
-people

The language of philosophy?
Special philosophy language?
Does it matter who you talk to?
Dialogues and D4L?
Does your brain produce ideas without
you knowing?
Too confusing to have special
philosophylanguage?

How would we leam with no
imagination?

Who invented philosophy?
Could you do philosophy without
questions?

Can you leam If you're dead?
Can you have a discuSSion without the
other persan talking back?

[D/S02I92.10.29ThIDRGlSigmale-RQs)
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Questions (C-RQ13) and (C-RQ14) are recorded on the transpaœncy but were added

in a later session. And, the fact that the same person asked two consecutive

questions is a sign of our use of the class pbilosophy procedure wc caIled the

"Rule of Two".

Preliminary Discussion of the Co-researcher Questions

From class philosophy experienœ with these students, 1 [Judy] knew tbat

thcy would Dot he satisfied with simply brainstorming a list of questions. As

expected, they wanted 10 discuss them at least to sorne extent and 50 1 suggested we

have a "preliminary discussion". 1 [Sigma] had in mind, however, that we would

keep these questions with us and perhaps focus on one at a time over the course of

the project. It did not quite work out that way.

1. Engaging with the questions

To show how our discussion process enabled us to discuss many different

questions to some depth in one discussion, 1 identify patterns of engagement with

the different questions in the data from the Session 2 preliminary discussion of our

Co..researcher Questions [C-RQS].

In this discussion we recorded our ideas on an overbead transparency, in

co..researcher steno pads and on audio tape. Later 1 [Sigma) produced a verbatim

transcript of the discussion from the audio tape. TheD, using the outliner feature of

my word processor, 1 chunked the verbatim transeript data iota twenty-three

dialogue segments based on their content. With the chunked transcript, 1 traeed the

order and frequency with which we took up our questions and 1created a line graph

ta make a visual representation of our discussion activity (sec Figure 1 below).

Using these methods 1 was able ta identify and interpret &patterns of engagement'

with our co-researcher questions in this preliminary discussion. In what fol1ows,

first 1 describe patterns of engagement with the questions; and second, 1 identify

and retlect on a pattern 1 refer 10 as &~ultipleParallei Discussions".
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Wbile chunldng the transcript, 1 recorded the following observation:

BeciJUSe IMse q&œstions are lM rendt of brainstorming, they may or
may not be related to each other. Those that clearly are (e.g. 4,5 and
9) show Mw they/we listen to «leh other. Those that are not (e.g. 8,
10) suggen prior thought about some ofthese questions?

[VT/S02I92.10.29Th1Sigma Transcription Notes/{-jk95.07.19}]

Patterns ofEngagement with the Questions

Dialogue Segments. One of the Ï1I5t patterns 1 noticed when chunking tbis

transcript was tbat it consisted a1most entirely of dialogue segments punetuated by

the name recorder inviting the next persan to speak or the occasional time out. This

pattern.wu consistent with our class philosophy practice and it is also attributable

ta the use of the name recorder procedure which affords each participant bath

an uninterrupted oPPOrtunity ta speak and the prerogative ta engage anotber

participant in dialogue (Kyle 1993c).

Description. Ten out of thirteen co-researcber questions were addressed al

least once. Of the twenty-tbree segments, 1 counted four as Time Cuts [C-RQ "0'-]:

one of these was the session Introduction by Ferrari; one was a Time Out by Alison

(segment 3) to remind co-researcbers to specify which question they were

addressing for recording purposes; another was a Time Out by Arachnid

(segment 8) when he wondered about our uncharacteristic laughter wbicb we

attributed ta the fact that we were recording the discussion; and the fourtb was to

say that time wu up al the end. Otherwise the discussion proceeded uninterrupted.

Question Order. We did Dot begin with any particular question or discuss

each in tum. Rather, the order of the discussion foUowed the co-researchers'

interests such tbat we addressed the questions in the following order (where ''0''

represents the Introduction, Time Cuts or the Conclusion):

SEGMENT; 1 2 3 4 5 fi 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 1718 19 20 21 22 ni
QUmDON: 0 4/5 0 2 6 8 13 0 6 6 Il 7 6 10 Il 12 6 12 6 12 6 12 0 ,

Bgure ,. Order of engagement with co-researcher questions [e-RQs]
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• In the first eight segments we addressed five different questions before

retuming to C-RQ06 (Does it matter who you talle ta?) in segments nine and ten. In

the next four segments, we took up three new questions, including C-RQ12 (Can

you do philosophy without questions?) for the tirst lime in segment 16. Then,

without heing aware of il, we settled on altemating between those two questions,

C-RQ06 and C-RQ12 from segments 17 to 22. The graph in Figure 2 makes this

pattern visible.
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Dialogue Segments

•
Agut' 2. Order and frequency of co-researcher questions addressed (S02)

•

Frequency. In descending order, we addressed C-RQ06 (Does it matter

who you taIk to?) 7 times, C-RQ12 (Could you do philosophy without questions?)

4 times; C-RQll (Who invented philosophy?) twice; C-RQ02 (How would you

discuss?), C-RQ04/0S (Special philosophy language?), C-RQ07 (Dialogues and

Discussion for Leaming [D4L]?) and C-RQ08 (Does your brain produce ideas

without you knowing?) once each; and C-RQOl (What would you discuss?), C-RQ03

(Different kinds of discussions?) and C-RQ09 (Tao confusing to bave special

philosophy language?) not at aIl•
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In class pbilosophy discussion there is a constant tension œgarding when to

stay with one question and explore it in depth and when ta let the discussion follow

the interests of individual contributors. Wben we choose 10 do the latter, 1 [Judy]

often wonder about the wisdom of tbat approach and wonder what we accomplish
if we f:alk about ail the questions in what seems ta he a random order. In this

instance, 1 had expected we would just toy with the questions as a way of satisfying

the interest that accompanies brainstorming. Since 1 was anticipating that we would

come badc and deal with them 6properly' over the course of the project, my

expectations were not high. Tberefore, wben 1was working with the data, it was a

revelation ta me (a) that we bad dealt with ail the questions except tluee in some

fashion, (b) that we had dealt with two questions in considerable depth, and

(c)" that for other questions, although we may bave said little, what we did say was

important.

Multiple Parallel Discussions

This whole transcript is a good uample of how it is possible to have
several discussions simultaneously. Although all the questions have to
do with Discussion for Leaming, the co-researchers jump around /rom
question to question at will and without loss to any ... This pelralleu
the way we had come to worlc in philosophy class.

(VTIS02l92.10.29Th1SIgma Noteal{"jk95.07.22)]

When 1 [Judy] œflect on class philosopby discussions, 1 often marvel at our

ability to address many questions in seemingly random arder without worrying that

we are 6changing the subject'. This challenges the common assumption that it is

better 10 do 60ne thing at a time'; and it also challenges the part of Pbilosophy for

Children methodology which advocaœs generating ideas and then grouping and

prioritizing them until the community bas chosen one or two to work with in depth.

In practice there is olten a counter-current as participants pursue their own inteœsts

in the questions and their own responses to what others have said.

Iuggling is a metaphor which 1 [Judy] use when 1 tbink about the class

philosophy phenomenon ofkeeping many ideas aloft al once as in my interpretation

of the patterns ofengagement with the questions in this transcript. 1 would not now

descnëe these severa! discussions as 6simultaneous' because one person spoke al a

lime in a rather linear fashion. However, al any given moment, jugglers have many
objects in the air at once, some going up, some down, some caught and others
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dropped. Ifwe liken what people say and think in a discussion 10 a juggler's clubs

or balls, then as in juggling, while one is speaking the others are tbinking, while

one subject is taken up (aloud) others are 'caught' in thought and sorne are dropped

and not picked up. It is in this sense that it is possible 10 have severa! discussions

simultaneously with what people actually say in a discussion as the evidence of

many (though not ail) of the ideas that have been aïrbome.

Is it reaIly possible 10 think about and listen productively ta different ideas al

the same time or al least in the same discussion? So far my Sigma interpœtation

does little more than identify patterns which raise tbis possibility. If it does make

sense to speak of having several discussions going on within one discussion, then

this could have implications for the concept of discussion as a research practice for

it involves looking for the many in the one in a way tbat adds depth and complexity

to our perception of the fonction of research discussions. However, it would not he

enough for there 10 be 'multiple paraIlel discussions' because sucb discussions

would ooly he as useful as the data they generate. One criterion for judging the

productivity of such multiple paraIlel discussions for research and learning

purposes could be how weil participants are able 10 generate additional useful

questions and another enterion could be the 'content' of such multiple paraIIel

discussions in terms of the ideas and distinctions they yield.101

2. Starting a discussion and idea building

To illustrate my use of the IDEAS-INQUIR.Y framework to represent the

interplay between content and process in this researcb, 1 present tbis data sequence

from our first discussion in Session 2 in which the IDEAS (content) we were

exploring were any that inteœsted us from the full range of our brainstormed

co-research questions. To look at our INQUIRY (process) - Le., how we were

discussing - 1examined the beginning of the discussion and identified what 1 refer

10 as a "multiple points of entry" pattern of engagement with our e<HeSearCher

questions - another pattern 1 recogniud 10 he charaderistic of how class

philosophy discussions also often get started.

•
101 For exemples of how the DR3 ~el8archers met these criteria see

14. Generating questions trom questions' and 's. Analyzing concepts' later in
this section.
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Using the Session 2 chunked transcript and its visual representation, this

time 1examined our patterns of engagement with the questions in relation to each

otheT. In particular 1examine<! the seattered pattern ofengagement al the beginnjng

of the discussion in relation to the regular pattern which occurred in the second haIf

and 1 eategorized the early interventions as individual 'points of entry' ta the

discussion. Not counting the thœe time outs, theœ were five such interventions

before someone addressed one of the questions for a second tïme. Alter these five

points ofentry, the discussion became recursive - folding back on itself while still

moVÏDg on - as people began ta comment on points made in these first five and

subsequent interventions.

Setting the scene. The preUminary discussion of the Co-œsearcher

Questions [C-RQs] hegan with tluœ different co-researcbers (Mariah, Yasmin and

Chocolate) speaking ta and having dialogues about five different questions.

Implicitly invoking the "Rule of Twott
, Yasmin and Chocolate addIessed two

different questions; and althougb the interveners referred to or had dialogues with

others, no one referred to comments made regarding any of the immediately

preceding questions.

Five Discussion 'Points ofEntry'

(1) Mariah - Special longu,age for phUosophy? The discussion began

witb Mariah addressing Ferrari's question about the special language for

pbilosophy (C-RQ04 & C-RQOS). She agreed that it migbt he "kind of bard" but after

awhilc, like leaming one's tirst language wben little, "you'U get used to it".

(2) Yasmin - How would you discuss: tal/dng or writing? Next Yasmin

addressed Daisy's question (C-RQ02) about how you would discuss and sbe

argued that "you couldn't discuss something if you were writing it". Daisy

countered this citing an example 1[Alison] bad once given but Yasmin still was not

convinced.

(3) Yasmin - Does it matter who you talIc to? Then Yasmin tumed ta

Alison and picked up on question C-RQ06 saying she tbougbt it did matter who you

taIk 10 becall5e neitber a baby nor an elderly person would understand. Sbe

quaIified this by saying, "It depends". 1 [Alison] asked ber how young a baby she

was thinldng of and she answered: "probably under two years". 1 asked if she
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tbought tbat as soon as a baby could talle it would be possible to bave a discussion

for leaming kind of discussion with iL Yasmin again said yes - at first - and then

she jmmediately qualified that with, "it would sort ofdepend on the subject". Vou'd

have ta choose something they like, she went on, something tbey know a lot - and

tben sbe qualified tbat tao saying they'd just have 10 know, maybe not a loL Then 1

[Alison] summarized, "Sa in arder for somebody to taIk in a discussion for

leaming, they'd have to know something about what they're talking aboutT'

Yasmin agreed.

(4) Chocolate - Does your brain produce ideas without you knowing?

Next Chocolate addressed Arachnid's question (C·RQ08) about whetber your brain

produces ideas without you knowing saying, "When a question pops into your

head, you don't feel it". We laughed al this and, joining in the laughter, Arachnid

responded that you cm sort of feel it "if you' re thinking" or if uall of a sudden it

just pops into your head" or "you're maybe trying to think one or you're on the

path to finding one". Chocolate did not pursue thîs.

(5) Chocolate - Can you leam ifyou're dead? Instead Chocolate wanted

10 address another of Arachnid's questions (C-RQ13), the one about whether you

can leam if you're dead and she said quite empbatically tbat 'tyou can't leam

anything" because 'tyou're dead". Aracbnid counteœd with 6'you've Dever been

dead" implicidy qUestiOniDg ber authority to say that, wbereupon Chocolate

repeated. "You're just dead!" Then she started to say it again - but said instead,

Ult's tricky".
[VT/S02l92.10.29Th/DRG/Recanstructed fram Verbatlm Transcript]

Multiple Points of Entry

This 6'multiple points ofentry" pattern is one 1 [Judy] have often noticed in

class philosophy and it often worried me as 1 thought we were not paying attention

10 each other's ideas enough and tbat our 'discussion' was actually not a

6discussion' but rather a Iinear parade of different ideas or an opinion exchange.

However, 1 have also noticed that, depending on what happens next in the

discussion, it can be an important (and perbaps even essential) prelude to that which

follows in the discussion sinec it serves the purpose of enabling participants to

contribute 10 the agenda of the discussion by ~hoosingwhich questions and ideas to

put on the table. Ifearly interveners mise points of inteœst to othee participants (as
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happened in this case), subsequent contributors pick up and work with tbose

tbreads and the discussing begins.. Now 1 only worry if the session remains al the

'points of entry' parade phase without becoming recursive - and that does not

often happen.. 1 have leamed 10 expect and welcome this 'start..up' phenomenon

and to have confidence that the course of the discussion will be productively

complex.

Recognition of this pattern of beginning a discussion with multiple points of

entry as an agenct.setting aetivity is relevant to the conducting of class discussions

in any subject and alsa ta discussion as a research method. As a pattern which

portrays how participants bring a variety of issues to the discussion in succession

witbout acknowledging any of the earlier points raised, it runs counter to the more

common idea that it is better to discuss one thing al a time and not to change the

subject. However, it is also a pattern that malces possible the phenomenon of

multiple parallel discussions which 1 identified above and it pennits individual

participantslresearchers to pursue related but different Iines of inquiry, the results

of which they cao contribute later on in the discussion. In addition, the Rule of Two

contributes richness and texture to the inquiry in that it also enables

participantslresearcbers to explore more tban one avenue at a time while al the same

time considering them in relation to different aspects of the project or to the project

as a whole.

3.. Building on and with each other's ideas

For this next sequence, as a furtber portrayal of how we put to use our class

philosophy practices for research purposes, and to illustrate the dynamics (-) of the

IDEAS-INQUIRY relationship in a discussion, 1 show how we engaged in the

Philosophy for Children community of inquiry pradice of 'building on and with

one another's ideas' (Lipman 1991b, pp. 15-16)..

Setting the scene.. Although the first three ~bers addressed five

different questions in succession and did not comment on what each other had

said, in every case tbey did begin each intervention by making reference to the

c~œsearcher who had originally brought op the question they wanted to address.

Following the class philosophy procedure of 'right of reply' whereby someone
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wbose point is meDtioned can bypass the DaIlle recorder procedure and have an

ùntnca4iate tight ta reply, they engaged in dialogue with the person who bad

originally proposed the idea.

Ten Inquiry ~Moves'

Part of the Pbilosophy for Cbildren methodology involves paying attention

ta ~mentalacts' (Lipman, Sharp, and others 1979, p. 196) and how we do tbings

with words (Austin 1965/1970). Inquiry ~moves' are aetual words and phrases

which serve inquiry purposes such as, in this case, building on and with each

other's ideas. To identify sucb moves, 1examined what co-researchers were saying

[IDEAS] and, bringing my linguistic philosophy knowledge to bear, 1 interpreted

our DRO transcript data by asking what the speaker was doing with the words slhe

was using [INQUlRY]. For this sequence 1 have selected phrases from the data

which 1 refer 10 as Inquiry 'Moves' and 1 group them undcr ten headings ta indieate

subde differences in the ways my co-researchers were engaged in the exploratory

INQUIRY process of building on and with one anothcr's mEAS.

(1) Reference to other co-researchers' questions. At the beginning of the

discussion, the transcript shows that the initiators of each new dialogue began with

reference to another co-researcher's idea.

Mariah said, -1 wanna go to Fenari's question•••- ; Yasmi\ said,

, would lb to comment on Daisy's question•••- to which Daisy

responded, Weil, just as [Alison] was talking, she told us that•••-;

Yasmfn safd, -l'd Iilce to bring up the one Alfson said•••-; and Chocolate

said, -l'd like to comment on the corn·, the question Arachnid safd•..-

Refening to each other's questions using each other's names served the purpose of

engaging each other in dialogue. In each case, the co-researcher whose question

was referred ta look advantage of the "right of reply," (a practice which was a

procedural importation from our class philosophy sessions) and a dialogue ensued

as opposed to a statement of opinion with referenœ to the other person's idea but

without engaging further with the person who had proposed the idea.
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(2) Reference to the idea (not the person). It also happened that one

co-researcber worked on another's idea by naming the idea itself (not the person

whose idea it was) as when Daisy referred to Arachnid's idea without naming him:

Daisy said, IllHowwould VOU Ieam with no imagination?' Weil, il is

possible to leam•••-

Or as wbcn Daisy (again) asked for clarification of Alison's idea fust by citing the

idea and then by addressing Alison direcdy:

-Dialogues and Discussion for learning- ••• What do vou

mean by that•. .AUson?-

(3) Reference to comments (beyond the questions). Later in this

discussion, we referred not ooly to eacb others' questions but aIsa to eacb others'

comments.

Arachnid said, -. .. and 1have another one? Irs a comment on

[Yasmin) •••- ; Whoopy said, -Weil, rd Iike ta comment on

[Vasmin] •••; and Kirby said, -1 want ta comment on what WhooPV said

about••• -

(4) ldeas as community property? On a meta-Ievcl, there was an
awareness of the coUaborative aspects of the work we were doing.

Later ln the discussion, Jennifer had her first tum ta speak and

began by sayfng, Weil, everyone else took my ideas, but ••. -. This

was greeted with friendly laughter and another co-researcher asking,

-Did they grab them out of your head?- whereupon Jennifer resumed by

saying, Weil, they're not exaetly mine, 1kind of {?}- and she carried on ta

make a distinction between questions which are and are not

'philosophical' •

Not only was Jennifer thinking about ber ideas without reference to their content,

but she was thinking about them in possessive terms and as things of value wbich

"everyone eIse took". Then sbe had second thougbts about whose they were

('WeIl, they're not exaetly mine ... tt) countering ber own previous use of the

word '~y" to tefer to the ideas she was tbinking abouL
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(5) Reference to collaborative Ifwe ". As furthcr indication tbat my

c(rresearchcrs saw tbis as a group cnterprisc, there weœ instances of spontaneous

uses of a collaborativc "we" such as whcn unidentifiable voices interjected in a

dialogue which seemed to he faltering saying, "Why don't we jusl ask you?".

(6) Ideas without reference to question or questioner. Sometimes ideas

stood on their own and we œferœd to them with a kind of shorthand as when

Jennifer added to an idea without referring 10 the question or the questioner: "And 1

also thinlc that you don't need imagination to Iearn".

(7) Questions without knowing who the questioner is. Later in the

discussion, Ferrari provided an instance of wanting to build on somcone eIse's idea

when he made reference 10 a question and asked whose question il was:

1 want to discuss•••about•••'Who invented philosophy?'

Okay. Who, who brought that up agaln?

This was an indication that he wanted not to simply state what he thought but ta

have a dialogue with the othcr persan. He did il again with bis next idea:

And 1aIso want to talk about, »> : 'Coufd you do philosophy

without questions?' Who brought thet up?•

(8) Recursive reference to each other's points. Once a discussion had

been in progress long enough, recursive refcrence to each other's points in order ta

probe more deeply began to happen as when: Jaguar saiel, 'aoh yeah, going back ta

the point with...Ferrari? Why would somebody be...?". Or as when Mariah

said, "1 want to bring back the point, 1 think it was [Yasmin)..." and, thinking on

ber feet, sbe made a seif-corrective discussion move by producing a counter

argument, by raising an epistemological issue, and by making two further

distinctions. Or as when Mariah (again) said, "1 want to bring back »>, 'Vou

don't need a question to have philosophy' and bullt onto it by relating 'questions' ta

'subjects' to 'dialogue' and saying "that is still philosophy" .
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(9) Information requests direeted to other co-researchers. It also did

bappen tbat one co-researcber addressed another as a source of information

indieating that we saw each other as potential sources of knowledge - as when

Ferrari, knowing that this was Tracy's first year ofdoing class philosophy engaged

ber in an impromptu interview saying, "Okay, when you came in10 school, Tracyt

and our first pbilosophy class. Wbat were you wondering of philosophy1".

(10) Cumulative reference to others' ideas. Nearing the end of this

discussion, Chocolate provided an example of a co-researcber making reference to

the ideas of a cluster of other ccrresearchers in a synthesizing, cumulative manner

when she said, " wanna comment on wbat Mariab, Whoopy and Kirby said »>
wben they ail said - you know - the discussion with - Iike babies and plants

and everything". Sbe recapitulated what they said and added supportive and

nuanced points to the case tbey were making.

• Amber

4. Generating questionstrom questions

if someone else brings up another - lb
question - then we can change il - lb we can - like it
might come - another question might come out of
that •..

•

To demonstrate how our generative questioning "stimulated our line of

investigation 10 profitable directions" (Strauss 1987, p.22) and yielded more

questions and 'discussion for leaming' criteria, 1 present this data sequence from

our work with the co-researcher question that teeeived the most attention in the

preliminary discussion: t6[C-RQ061 Does it matter who you taIk toT' This sequence is

representative of bow, tbrough such questioning, we continued our INQUIRY - ail

the wbile building on and with each other's interventions. This marks the beginning

of our exploration of the IDEAS aspects of discussion for leaming.
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• Generative Questioning ~Moves'

These data are from dialogues S and 9A, the first two (of seven) dialogues

pertaining to "[C.RQ06] Does it matter who you taIk to?"

In this fifth dialogue segment, working with someone else's idea ript from

the begioning, Yasmin was first to address my [Alison's] question, [C-RQ06]

("Does it matter who you talle t01"). In her initial response, she generated further

questions, opened up a direction of inquiry and produced a possible criterion for

detennining whether it mattered who you talk to.

V••mln And »> l'd Ilke to brfng up the one Alison said - or Judy:
Does it matter who you taJk to? 1think il does because - 1
mean - if you were to taIk to a baby - they wouldn't
understand. Or even if you were to taIk to an elderly
person - VOu know they couldn't under-, they wouldn't
understand either. It depends.

•

•

Yasmin began witb what might seem to be her 'answer' to the question ("1 think it

does"). However, it was not to express her own already-established ~opinion'

because she immediately began to reason (''because 1 mean'') and she produced an

example (Uif you were to talle to a baby") out of which she puUed a candidate

criterion for mattering ("they wouldn't understand"). Next she produced a second

example from the opposite end of the life-eontinuum ("if you were to talk to an

elderly person") and tested it against the same criterion (''they wouldn't understand

either"). Then, as if to suggest that there DlÎpt be more to say about this, she

concluded tentatively with, "It dcpends," without saying on what it might dePend.

A1though she asked no questions in this intervention, Yasmin generated

several by introducing (a) babies and the elderly people as two examples for us to

think about and (b) capacity ta understand as a criterion for deciding whether it

mattered who you talk to for discussion for leaming. She thereby opened up several

lines of inquiry, one of which 1 [Alison] pursued in a foUow-up dialogue with ber.
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• Rather tban agree or disagree and rather tban simply state my own opinion,

in a generative move, 1 questioned Yasmin on wbat SM just said.

In this segment, after hearing ber response, 1 bullt on Yasmin's point by

equating ber answer (age two) with the typical age tbat children begin to talle. 1

thereby indirectly introduced my view that the ability to think philosophically comes

with language. The difference is that 1 did oot express this as my own view but

rather 1 offered it as an idea to he considered. In so doing, 1 built on Yasmin' s baby

instance by introduciog a criterion of minimum age ta which Yasmin replied,

"probably onder two years". Associating this age with a baby's ability to talk, 1

suggested this as a third criterion.

•

AII.on

V••mln

AII.on

Va.mln

So how - how young a baby, do you think?

Well- probably under two years.
Okay - 50 - 50 81 saon as the baby could talk - could
you have a discussion for leamlng kind of discussion with
il?

Yeah - but il would sort of depend on the subject. Like
you could talk about something lb »> yeah 
somethlng !hat they Oke and they know a lot - weil, they
wouldn't know a lot about it - they'd just know .••

Here Yasmin tentatively agreed and then cootinued to build on this idea by

adding the qualifier that 'Cit would sort of depend on the subject" - a fourth

criterion. She tried to think of an example but had trouble thinking of something

specifie and instead produced another qualifier ("something that they ... know a

lot"). Then she immediately self-corrected wben she qualified ber own qualifier:

''weil, they wouldn't know a lot about il, tbey'd just know ... " thereby

providing a fifth criterion, the ability to know.

AII.on

Va.mln

AII.on

Okay - 50 in order for somebody to talk in a discussion for
leaming - they'd have to know something about what
theyre talking about.

Yeah - they have to know something.

Olcay.Olcay.

•
1 [Alison] restated the point we bad. co-constructed, Yasmin confirmed my

interpretation and we left it there for the momenL
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In just tbis one excbange, by building on and with each other's ideas,

Yasmin and 1 [Alison] generated five possible criteria for determining wbether it

matters who you taIk to in a discussion for leaming. 1bat is, in arder to participate

in a discussion for leaming one had to: (1) have the ability to understand

(whether or not one could talk or indicate understanding in other ways); (2) he of a

minimum age; (3) have the ability to talle; (4) have a subject (something ta taJk

about); and (S) bave the ability to know (something to tait about). It is unlikely

that either of us went into this exchange with an awareness of the five criteria; and it

is also unlikely that we came out of it with tbat awareness either for, as Sigma, 1

have only now identified them tbrough this data interpretation. However, the way

we were building on eacb other's ideas and applying the criteria as the dialogue

progressed points to our awareness of tbese criteria in the making. A1though not

explicitly stated, they figured implicitly in our tbinking.

The next installments of this trajectory occurred in Dialogue 9 when

Arachnid took up Yasmin's point about what babies can know and together they

explored tbese possibilities further.

Araehnld ... and 1 have another one? Ifs a comment on [Yasmin]:
Vou can't talk to a baby about lika »> something like a big
issue? But »> sorne young kids are pretty smart. Uke l've
seen kids that know ail the presidents of the United States
who •••

Va.mln Oh yeah. Wke - welilike 1saki - > > > - 1sald ft
depends on what you're talking about. 1mean you could
talk to -like somebody who's thirty about - like 1don't
know - something like the referendum and you can have
a really interesting conversation - and thafs a pretty
complicated subject - and you could taIk to a baby - 1
don't know - about - the colours of the rainbow or
something Iike that. (laught."

Volee Ortheir A. B, C's.

In this segment, Aracbnid began by reiterating Yasmin's idea that '~ou

can't taIk to a baby about •.. something like a big issue" and tben be countered tbis

idea with "some kids are pretty smart". Citing bis own experience, he considered

the possibility that wc might he able 10 taIk to kids younger than we expect when he

said, '1've seen kids that know ail the presidents of the United States ... tt.

Yasmin did not disagree. Rather she used Arachnid's point to refine her own point

that "it depends on what you're talking about" and tbent ~ucing two examples

on the f1Yt she suggested tbat those subjects could he different depending on
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wbether it was an adult (referendum) or baby (colours of the rainbow). Now, rather

than hold on to ber previous point that you can't taIk to a baby, she aIlowed for the

possibility of age...appropriate subjects wbich would make 'discussion' possible

even with a baby.

Arachnld But »> if they knewthat this Idd knew ail the presidents of
the United States - {???} to be Idnd of smart. 1don't know
ail the presidents of the United States.

Va.mln Weil _·It depends on the - on the child - 1mean if it
could be this real •••

Arachnld Uke »> VOu said »> it depends on the subject? Il should
also »> depend on•••how smart they 818 and who they
are.

V••mln Yeah - cuz vou could have a really interesting
conversation with a baby who's llke - a child prodigy -
80 ...

Arachnld And aIso the age - 1mean - you can't get tao young
so ••• first born.

This time Arachnid built even further and refined his own point ta include

distinctions anIOng kids thereby offering support for Yasmin's point while at the

same time adding on 10 bis own. He did this by adding two more criteria: (6) you

would have to know what the baby lcnows ("if they knew tbat this kid knew ail

the presidents of the United States ... ") in order 10 DOW you could have a

discussion with it; and (7) and (8) it would depend on "how smart they are and

who they are." Arachnid and Yasmin concluded this dialogue by reinforcing each

other's points. Arachnid said, "like you said, it depends on the subjectT' and

added, "It sbould also . . . depend on ... bow sman they are and who they

are"; and Yasmin agreed saying, "Yeab, coz you could have a reaIly interesting

conversation with a baby who's like, a child prodigy, sa ...It When this dialogue

ended, Arachnid trailed off wondering how far you cao take this. He reconsidered

the criterion of age saying, "And also the age, 1 mean you C8Jl't get too young,

sa . . . first born..."

As 1 [Sigma] noted while chunking the transcript, tbis is an example of the

process of Icnowledge construction in Pfogress given that at the outset Yasmin

thought you could not talle to a baby.

Now, as il reSlllt ofdilllogue, SM sees something she didn tt see be/ore
(although SM seemed to suspect something was fishy with her own
thinking al the time).

[Sigma Transcription Note: 95.07.20Th]
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• 5. Analyzing concepts

In the remaining Session 2 dialogues we continued 10 explore whether it
matters who you talk to in order 10 have a discussion. This lime 1 begin to identify

conceptual analysis moves we were making- moves which turned out 10 be an

implicit part of our co-researching process tbroughout the project.

Conceptual Analysis 'Moves'

About a third of the way througb tbis preliminary discussion of our

brainstonned co-research questions, we revisited the question "Does it matter who

you talk to'?" [C-RQ06] in seven non-consecutive dialogues between which we dealt

with other questions of inœrest. Near the end we altemated between this question

and "Could you do philosophy without questionsT'[C-RQ12].102

In the second part of the ninth dialogue, Whoopy opened up a different line

of inquiry when she raised a question which was a logical extension of Yasmin's

example of babies.

• Whoopy

Volee

Whoopy

Weil, l'd like to comment on [Yasmln]. Weil 
people ••• Yasmin - [/aughtelj. WeU - people
sometfmes talk to their plants - 50 1 mean
[/aughter) •.• Itts reatly true that - that they - some
people say that •••

.•• vou expect them ta talk back?

••• if Vou talk ta your plants they grow better or
something like that? So 1dontt ••• They must have ta
respond in some - sorne way ••• and »> some
people can just talk to people »> - the person doesn't
even have to say anything - 50 they could be talking 10 a
baby - and Ihey dontt have to say anything - and Ihey
just think of an answer for themselves <*) and they just
walk away - 50 •••

•

Here Whoopy reached for an exampleof sometbing (plants) to which people

talle but which cannot ta1k back (a contrarylborderline case). Her suggestion was

greeted with skeptical laughter when someone intermpted asking, " . . . yo u

expect them to talk back?" hinting at another possible criterion of 'discussion,'

namely tbat of expectation of response (Criterion 9). Undaunted, Whoopy cited

the c1aim that plants "grow better or sometbing Iike tbat" in support of sorne

102 See 'Figure 2. Order and frequency of co-researcher quesUons addressed
earlier in this section.
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response to having been taIlœd to and then, in an analogical move, she transposed

her example back 10 babies and made the point that they can respond without

actually saying anything ("so they [people] could he talldng 10 a baby, and they

[babies] don't have to say anything, and they [babies] just think of an answer for

themselves (sic) and they just walk away").

By introducing the contrarylborderline case of plants and relating it to the

case already under consideration, Whoopy was able 10 add the point that althougb

there "must" he some response, ("'They must have to respond in sorne, some

way ... "), that response need not he uttered or. even verbal in order to count as

a response and therefore as participation in a 'discussion' in sorne sense

(Criterion 10). Here Whoopy was engaged in knowledge construction wben sbe

took one example (plants), œlated it 10 another (people) in order to clarify yet

another (babies).

Next Yasmin expressed concem about the central concept of 'discussion'

and in ber explanation she produced another possible criterion.

•
V••mln

Volee

Volee

V••mln

Veah, but then irs not really consldered a discussion, a
discussion ls IIke between two, or three or four, whatever, .

• .. people ..•

• •• three or four -Whatever"•.• (ha)

• •• people.

•

In this syncopated segment, wben sbe said that a discussion "is between

two, or three or four, whatever, ... " Yasmin suggested that it does not count as

a discussion unIess there is more tban one participant. Someone noted her use of

the tenD "whatever" and in a coITedive move added "people" while someone else

was amused at the ambiguity (". . . three or four "whatever". . . (ha)") whereupon

Yasmin confirmed that she did mean "people". Thus Yasmin was painting to two

new criteria: that there had to he more than one participant (Criterion Il) and they

Iuul to he people (Criterion 12)•
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• After what seemed Iike a false start, Whoopy took this a step further in a

tentative move that resembled the ''necessary but not sufficient" move of conceptual

analysis.

Whoopy

Volee

Whoopy

Volee

Some people kind of, IIke•••

Thafs whatws're trying to figure out •••

• •• put It. put ft ln, stuff, and they klnd of get a decision wlth
• •• there's two people there, there's two people there but
they're talking to themselves.

• •• talking to themselves.

•

•

In ber apparent false start, it is bard to work out wbat Wboopy was trying 10

say wben she said "Sorne people kind of »> get a decision with ..." but

someone provided encouragement with a meta-Ievel observation ('vrbat' s what

we' re trying to figure out ... ") and Whoopy fmished by saying that you might

have two (or more) people there and they might he talking, but that would still not

he enough to count as 'discussion' since they could he talking 10 themselves.

Implicit in this comment is anotber possible criterion for 'discussion' namely tbat

the participants must not he "talldng to themselves" (Criterion 13).

This dialogue segment illustrates how we built on each other's ideas even

in d;sagreement as when Yasmin added new criteria wben she contested

Whoopy' s points about plants. And Whoopy fine·nmed the interpretation we were

building by contesting Yasmin's ncw criteria - all of this in a mutual spirit of non

confrontational inquiry. We also see in tbis dialogue segment how those who were

listening ("Voices") were also participating with bclpful interjections, observations

and encouragement.

In the next segment of the ''Does it matter who you taIk toT' trajectory, in a

dialogue witb me [Alison], Iennifer continued to build on the ideas generated so far

wben she tumed the question back on itself. Consulting ber own eXPerience, she

continued with Yasmin and Whoopy's examples of babies and plants. but turned

ber attention 10 the Person wbo is conversing w;th them ta see what (if anything)

that Persan cao get out of such apparent one-way taIk•
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• Jennifer ... Uhm. Sometfmes »> when you don't know the
answer to a questfon »> not lb a question Ilke -vlhafs
the capital of »> a province- - or something - llke a
philosophy question -1 Uke If you tak to your plant or a
baby-If yeu say ft out loud - and lb then yeu say it 
you figure il out - kind of - lb - now you say - -Heyl 1
should've known thaf' you know.

Alison So you're kind of having a discussion wIth yeurself when
you'ra talking to the plant

Jennifer Uke when vou say ft out loud - you kind of think ft out
more.

With regard to the person who is talking (to a plant or a baby), Jennifer

added that the very act of talking can lead you to figure things out Here sbe made a

distinction between a factual question such as 'UWbat's the capital of, Iike, a

province,' or something, ..." and "like a philosopby question" suggesting that in

the case of the latter only ifyou start out not knowing the answer to a question, you

cao, by talking (to a plant or a baby) figure it out 10 the point wbere you migbt

tbink, "Rey! 1should've lcnown that" you DOW.

•

Alison

Jennifer

Alison

Jennifer

Alison

Uh huh. Okay.

When you think - lllce - when you're thfnking of which
one to say - out loud -lilce then when you're talking 
like you don't exactly -

Sa Il makes more sense when vou talk il out
Yeah

Cuz thet could have a lot to do wfth the leaming part.
Because if you didn't - maybe that could be something
thet would say - »> the more discussion we would have
- the more we would Ieam - because when you talk
things out - you leam things more - or you figure things
out more. Yeah. Thafs - thafa a good point•

•

In an attempt to understand wbat Jennifer was saying, 1 [Alison] asked ber

if she would characterize this as ''kind of ha'!ing a discussion with yourself wben

you're talking to the plant" but Jennifer seemed more interested in the connection

between talking and thinking (''Like when you say it out loud, you kind of think i t

out more"). It is Dot about what the listeners (the plant or the baby) get out of such

taIk, it is about the talker. Struggling to clarify what she meant, she tried again

("When you thinIc. like, when you're thinking of which one to say, out louel, Iike

then wben you're talking, lilœ you don't exactly ") and 1 [Alison] tried ta

help ("So it makes more sense when you talk it out ") to which 1ennifer agreed•
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Then, in a furtber example of the very phenomenon Jennifer was working

on, 1 [Alison] œtlected aloud on the implications of this point in relation ta the

discussion for leaming research question (If talking =more sense =more learning,

then the more discussion the better) and 1 ended up increasing my own

understanding of the point Jennifer was making and of its importance. This 1 have

interpreted as a Criterion 14 of how it matters who you talk ta in a discussion for

learning: the talhr's ability 10 figure something out for himlherself.

It is conceivable that in making this intervention, Jennifer was picking up on

Whoopy's "false start" above wben she said, "Some people kind of, like. . . put it,

put it in, stuff, and they kind of gel a decision witb . . ." and that it was Jennifer

who said, "That's what we're trying to figure out ...".If so, it is further indication

of how tuned in the researchers were to each others' reasoning - ail the more so

considering the fact tbat tbere was another dialogue altemating with this one al the

time.

ln the next segment of the "Does it matter wbo you talk ta" trajectory, Kirby

bullt on Whoopy's point (about plants' growth response ta talk) by taking

exception to it

Klrby Okay. lwant ta comment on what Whoopy said about the
plant responding in the growth. Weil 1think - to have a
discussion with someone they have ta talk back to you.

Whoopy Oh - weil -1 don' really find sa because there's a lot of
people that IaJk to themselves and find an answer for

Here Kirby started by restating Whoopy's point as sbe understood it. Then,

when she added that "ta have a discussion with someone they bave ta taIk back ta

you" she was "building" with Whoopy's point by suggesting that it is not enough

for theœ ta be a reSPOnse ("in the growthtt
) - thereby making another 'necessary

but not sufficient' conceptual analysis move. This could be a possible Criterion 15:

"They have to talle bac" to you" for it to countas 'discussion'.

However, Whoopy countered this by making use of Iennifer's earlier point

about people figuring things out for themselves by talking. And wben she added the

observation that "there's a lot of people that taIk to themselves and find an answer

for. . .tt, she moved the issue away from plants and back ta people wbile wc ail

chuckled at the idea ofpeople ta1king ta themselves.
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Next. in a recursive move, Mariab revisited an earlier point (about talking to

a baby) and explored it in epistemological tenus.

Mar.ah 1rnean - you can talk to a baby but maybe the baby can't
respond. {???} Vou - you can' - even when people
could taIk - like when you',. talkfng to them - 1mean 
no - never mind -1 mean - lb - when you talking to a
baby - maybe they could - like - maybe they could
kinda put it in thelr head what you're sayfng but maybe they
can't respond so you don't know lb If they can - just
because theyre small Il doesn' mean that theyre dumb
like - they don't know anythlng - weil ••.

•

•

Mariah was thinking on ber feet and ber intervention contained cumulative

traces of points made so far by several different co-researcbers. Sbe too made a

false start by making reference 10 people and then she reverted to the example of

talking to a baby to make her point. Sbe did not dispute the points made but sbe did

question them. In an 66even if•.•" move, sbe argued that even if you could

communieate with a baby and "could kinda put it in their head wbat you're saying",

tbere is still a problem with this. Assuming the baby cannot respond, then the

persan talking to the baby bas no way of knowing whether or not they carl or have

6'put it in their head". At the same time, with a hint of self-correction, Mariah also

took into account the point Aracbnid made early in this trajectory wben she said that
"just because they're small, it doesn't meant tbat (babies are] dumb, like, tbey

don't know anything, ..... " Implicit in Mariah's thoughts are hints of what 1 will

call a possible Criterion 16: ability to know if the other ~.could lcinda put it in

their head what you're saying".

In the final segments oftbe "Does it matter who you ta1k to?" trajectory for

Session 2, Chocolate began by pulling together ideas raised by tIuee other

co-researchers as sbe explored the idea that babies and plants migbt ÎDdicate they

understand in ways other tban talking.

Chocolate Okay »> 1wanna comment on what Mariah »> Whoopy
and Kirby said »> when they al safd - you know - the
discussion with - like babies and plants and everything.
Weil - ifs true - liIœ Mariah said - you could have a
discussion wrth them. 1rnean - they might not exactly talk
baclc- but VOu could teel »> that they could understand
you »> they could - once in a while - when you say
something and you want their opinion - even though you
know they wouldn't answer back - sometfmes they would
do a movement or Just maka a sound that you know they
understand you ..... So »> like she said »> they
could understand you•

136



•
Chocolate teeapitulated and syntbesized points already made. She refened

explicidy to the contributions of others ("what Mariah, Whoopy and Kirby said"),

she related the points made 10 each other ("wben they ail said ...") and sbe

consideœd them in relation to the whole discussion (the discussion witb, like babies

and plants and everytbing"). She endorsed Mariah's idea tbat "you could have a

discussion with them" and then elaborated ("I Mean . . . ft) by accounting for the

probable objection ("they migbt not exaet1y talle back . • . ft) and by countering it

with bow understanding migbt be communieated without talking ("but you could

feel that they're, that they could understand you"). And she produced movement

and gestule as two possible alternatives ("once in a while, when you say something

and you want their opinion, even though you DOW they wouldn't answer back,

sometimes they would do a movement or just make a sound that you know they

understand you"). She then concluded, tentatively, that &'they could understand

you."

Finally Daisy addressed a point raised by a fourth co-researcher (Jennifer)

and suggested a nuanced distinction between understanding and responding when

she argued that an inability to respond need not necessarily indieate an inability ta

understand.• Dalay . .. »> what Jennifer said wu »> you know about the
»> babies? Weil - 1think babies understand but they
can't respond ••• Like for »> you know talking 
doing philosophy with babies? Weil •••

»>

»> maybe the babies understand but they just can't
respond.

•

Jennifer Vas-weil ... lika [Chocolate] said -they lika maybe...
Chocolate said, •••

»>

They rnake IlIce, they make lika the movie {m} or if they
don' - like 1said - you can still •••

Daisy related the point sbe wanted ta make 10 one Jennifer made and al the

same time brougbt tbis discussion fuIl-circle by implicidy retuming 10 what 1 have

caIled, "Criterion 1: ability to understantl'. She situated her comments in the

context of &&doing philosophy with babies" and raised the PQSsibility that "maybe

babies understand but they just can't reSPQnd". In so doing, she made a move

towards a subde distinction between a baby's ability 10 understand and hislher
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ability to respond. She was inclined 10 assume that babies can understand, wbether

or not they are able 10 communiC8te that understanding through taUc or any other
means.

Jennifer, in tum, allowed for and considered this possibility 10 he plausible

in relation to wbat another co-researcber (Chocolate) had said and sbe produced an

example to support that view when sbe made œference 10 a movie [the Bmce Willis

film "Look Who's Talking"] in wbicb a baby's thoughts were featured by means of

voice-over tbroughout the rùm even though the baby was unable to talle.

Summary. In the verbatim transcript for Session 2 1 traeed our building on

one another's IDEAS process of INQUIRY in a variety of ways and these were

cumulative and grew as the discussion work proceeded. Tbroughout, we lOOk each

other's ideas scriously by listening intently and working together to try to come to

sorne conclusions, however tentatively, in response to our own research questions.

What is important here is Dot ooly that we made these moves, but rather that the

data show so many different co-researchers doing so - often enough 10 support

my interpretation that such inquiry moves fonn yet another 'pattern of engagement'

not ooly with the issues but also with each otber.

In addition, notably absent from this transeript is any tone of comPetition or

combativeness. Although sorne co-researchers disagreed with points raised by

others, we challenged each other's ideas without attacking or undermining the

person who proposed them. This is consistent with an implicit understanding of the

nature of our pbilosophical enterprise as 'research' even though individually we

MaY not yet have been in a position 10 50 describe il.
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Stories 2

Philosophicall'Blossoming"

Next when il was Daisy's tum to ask Amber and Kirby a question

she asked, -How long have vou enjoyed philosophy?- Putting her

question to Amber first. she gave her two possible ways to answer (-Have

vou enjoyed il slnce Grade One? Or have vou Just started enjoylng il

recently?-).

Amber replied saying she thought she'd enjoyed il more sinee

Grade Four because, , was more mature ••• 1 knew more what It was

about ••• 1 had more Ideas • •• and 1was Iilce - blossoming'. This

was greeted with Iaughter and she went on to SIRI that she really Uked il

the most these pest two yeara-.

With Mariah pressurfng by saylng -- Moving on-,· Daisy turned

to Kirby who answered saylng she didn't think they had phnosophy in

Grade One. In Grade Two , wasn't very interested in it • • • and in

Grade Three, befora 1started Iblossomlng' - [llsteners giggle) - 1just

started - to talk and then - in Grade Five Iliked il a lot a lot and this year 1

Iike il a lot a lot·

[S01192.11.19ThlDRGlNarrative reconstruction from verbatim transcript)

Alter brainstonning our Ccrresearcher Questions and discussing them in a

preliminary way in Session 2. in Sessions 3 and 4 my c<HeSeal'Chers began ta

work on making "Researcher ProfIles" of themselves as a way of accounting for

who they were to be doing this research. Then, after we had our tint research

discussion in Session S, in Session 6 we had a visit from Monica, a British

edueational œsearcher and friend and coUeague of mine who introduced us to the

practice ofconducting œsearch interviews.
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In Sessions 7 and 8, my young co-researchers practised their research

interviewing skills on each other. During these interviews tbey invented their own
ways of conducting interviews and they asked each other about tbemselves with
such questions as when they each had started doing philosophy, how they lilœd it
and why they had decided to join this research group. Then in Session 9, before we
tumed our attention back ta our research tapie, we reflected on our researeh practice
to this point.

S03/04: Researcher Profiles

When we met for Session 3 the foUoWÎDg Tuesday, in keeping with
qualitative research practice of acknowledging the role of the researcher in the
research, and as a way for my young co-researchers to record tbeir own conceptual

baggage in their own words (Kirby and McKenna 1989), we brainstormed twenty
one Researcher Profile questions to use as a guide ta what we might include in such
a record. Two days later in Session 4, using computers for the first time, we spent
an "independent research" session working on them.

sos: Research Discussion

Philosophical Discussions, Dehales and Talle Shows

By the time we met again for Session S on Tuesday of the foUoWÎDg week,
we combined working on our Researcber Profiles and having our first research
discussion at the same time. In tbat discussion we looked al our class philosophy
discussions in relation 10 other kinds of discussion in our experience. In this case,
following the interests of my c~researchers, we compared philosophical
discussion to political debates and talk shows as seen on television.

In my interpretation of the data from tbat discussion 1 identified an

additional thirty-six points ofcomparison wbich added 10 the theory of &discussion'
(for leaming) we were generating. With regard 10 political debates, drawing on our
mutual class philosophy experience, we explorcd the foUowing as points of
comparison witb class philosophy discussion (for leaming): how we do not get
paid; how we do not take sides; how we declde wbat 10 discuss; how we discuss a
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range of tapies; bow we leun from our discussions; bow many topies we discuss;

bow we can go from one subject to anotber; bow we do Dot have to stick to the

subject and bow sometimes we do; bow we do Dot know in advanee where the

discussion willlead; and bow we cao say what we œaIly tbink and cau just give our

opinion.

In the second part of tbis discussion, making comparîsons with television

taIk sbows, we explored issues of changing the subject, time, sticking to a plan,

purpose and audience. For example, we talked about how in class philosophy

discussions we bave the right to change the subject, bow the subject can change

wheD someone asles a question, how a subject cao change when questions generate

new questions, bow we can change the subject while working to prove a point

sinee we don't have ta stick to a plan; and how we can even set out ta change the

subject.

We taIked about how we do not have someone asking pre-arranged

questions; bow our time is not as limited as on taIk sbows in which you can ooly

get the big points across people have to he brief to let everyone who wants to bave a

say; how on television there are too many interruptions for commercials; how the

raIe of the teaeher is different from that of a ta1k show host; and about how in class

philosopby we look at other sides of issues and foUow the trail wherever it leads

rather than stick to unchangeable plans.

And we talked about how our discussions are unlike taIk shows in which

they do answer everybody's questions; how talk show questions are not for the

people who are talldng; how, unlike our discussions, the purpose of a taIk show is

to get infonnation about the people on the show and for tbem to tell the audience

why tbey are there; how on talk: shows they ought not to have people who are

supposed to know everytbing sinee they may or may not always he rigbt; and how

we may or may not leam from talk shows.
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806: Introduction to Research Interviewing

A VisU/rom an Educational Reselll'cher

For this session we had a visit from my friend and colleague, Monica, a

professional educational researcher wbo was visiting from England and she agreed

to introduce us to bow ta do research interviews.

Today, Monica, a researcher, came to see us.
1 was interviewed w;th Monica.

1 /cnow the technique of the researcher.
1 can ask any ofthe questions.

[DIS06I92.11.17TulDRGlCoRlEineteinIResearch Notes}

My co-researchers took to researcb interviewing very readily as indieated by the

above notes in Einstein's steno pad and ta illustrate further, 1 interpret data from the

very beginning of Session 6 wben we were meeting Monica for the fust tîme.

Session 6. Tuesday, Novcmbcr 17. 1992. 12 CQ.reuqrcherl

In response to my invitation to descn'be her work as an educational

researcher, Monica explained that she worked mostly with older pupils (ages 13

15) sometimes interviewing them about what tbey feel it is like to he in school, how

tbey leam things and bow they feel tbat they relate to other pupils and teacbers. She

mentioned that she also taIked with teaehers and the school principal or with other

people at the school board. "So," she concluded, "it's a variety of tbîngs". Then

she asked if we would likc 10 ask her questions about what she had just said or,

altematively, ifwe would like her to ask us about wbat we were doing to see what

kinds of questions would come out of that.
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• In the question and answer session tbat followed, without interviewing

training or other preparation, the co-researchers condueted what could he described

as a group interview of Monica. The foUowing me questions she was asked as

identified by using my [Sigma] œsearch practice of question extraction from
the data:

Most of these questions elicited short answers from Monica and the

questioners were satisfied enough with her replies not ta ask follow-up questions.

The questions came from the co-researchers' own curiosity and from tistening to

each other's questions. They reœived no instruction on research questioning, no

one prepared any of these questions in advance and we did not even know tbat this

was somethïng we would do in tbis session.

•

Elna.eln

Marlah

Jaguar

Dalay

Va.mln

Marlah

Clnnamon

Whoopy

Marlah

Jaguar

What and who do you research?

Do you only go to one school or a lot of schools?

What makes yeu Iilce research?

Why do you work with that age group and not any others?

When you were a chnd. did VOu do philosophy in school or
something similar?

Do the kids join [the research] llice how we do here?

Were you always interested in philO8OPhy?

Do you chaos. people?

Do the kids enjoythe research?

What would vou do if one of your students said they didn't
want to participate?

•

The questions asked represent a variety of angles of exploration. Einstein

asked about subjects and content. Mariab and Daisy asked sampling questions.

Jaguar asked about the researcher and her preferences. Yasmin was interested in the

researcher's philosophical preparation to be a researcher. Whoopy asked about

subject selection criteria. Mariah asked about the researcb from the subjects' points

of view. Jaguar anticipated ethical research dilemmas. And we had ooly just begun.

Fmt it was Yasmin's tom to ask Monica a question. In a data segment that

demonstrates the transfer of philosophical procedures from class philosophy to

ORO, she went beyond questioning Monica to interviewing ber and from there

they ended up having a philosophical dialogue.
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Have you ever taught aduIts?

Vasmin began by asking Monica 1 &he had ever taught adults to

whiCh Monica replied. -Vas. a very liIIIe bit". Then, without pursuing

Monica's answer, VasrnI1 followed up immediately saying, -okay. And 1

had another question, okay, wera they?- Ifs sort of lb - sort of - two

questions - but - one- •

When Yasmin said she bad another question, sbe implicitly invoked what,

in class pbilosopby we referred to as the "Rule of Two" which aIlows people ta

ask two questions or do a comment and a question or two comments wben it is tbeir

tum. Then she did a meta analysis of ber own questions wben sbe characterized

them as "two questions - but - one." This too was an imported class philosophy

practiœ - to tbink of a question to ask and also ta tbink about the question you're

asking in relation ta its character and its appropriateness (this time in terms of the

procedure).

Were they beginners?

As If she had planned her questioning sequence in advancs,

next Vasni1 asked, ~» Now were they beginners? Uke - had they

never dons this beforer ta which Monica replied by asking Y8SnW'1 what

she meant • »> do you rnean had 1taught them about research or

taught them ether thingsr Yasmin replied by saying, -Weil »> are they

just»> beginners al research? Uke - they don't know what il is and you

just brought up something?- Then, after more clarification, Vasmin

concluded this sequence by saying. -okay. An~·.

When she asked whetber they are "beginners at researcb," Yasmin seemed

ta be assuming that "they" were researcbers as if she were interpreting Monica's

responses in terms ofher own DRG experience. And her ending this excbange witb

"Okay. And-!' suggests tbat sbe was ready with yet another question. However,

first Monica reaJi2d tbat Yasmin thougbt she was a teaeber and she lOOk a moment

ta explain that she bad a coDeague with ber who was a teaeber who had Dot done

research before and it was she whom Monica taught ta do research.
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Which (teenagers or adults) learned more easily?

Next Yasmin said, -okay. can 1have, one more thing?" to which 1

[Alison] replied, •Just consider ft a dialogue- •

When she asked permission for ICone more thingtt
, Yasmin was paying

attention 10 agreed procedures becal'se now she knew she was exceeding the Rule

of Two. And, when 1 [Alison] said, uJust consider it a dialogue," 1 recognized a

pattern from class philosophy experience, and, using philosophy shorthand, 1
[Judy] invited Yasmin to carry on as if it were a class philosophy dialogue.

Yasmin continued saying, -okay and - considering that you »>

taught bath - teenagers and adults »> now whlch would you S1II wu
easier ta »> Ieam how to do this - or who was better or things 111<8
that?-

When Yasmin said u_ considering tbat you taught bath -," sbe used the

interviewing technique of building subsequent questions on the responses 10 earlier

ones - a technique tbat Monica would show us later. Here Yasmin built a

cumulative set-up to the question itself after which ber questioning changed from

being information-seeking to asking for a comparison and a value judgement.

What do you mean by 'teaching'?

At this point Monica said that she hadn't taught young people

and then she asked Yasrrin for more cJarification of what she meant

sayingt Weill suppose-1 mean in the sense that - 1take you to mean

'taughf but maybe 1should ask vou what yeu mean by - 'eaching'?

Here Monica tumed the tables and began asking Yasmin questions.

However, they were questions more typical of dialogue than they were of

interviewing. They were philosophical questions calling for conceptual retlection

from both participants. Thus wbat began as a question-and-answer session and

transfonned into an infonnational interview (of Monica about ber research) showed

signs of becoming a philosophical dialogue between Monica and Yasmin on the

subject of 'teaehing and leaming' with Monica raising the questions and Yasmin

responding. Instead of exercising ber questioning prerogative, and tbinking on ber

feet. Yasmin joined in the dialogue when sbe answered Monica's questions.
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V••mln Weil - sort of lice showing them what ft la »> you know 
like [Judy]•

Monica Weil »> when vou do thlngs Oka thls Oka VOu ask me
questions - or-lb 1ask you questions - or work ln this
/dndof group - do you think thafs teachlng or leaming?

V••mln Wei - leaming - because yeu're tea-, Oka showing us
somethlng and we're - sort of like - leaming il [said
tentatlvelyJ

Elnateln [baI8o/ audible ln the baclcglDUnd] - Sort of a teacher

....rl.h (7) Leaming what to do.

V••mln Or Just - compiling the -Infonnation.

In this excbange Yasmin and Monica produced three distinctions. Monica

spoke in terms of teaching and leaming as an either/or matter ("-do you think

tbat's teaehing or leaming?). By contrast, Yasmin equated teaddng with showing

as if to say tbat wben A shows B something, A teaches B and B leams from A.

However, she was not sure about thîs. Then, after Einstein and Mariah spoke their

thoughts, demonstrating the subtlety ofher thinking, Yasmin suggested "compiling

the - information" as another way of thinking about leaming. She was tentative

about the teaehinglleaming dichotomy and produced a different way of tbinking

about iL

In response. Monica used Yasmin's 'showing' criterion to explore the issue

further.

Monica

V••mln

Monica

Vaamln

Volc.
V••mln

Why am 1-showfng yeu? And »> do you think you are
showing me anything?

Weil, yeah. In a way. Sort of. [giggle8] Maybe not Heh,
heh.

1 »> Just wonder if »> the more 1-do you »> think
because the persan's older!hat you must be teaching? Or
do yeu think you can teach if you're yourage?

Vou can teach both - because bath can leam.

Good point.

Thank youl [EvelYOne laughs]

•

With that, and to everyone's satisfaction, the dialogue ended when Yasmin

observed that it works bath ways: sincc both cao leam, bath cao teaeh.
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Without preparation and be/ore Monica showed us anything about

interviewing, Yasmin anticipated two important issues of this research. One bad ta

do witb the emergence of a 'dialogic' interviewing metbod which arises out of

philosophical 'practïce and is well-suited 10 philosophical researeh.103 Like otber

research interviewing protocols, it featured an interviewer who questions one or

more interviewees by building cumulative new questions out of their responses.

However, it changed when the questions themselves changed - from information

seeking questions 10 exploratory philosophica1 and conceptual ones; and it became

'dialogic' when the interviewer let go of the information--seeking role to engage

with the intcrviewee in exploring an idea or concept together.

A second issue Yasmin anticipated had to do with the close relationsbip

between teaehing and leaming which is fundamental to the interpretation of

'transformative co-leaming' that 1 came ta fonnulate later.104 Rer tentative

conclusion that, "You cm teaeh bath - because bath can leam" underlies the

notion of teaehers and students as co-researchers and is a building black of a more

general interpretation of teaehers and students as co-leamers, an interpretation tbat

rejects dichotomous Dotions of teaehing as distinct from leaming and does not

acœpt the idea that you have to he a certain age or size to teaeh or that you bave ta

he less than that age or size to leam.

•
103

104

For more on Ihfs see 4.4 Phff080phfcal InteNiewing Research Aets in Chapter 4.
Surfacing Research Acts.

see 5.3 On 7ransformatlve Co-Ieaming' in Chapter 5. Conceptual
Investigations.
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807/08: Interviewing Practice

PhilosophicalllBlossoming"

Beginning in Session 7, the first session alter Monica's visit, and

continuing in Session 8, some co-researchers decided to practise interviewing each

other. In this section 1 tell how these co-researchers got a10ng wben they tried to

conduct their own research interviews for the tint tinte. Fifst 1 descnëe the two

diffeœnt systems of interviewing these co-researchers invented. Then, from the

interviewing data from these two sections, 10 show how aware some

co-researchers were of their own initiation 10 philosophy, 1 summarize wbat they

had to say in response 10 questions about when they staned to like doing

philosophy.

Systematic InterviewiDI

Entirely on their own, on two separate occasions, and independendy of each

other, two groups of co-researchers invented their own approaches to interviewing

each other from the very beginning. They organized themselves into pairs of

interviewers and interViewees and invented two different 'systems' for conducting

the questioning such that everyone would have a fair chance ta participate. They

were careful to make the confidentiality statement bath al the beginning and to thanle

the interviewees at the end. These were procedures they must have leamed from
Monica's visit and not only did they need no œminder 10 implement them al the first

opportunity, but they continued to do so on every subsequent research interviewing

occasion.

Two double group interviews (S07)

In Session 7, four co-researchers practised interViewing by asking each

other questions about how they felt about philosophy, discussion and participation

in the Discussion Research Group. This story demonstrates how, spontaneously

and without further guidance, tbey were able 10 organize tbemselves in a way tbey

bad not seen before and 10 conduet interviews wbich produced uscful data.
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Sgsiqn 7. Tb,mIta. Nov,""", 19. 1992 • 10 Co-rq,qrcM"

For this session 1 bad no Sigma plans preferring instead ta establish our

co-œsearch agenda togetber. Since Session 6 with Monica had ended before we

could practise interviewing each other as agreed, we decided ta have a session in

which people could pursue their own œsearch interests. Mariah, Daisy, Amber and

Kirby moved into the adjacent Library on their own ta practice interviewing using a

tape recorder. Aracbnid, Jennifer, Joey, Staeï and Whoopy decided ta work on

their researcher profiles using the computers. And 1 [Alison] spent my time going

back and forth between the two groups.

The data in this researcb lnterviewinl sequence were produced by my

young co-researcbers with very Iittle assistance or intervention from me. Using a

small audio tape recorder, they went into the h'brary where they organized

themselves into interviewers and interviewees and before they began, for data

identification purposes one co-researcber did a session Introduction.

Later, alter transcribing the audio tape and for interpretation purposes 1

[Sigma] broke the transcript into time out and dialogue segments using my

research practices of verbatim transcript cbunking and verbatim transcript

coding. This enabled me ta examine patterns of interaction by looking al who was

interviewing whom, the kinds of questions the interviewers were asking, the kinds

of responses the interviewees were giving and how these interviews might he

useful for our research purposes.

In the Session 7 data 1 identified two separate interviews, each of which 1
have termed a udouble group interView". In InterView S07-1 Daisy and Mariah bath

interviewed Amber and Kirby. And in Interview 807-2 they changed roles so tbat

Amber and Kirby could both interview Daisy and Mariah.

In this session the co-researchers seemed very giggly and playful and 1

[Alison] assumed tbat ta be because it was their first âme recording themselves. 1

was prepared 10 write this session off as a 'practice' and 1 made a mental note to

find out more about research interviewing myself 50 tbat 1 could guide them sinœ 1

could readily sec ways in which their interViewing techniques could improve. For

one thing, they seemcd constrained by the turn...taking procedure and by the

question and answer interView format. And wben interviewers simply said "tbank

you" after an interViewee's response, they seemed ta me ta be resisting the class
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pbilosophy practice ofengagïng in dialogue with people about what they just said.

If they did pursue an idea it was formalIy in a new question.

In view of my question of whetber doing research is sometbing

philosophically trained children can do, 1 was more interested in what the data show

that they were alretuly able to do with regard ta research interviewing. Il was only

when 1 bcard the results of their first efforts while traDscnbing the audio-tape and

chunldng the transcript tbat 1 was able ta identify the patterns reported above. And

only then did 1 appreciate how efficient they were in their use of time; how

seriously they had taken the confidentiality aspects of condueting research

interviews; how they built complex questions from each others questions and

answers; how they elaborated on their own questions in ways which elicited

complex responses by their respondents; and how, by conducting the session with

g~like procedures in which everyone had a tum in turn, they made sure tbat

everyone had an opportunity to participate.

Finally. their metbod of proceeding with two interviewers taking tums with

two pairs of interviewees was their own variation on a kind of group interview

Monica had talked about but it was not sometbing they had seen before. As an

interviewing strategy it had advantages. Although ail participants were present and

participating in the same overall interview, this arrangement allowed time for bath

the interviewers and the interviewees 10 think about what the others were saying

and to bulld on tbat while it was someone else's tum. Their giggly dispositions

notwithstanding, il was evident to me that these co-researchers did a remarkable job

in this tbeir first attempt al research interviewing.
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Five parallel rounds ofquestioning (S08)

In Session 8 a diffeœnt group of ~researcbers interviewed each other

about their reasons for participating in DRO and 1 tell this story ta show how a new

set of first-tîme interviewers organized tbemselves, how they tao bad systematic

procedures and how those procedures yielded different patterns of interviewing.

S"sion 8 • Tvsday. Nw"""" 24. 1992 • 13 Co-r,s,4,,"'r,

For Ibis session &gain 1 did not malœ Sigma plans in advanœ and we

decided to take another session ta work on computers and to continue practising

research interviewing techniques. Alison, Amber, Cinnamon, Staci, Whoopy and

Yasmin stayed in Room 10 ta use the computers while Mariah, Joey, Daisy,

Jennifer, Einstein, Tracy and Ferrari went into the hbrary to practise interviewing.

Of these, ooly Mariah and Daisy had been present for the first research interviewing

practice in Session 7.

Using a single smaIl tape-recorder, these co-researchers also produced

these data on their own. Before they tumed on the tape recorder, tbey organized

themselves inta tbœe pairs ta do individual interviews in which one would he the

interviewer and the other the interviewee - tbis time without switching roles. And

Ferrari, who was not there for the planning phase, made his own ways to

participate after he arrived.

Arter transenbing the audio taPe, again using my word processor outliner 1

chunked the transcript into segments using eacb of the interviewer's new questions

as a heading for a differcnt segment. Any transeript chunks whicb were peripheral

ta the interviews 1 identified as time outs. Tbere werc 24 segments including six

lime outs: two ta get started and maIœ the confidentiality statement (1 cft 2), two to

sort out the order of questioning (4 &. 6), one ta remind themselves who was next

(14), and one in which they got side-traeked (17). Worldng with these data, 1

collapsed the outline ta the question level of headings ta get an overview of the

questions they asked and then 1 examined the interview interactions segment by

segment.
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To interpret these data, 1 made two vlsual represeDtations105 of the

co-researchers' Session 8 aetivity segment by segment. In the first 1 graphed

individual co-researcbers' patterns ofengagement with the questions and with each

other by tracing who taIked to whom and in what order. There were tbœe parallel

individual interviews which weœ conducted by an organized system of taking tums

ta ensure that everyone had an opportunity ta palticipate without baving to wait too

long for a tom. Einstein interviewcd Iennifer. Tracy interviewed Mariah. Daisy

interviewed Joey. Ferrari made two intervenûons of bis own, the first of which was

a question for the whole group. And tbere were six time outs. In the second visual

representation 1 charted the interview questions the interviewers asked tldnking up

their quesûons as they went along and 1 identified five paraUel rounds of

quesûoning in wbicb Einstein asked Jennifer six questions and Tracy and Daisy

aslced Mariah and Ioey five eaœ.

In this session, again entirely on tbeir own and like tbeir colleagues in

Session 7, these co-researcbers also demonstrated a systematic approach to

interviewing each other. Altbougb the patterns of interview engagement differed

from tbose of Session 7, in both cases the co-researcbers were careful ta give

everyone (except perbaps Femri) an equitable cbance ta participale. This time three

interviewers, each of whom had hislher own interviewee, took toms interviewing

in five 'rounds' of questioning. Thus tbey produced three individual interviews and

one group interview each witb quitc different content while ail exploring their

reasons for participating in DRG. Again they remembeœd to make the

confidenûality statement and to thank their interviewees altbougb al one point

Jennifer questioned whether confidentiality was reaIly necessary since they were

'just' doiog philosophy and sbe wondered if tbat was something to he confidential

about.

In ail three individual interviews, the interviewers had difficulûes 10

surmount. 1ennifer and Einstein heckied and Daisy and Joey had difficulties

understanding each other. However they aise helped each other out and they were

still able to produce useful data. The result was a œf1exive exploration of tbeir own

reasons for participating in this research theœby providing a window on who these

105 see Agure 1 and Figure 2 ln Storlss 1. Additional supporting visual
representatfons described here are kept ln the DRG Research Data Files.
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co-researchers were and the dynamics of tbeir interactions with each other as tbey

performed this research aetivity for the tirst tîme.

Philosophiea) ''Blossoming"

In the interviews they conducted in bath Sessions 7 and 8, following

Monica's example while practising interviewing for the first lime, the

co-researchers asked each other what they remembered about their early experiences

ofdomg philosophy. Mariah began by asking ber interviewees, Amber and Kirby,

ifthey liked "pbilosopby and discussion" and both answered in the an affirmative.

Tben, building on Mariah's questioning, Daisy asked the same interviewees how

long they had enjoyed philosophy. Wben Amber replied, she used the metapbor of

"blossoming" which amused ber co-œsearcbers and inspired tbem 10 reflect on their

own philosophical blossoming. The data indicare Ibat these co-researcbers enjoyed

pbilosophy DOW although tbat was not always the case and Amber's metapbor of

'blossoming' was bath useful and fun as it belped tbem to express bow it took

awbile to 'grow' into philosopby.

There was general agreement tbat although philosophy was something tbey

bad 10 get used 10 al fust, it got better as tbey matured. It all began witb Amber

saying she thougbt she'd enjoyed it more sincc Grade Four becanse "I was more

mature ... 1 knew more wbat it was about ... 1 bad more ideas . •. and 1

was like - blossoming". Picking up on Amber's metapbor, Kirby dated her own

blossoming 10 around the same time as Amber's and said thal ber enjoyment kept

increasing from one year to the next from Grade Two (wben "1 wasn't very

interested in it") ta Grade Tbree (ubefore 1 staned 'blossoming" and when "1 just

started 10 talle") 10 Grades Five and Six (wben "I lilœ it a lot a lot"). Later she

added, "When you're blossoming, you - absorb ail the information!"

Daisy's blossom opened in Grades One and Two, closed in Grades Tbree

and Four and then opened again in Grades Pive and Six while Mariah blossomed al

first sight in Grade Four. In fact Mariah associated blossoming with exploring ("

to see the world") and later she claimed, "1 was always blossoming" (mcause 1 love

talking"). And finaIly Ioey, who bad been absent for Session 7, needed severa!

explanations of the term 'blossoming' in the sense the others bad been using it

before he could answer. After Jennifer asked him, "Wben did you start growing

into philosophy?" and Mariah asked wben it was tbat philosophy was "part of your
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world," Joey tao said tbat he "had to get used to it first" and he estimated tbat ta

have happened "about Grade Two".

S08: A PbDosophical Interview

Philosophy and Macaroni

Einstein was a co-researcher who were particularly sensitive to the

philosopbical dimension of our work from the beginning. Witness, for example,

the following distinction between philosophy and science that he recorded in bis

research notes for Session 6:

Philosophy is dijferem than science. Science i.s facto

[D1S06I92.11.17TulDRGlCoRlElnsteinIResearch Notes]

Next, ta represent the subdety of my young co-researchers' abilities ta

recognize and show concem for the philosopbical dimension of our work, 1

interpret data from parts of a Session 8 interview Einstein condueted with Jennifer

in wbich he explored her concept of philosopbical questions and in which it seemed

to some that he was "off the subject".

Sesljon 8. Tuutiay. November 24. 1992 • 13 Co-reseqrchers

In this session sorne of the co-researchers were working on their Researcher

Profiles using the computers in Room 10 while Einstein, Jennifer and others were

practising research interviewing in the library next door. It was Einstein and

Jennifer's first time practising œsearch interviewing and they were in a playful

mood throughout.

'Cool', Macaroni and Cheese, and Condoms

Einstein's questions. In bis Session 8 interview with Jennifer, as with

others' interviews with each other, Einstein's first, second and fourth round

questions had ta do with how Jennifer felt about doing philosophy and participating

inDRG.
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However, bis tbird, fifth and sixth round questions were quite different:

3. Wbatdo you think 'cool' is?

S. Do you or can you tom ordinary questions Iike 'Kraft
Cheese and Macaroni' into philosopbical discussions?

6. Cao you tell me how you do philosopby?

Using data from these thœe rounds of Einstein's interview with Jennifer, 1 examine

the dialogic and pbi1osopbical character of this early co-researcher interview.

On the tbird round of questioning, after a few playful excbanges, Einstein

began as follows.

Eln.teln Jenny, do you consider yourself cool, and if you do, what
do VOu think 'coof is?

Volee (?) But thafs not (?] philosophy.

Einstein asked tbis question in two parts. In the fllSt part he framed bis question in

Persona! tenns ("Do you consicler youTself cool?"). Then he foUowed up with a

related philosophical question ("What do you think 'cool' is?"). Someone objected

that bis question was "not philosophy" thereby indieating a concem for the

cbaracter of philosophical questions and suggesting that there was something

inappropriate about this one.

Jenny did not take Einstein's question seriously al all - so much so tbat

Mariah (?) expressed concem at the disruption. So Einstein tried again.

Eln.teln But what does »> 'coor mean - though, Jenny»> in
yourterms?

Jenny Thars off the point. Heh, heh. (Others laugh] Weil cool is
uh-

This time Einstein reversed the orcier of bis question thereby putting the

philosopbical question first ("Wbat does - 'cool' mean ... ?) although still in

relation 10 Jenny's experience of it (" . . . in your tennsT'). At first Jenny

expressed concem about the relevance of Einstein's question ("That's off the

point.ft) but then she staned to answer it anyway ("Well cool is uh _ft).
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• At this point Einstein greeted me [Alison] as 1came in from Room 10 10~

how they were getting along and there was more giggling. As Jenny continued ber

attempt 10 answer Einstein's question, thœe other co-researchers interjected and

questioned its relevance 10 philosopby.

Marlah

Jennifer

Dai.,

Joey (?)

1think ifs really getting off the subjecl

Uhcool-.

Yeah.

What does cool have to do with philosophy? (Others loin in]

Einstein however was undaunted. He assured the others that he had a plan

and Jennifer tried again ta answer the question.

•

Elnlteln

Dal.y (?)

Elnlteln

Jennlf.r

Elnlteln

Jennifer

Marlah

Yoltll find out after - n tell you after - 1have rny link eut
up, 1just- .

Oh. Ok.

1Just want her to answer the question first.

Uh - .•. - cool means-

Cooll

- somsone who puts -man- al the end of each sentence
-No.-Ah-...

Next. [sorne g;ggI8]

Daisy was prepared to trust that Einstein knew wbere he was going with bis

line of questioning (UOh. Ok."). Mariab however, seeming 10 be not impressed

with Jenny's attempt. said, uNent' in an apparent effort to move on ta something

else. Jennifer, meanwhile, kept trying.

Jennifer

Eln.teln

Jennifer

Tracy

Jennifer

Vole••?

1have no ide&. 1mean once-

[Many at once.) Wail waI wail - no - wail wail wail - 1
have

-aillknow-

Ifs when you·re cool.

Cool is me.

[Many atonce}- at8 yeu?

•
When Jennifer admitted sbe did not know (UI bave no idea"), others joined in.

However, Einstein per5isted ("Wait wait wail ... 1 bave") and Tracy and

Jennifer tried some ideas ("It's when you're cool" and "Cool is me."). Next

Einstein bied to help Jennifer by giving her sorne examples ta consider.
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SbowiDg tbat be was aware tbat bis examples were framed in Personal tenns,

Einstein invoked the confidentiality proviso to reassure Jennifer that sbe could fee!
comfortable trying to answer.

Jennifer Ifs probably lilce - ifs probably »> in between.

Eln.teln ln between ••• sa - considerfng yourself cool la not being
the smartest kid in the cIass but ifs not aIso, »>
interrogatlng the teachers?

Jennifer (?) Sort of B minus.

Eln.teln So ira sort of in between.

Jennifer (?) B minus.

Einstein - Sort of lilce »>

Jennlf.r Yeah - ifs IIIce - sometimes getting on teachers' nerves
»> and sometimes -

•

•

Eln.teln

Jennifer

Eln.teln

Eln.teln?

Jennifer

Einstein

Jennifer

Eln.teln

Jennifer

Eln.teln

Wall - is COOi- to yeu sort of mean 11I<8 yeu're the head of
the cIass top of the cIass or stuff Iœ ht? Or you're a
rebellious Idd - who never Iistens to teachers? • • • Or a
mixture of both?

••• ah •••

- Remernber, anything you say is contidentfaJ.

Not?

• •. being [?]

So between an A and a C, you'd cal yourself a B - that
would be cool, rfght?

Yeah.

Okay. Thank you very much, Jennifer•

. . . sort of •••

Thank you very much, Jennifer. Next?

•

When Jennifer gave an imPersonal response ("il'S probably »> in between"),

Einstein produced two possible intetpretations for ber to consider e'not being the

smartest kid in the class" and canot also ... interrogating the teacbers").

Jennifer (?)'s response was to use a grading system to express how Jin betweent

she meant CJSort of B minus"). TheD, as if he could sec tbat he was forcing the

issue, in the test of tbis round Einstein parapbrased wbat he thougbt Jennifer was

saying ("So il'S sort of in between", and uSo between A and C, you'd calI yourself

aB - that would be cool, right? ). Then he gave up, tbanked Jennifer and said,

"Next" to move on ta the next interviewer's turn.
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In this segment, Einstein's plan appears 10 have been to ask Jennifer a

philosophical question (Wbat is 'cool'?) without giving her much of an idea of why

he was doing that. It was a question which seemed to the others 10 he "off the
subject" and they said so. Nevertbeless he persisted with a sense of purPOse.

It was a difficult question for Jennifer thoup, for several possible reasons.

First, it was unexpectedly out ofcontexte Second, Einstein had framed the question

in personal tenus in a way which was not cbaracteristic of philosophical questions

in these students' cIass philosophy experience. And third, under the best of

circumstances it is difficult 10 say what counts as 'cool' - ail the more sa with

reference to oneself in front of one's Peers. In the end Jennifer beld a middle

ground witb ber "B minus" response and Einstein decided not to pursue the matter

further. In bis Round S question 10 Jennifer, we see more of Einstein's unstated

plan emerging.

Einstein's Round 4 question for Jennifer was about wbat she gained by

coming to DRO; however, by the lime they œacbed Round S, bis question for ber

was of a different order•

• Einstein

Other.

Eln.teln

Jennifer

Jennifer - do VOu or can you tum ordinary questions like
»> suppose, take this: Kraft Cheese and Macaroni: lB il
really Kraft Cheese and Macaroni or is It Kraft Macaroni and
Cheese?-

Oohl

- and tum - and tum them into - philosophieal
discussions? Can vou do il, or do yeu do Il?

Thars what kind of philosophy is because ••• il'a like we
tum - questions around kind of like - remember the ffrst
day we did those - condom ones and il was like kind of a
stupid question - and we tumed ft into like a philosophy
discussion kind of? »>

•

The others reacted 10 Einstein's question ("Ooh!'') as if wondering about its

reIevance again. However Einstein did not skip a beat and neither did Jennifer. Sbe

immediately recognized what he was getting al ('~at's what kind of philosophy is

because... it's lite we tom - questions around kind of Iike -") and then very

quicldy produced her own example of a seemingly "stupid" question from the first

day of our co-œsearching (802) nine sessions earlier ('&- remember the first day

we did those - condom ones and it was liIœ kind of a stupid question - and wc

tumed it into Iike a philosophy discussion kind on'').
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• When JenDÜer talked about "those - condom ones" she was referring to

an occasion very carly in the year in which we had taIked about condoms and 10

which Ferrari had referred in Session 2 when we were discussing whether you

could do philosophy without questions ("Ouy. There's philosophical questions

when we're talking about philosophy, wben we're in the philosophy room, talking

about philosophy. But not every time, because remember when we brought up the

condoms - at »> lunch time - and that one isn't very »> phil - that - it is

philosophical because - 00." ).

When it was Einstein and Jennifer's tom again for Round 6, Einstein gave

further hints of his research agenda when he asked Jennifer his last question.

(Unfortunately the audio tape recording ended abruptly before the end of this

exchange.)

•
Einstein

Jennifer

Einstein

Jennifer

Alison

Einstein

Jennifer

Einstein

Jennifer

Einstein

»> Okay. Jennifer. can you tell me - how you do
philosophy. Can you give me an explanation please.

Of COUfSe 1cano [She glggles] Weil, first ofall-

Okay-

- 1wail for - a discussion la rise. And when ifs risen to
about my height. [glggfes] Ihen 1-join ln - and -1 -

(Signais time's up?)

But we're in the middle of a questlonl

- and 1say my own opinion. - Or

1s that howyou do il?

How- What do VOu mean how 1do ft? f gel my opinion and
- or 1gel my question or- or my discussionor-

1mesn what are the procedures 1mean - who has the
ideas hare?

End of recordlng.

•

Jennifer' s giggles and the metaphor she used of the discussion "rising" to "about

my heigbt" both suggest that she might bave been joking when she said, "Of course
1 can" (give an explanation of how you do philosophy). On the other band, she also

seemed ta bave a sense of what she wanted ta say and it is evident that she was

thinking about what she was saying as she was saying it , ("- and 1 say my own

opinion" followed immediately by "- Or -") indieating tbat she was considering

that there may he more to it than that. Einstein, meanwhile seemed ta have a sense

of what he would count as a satisfactory answer and just as the recording ended his
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•

•

•

questions suggest that he was looking for more from lennüer (611 Mean what are the

procedures 1 mean - who has the ideas heœ?").

In tbis round Einstein made bis research agenda more explicit when he

asked Jennifer very direcdy for an explanation of how to "do philosophy". Despite

her playful mood, Jennifer did not shrink: from the question but responded with

confidence ("Of course 1 canIf) although it was more difficult than sbe anticipated

and she turned to metaphor to hegin her explanation. Wbat is interesting here is

how quicldy she associated 6doing philosophy' with 'discussion' and with 'saying'

or 'gettïng' my opinions, questions and discussion. Also worth noting, however, is

bow Einstein seemed Dot to he satisfied with ber answers and how he pressed ber

with leading questions. A1though time ran out before they could pursue this further,

in Session 9, when asked, Einstein explained wbat he was trying to do (see below).

809a: ReftectioDS on Interviewing Practiœ

Einstein's Philosophicall"terviewing Agenda

One of the kinds of notes that 1 [Sigma] recorded as we went along 1 coded

as "FFR" or "For Future Reference". Some of these were for immediare or near

future action while others were for long-range future action as in further researcb

projects. In the DRO Catalogue under "Notes" al the end of Session 8, for

example, 1 noted the following regarding how ta do research interviewing:

• FFR (For future re/): decitle procedure cleariy in advQ1Ice and
stick to it?

• FFR: Need bener training. Need to wantlneed tulSWers (responses) to
their questions for research purposes mther tMn to simply ask
them.

• FFR: We really need time to work on interviewing techniques. Time
to listen to the tapes and tlIItllyze them for clues ofhow to do it
better. There is no reason to tUSUIIle that CoRs would know
this.

[D/S08I92.11.24TulDRGlSigmal DRG catalogue Notes]

These notes were written after the sessions in question but before 1 reviewed the

interviewÎng practice tapes. In this instance, 1 [Sigma] brought these concems ta

my co-researchers' attention at the begjnning of Session 9 and next 1 tell how,

when and why we realized that we needed 10 prepare written interview questions in
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order to 6see' better where wc were going. Uttle did wc know that Einstein had

already thought of this as wc found out when he provided us with the

philosophical rationale he had for bis line of questioning when he interviewed

Jennifer in Session 8.

$cWas 9 - Tvcsdt1y. DecCmbce l, 1992 -12 Co-r,seqrchcrs106

Concemed about the amount of time we had spent on interviewing practice,

1 prepared detailed plans for tbis session as a way of getting us "Back to the

Subject". Before moving on, thoUgh, wc took some moments to reflect on our two

intervicwing practice sessions.

Seeing the Need for Interview Questions

After determining that Yasmin would be the name recorder for this session,

1 began by expressing some of my [Alison/Sigma] thoughts on our interview

practice 50 far.

MAlright: 1began, »> what 1notfced from the group !hat was

working in the other room »> last time il that what we need to develop

- and it rœy take sorne tfme to develop - 818 a set of »> Interviewer

questions - which we could have hancly for you ta chaose from 50 that

you don't aIways have to think up what questiQn - on the fIy - when

you're dolng »> a research Intervlew.-

-My guesa,- 1contfnued. 'S that the raal interviews won't happen

fora little whlle. Thera was an awfullet of »> glggllng going on »> on

the tapes - and thafs nonnal »>. People - do that when they hear

thelr own voices or they thlnk theyre golng to hear their own voices on

the tape and so on. And »> also they play to that a Iittle bit - you know

you get sa giggly that [yeu] start - seelng if you can be more glggly? And

»> we have to rule that out - if ifs going to be serious research that

we're doing. So, what »> we neecl is sorne practice. And gradually when

you get used to it, thafll dlsappear.

108 Unlesa otherwfae rndlcated, the lOUrce of the data for thi. sequence ra the
verbatlm tranlcript of the audio tape for DRG Seillon 9. Tuelday. December 1 •
1992.
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-what 1wanted to say about the interviewer questions is »> that

1think that - what will help us a lot - will help VOU a lot-1 mean 1think 

what W8S happening with the practices W8S that - you were doing the

same topie over and over again. And in some cases the same question

over and over again. [Sameon&- ?Tracy? - in the background

recognizes what l'm saying but is unintelligible.] Thafs right Ail that says

is that we need »> sorne questions to have handy."

After taking a moment to remind people tbat Yasmin was the name recorder,
1went back to my [Sigma] agenda saying we'd hear from the people on Yasmin's
Iist "when 1finish talking - it will just take me a couple of minutes more, okay?"

»>What 1want ta do - today," 1began, -- is »> suggest that

we go back ta having»> a group discussion ln here - where we - get

back ta our subjecl and 1have a few things to put us back on traek. Okay?

"
~». When we start havfng regular discussions in here," 1

continued, "you will get a sense of what WB think - what W8 think we

think - about these kinds of discussions - and that will make vou better

interviewers because you'll have a kfnd of »> tramework - you'U have a

kind of sense of what it lB you want to ale. But right now we don't have

that sense."

-In tact," 1added, -1 heard sorne people ask me - Weil what are

we researching, anyway?' And »> that's because we only talked about it

maybe the first couple of times and we - and it's not part »> of how

we're working logether. Sa 1think we need ta work on thatloday.·

-1 will do »> a couple of Iittle things on the overhead - tor you

to see - you mlght want ta write some of It down - in your notebooks 

and then »> what 1would suggest is that the people who are going on to

computers go to computers and the rest of us stay here to discuss for

today anyway and - the PeOple st computers can contribute »>

through the name recorder list at the same lime."
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Next 1 (AlisonlSigma] asked 10 hear the three people from the Iist after

which 1 said that l'd do "the thing on the overhead."

-rime out," Einstein said and then, confirmlng rTI'f concem that

we had Iost sight of our research purpose, he asked, -What does 'DRG'

stand for?" Many talked at once in response ta this question and 1(Alison]

replied, ·Discusslon Research -Ifs the research group into the tapie of

-Discussion". Then Yasmin said !hat Marfah, Jennifer and Tracy were the

three people on the list

"Ohl" Mariah began. Then, adding ta rTI'f [Alison's] point about

people asking the same questions over and ovef, she safd, - »> when

we were dolng »> our Interview lut week - Tracy, she kept on asking

me the exact same question - [somsons (DaJsy?) giggles in

remembrance] - five times - and lika _w.
"Why do you lika DRG?" Jennifer recaJled and Mariah replied.

ACter interjecting to ask Einstein if he tbought we could erase the

Explorateurs J white board in preparation for using the overbead projector, 1

responded ta Mariah.

-Ckay. »> Yes, weil thafs what W8 were sayfng and sa - but

that Just tells us !hat W8 need to »> do some work sa that that won't

happen. Okay?". Next il was Tracys tum but she passed and W8 went on

ta hearwhat Jennifer had ta say.

-okay," Jennifer began, -When we do the »> Interviews? 1think

we should lika wrfte - backup questions."

"'Ne should do back·up questions?" 1[Alison] repeated. -Veah,·

Jennifer replied and then tried to explain: ·Uke »> you start off with a

few questions and then kind of you get on a roll, VOu know? - and then

you eould - .•

"Ves,·' [Alison] said. -And »> when you're a good interviewer.

researcher-interviewer, you base YOUf questions on what the persan just

aaid.·
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-Veah: Jennifer responded, • »> thafs what 1meant like - you

-Just back-up Just in caseillee vou finlshed wtIh that point »> youtre on

then you »> don't ask the same question - yeu have a - question

wriUen down.·.

"Oh, 1see, okay. Thars good,· 1[Alison) saki. Then 1went on to

say, "Okay. - But the other thing thet you need _ good researcher

Interviewers, is to know where you want ta go with your research - lilee

»> Monica when she was here she needed to know what she wanted to

know. Now if we have »>done sorne work ourselves, then when you go

- and maybe we'll get somebody from Gracie Four, for exemple »> just

to be somebody different - and - and »> they might come ln - and

you might want to see what theythlnk about what we said. And see If they

think the same thlngs that W8 said. But If W8 haven' saId anythlng, you

won't even have that to ask. So thafs why 1want to do a IIUle bit of work

today. Okay? Next?

Next Daisy questioned the relevance of sorne of the questions - in

particular Einstein's line ofquestioning when he interviewed Jennifer in Session 8.

However, later in this session we would fmd out that Einstein was able to explain

bis reasons for asking the questions he did in the way that he did. By this time,

however, 1 was impatient to get on with my "Back to the Subject(s)" Sigma Plans

and so 1exercised my Sigma prerogative and moved on 10 my explicit introduction

of the phrase 'CoUaborative Philosophical Inquiry' .107

In my Session 9 Sigma research notes 1 ret1ected on the Sigma tension that

1experienced during this segment as foUows:

There was a bit of tension (not negative, mind you) here as 1 could lell
thm they woultIn't have minded listening to the lape ofthe lost session
tmd lraving a discussion about it. However, 1 pressed on with my
agenda realhing that not everyone present knew what we were tallcing
about and that it would be something worth doing, but perhaps Iater
when we were loolcing for our interviewer questions.

[D/S09I92.12.01TulDRGlSigma Research Notes]

• 107 Bee Back to the Subject(s) under S09b: From Back to the Subjeet(s) to
Discussion as ICommunlcatlon' in Sterle. 3: Discussion as 'Communicallon'.
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Worth noting in this segment is tbat althougb 1 [Alison] may have been the

(mt ta mention that we needed interview questions, my young co-researchers

sbowed that they too recogni~ the problems 1 mentioned. Mariah and Jennifer

remembered that repeating the same question over and over was a problem; Jennifer

suggested that we sbould make tbackup' questions; and Daisy expressed concem

about some questions that seemed ta be off the subject. Putting our research

interviewer questions in writing, we agreed, would help.

Rellecting on our Interviewing Practice

There WQS a lively exchange about the value 01 some questions which
had seemed to Daisy to be off the topie, but which Einstein was able
to justify by consulting his notes.

[D1S09I92.12.01TulDRGlSigma R_arch Notes]

Now, to demonstrate how we used philosophical discussion to retlect on

our own research activities, from Session 9 1 PreSent verbatim transcript data 10

show how Einstein responded to questions about bis research strategy when he was

interviewing Jennifer.10S

Einstein 's Research Interviewing Agenda

ln Einstein's research notes, he recorded what happened in these Session 9

reflections as foUows.

Daisy said that Jennifer was gening led up with my interviewing

questions. But 1 defended myself and aslced Daisy to as/c Jennifer, she

aslœd but Jennifer said lhat she wasn'tfed up with [my] questions.

[D/S09I92.12.01TulDRGlCoR/ElnsteinIReaearch Notes]

• 108 Unless atherwise (ndicated. the data in this sequence are from the verbatim
audio tape transcrfpt of Session 9, Tuelday, December 1, 1992.
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• Here is wbat Daisy said when she questioned the œlevance of Einstein' s

questions:

Da••y - what Einstein was asking Jennifer was - vou know -
-00 you think you',. cool?- - Vou know. "Whafs the
difference between Kraft Cheese and Macaroni and Kraft
»> Macaroni and Cheese- - vou know - like those are
kind of 111(8 - off - the subject.

•

Daisy had two objections to Einstein's line of questioning: one was to bis baving

framed a question to Jennifer in personal tenns ("Do you think you're cool?'') and

the other was to the relevance of the content of his questioning which she judged to

he "off- the subject". Einstein interrupted to explain.

Eln.teln May l, may I? Point of infonnatlon? She hu "" questions
wrong though. »>

Jennifer Yeah irs true. He »> saicI those things and then he said
»>

Ferrari He wu trying to prove a point

Interjecting with a point 01 information, Einstein objected to Daisy's

characterlzation of his questions and, when Jennifer seemed to agree with Daisy,

Ferrari supported Einstein's move when he said, "He was trying to prave a point".

At tbis point Jennifer said Iay'eah" as if to agree with Ferrari and others joined in

altbougb what they were sayjng was unintelligible on the tape. While transeribing 1

noted, "Sounds as ifthey were saying it was not off the subject." Daisy, however,

was still not satisfied.

Da••y Yeah but il took about fifteen questions to get ta the point
- and 1mean »> and &fier awhile [Jennifer) »> you
could kind of hear !hal she was getting fed up - [Alison
chuck/es.) - you know »> wfth thfs stupid question.
(OthelS utter thelr thoughts lnaudibly in the background.]

•

Here Daisy shifted her objections from concems about relevance to

concems about ejJiciency ("It look about fifteen questions to get to the point" ) and

about the appropriateness ofthe questioning ("_you could kind of hear that she

was getting fed up - you know like with this stupid question").
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At tbis point 1 [Alison] aslœd Einstein ifbe would like to respond to Daisy's

objections.

Elnat.ln Okay sure. When 1MOte, -00 vou consider yourself cool?·
thafs a perfectly normal question because »> a lot of kids
they say, -Oh l'm cool", -l'm tao cool to do philosophy." But
if you consider yourself cool, what is 'cool' - ln your eyes?

When Einstein said, "When 1 wrote ... " he was referring to an interview guide

which he had made on bis own initiative and from which he was working.

While transenôing this segment, 1 [Sigma] noted the following:

Explains the TatiofUlle for ms question which appeaTS to he aimed al
exploring the function ofan assumption. This is complicated.

(SOSI92.12.01TulDRGlSfgma Transcription Notes]

When he said tbat bis 'coor question was "perfectly normal" Einstein was

suggesting that philosophy deals with everyday "normal" questions. Then, as if ta

show how "nonnal" bis question was, he illustrated by quoting what ua lot kids"

say and bis example, ''l'm too cool ta do philosophy" suggested that some think it

is not 'cool' to do philosophy. Einstein's interest was Dot in what it was about

philosophy tbat might make it not cool in kids' eyes; it was rather in underlying

assumptions about what it is to he 'cool' for those who might say such a thing. His

personalizing the question to Jennifer was therefore not to test her ta see if she was

'cool' but rather to invite ber to try to say what counts as 'coor by using her "own

eyes".

Next, apparently accepting Einstein's explanatioD, Daisy turned to bis otber

question as an example of a stupid question. However, Einstein was ready with an

explanation for this too.

•

Dalay

Elnateln

Dalay

Elnat.ln

Dalay

Elnat.ln

No but 1mean »> the question about Kraft Cheese and
Macaroni-

Nol

- and Kraft Macaroni and Chees&. 1mean that was »>

No that was a-thatwasa-

-stupld.

- pertecUy nonœl question - because »> 1have the
praof right here. •Jennifer, d[d you or can VOu tum
ordinary questions· - that was an example - -mœ Kraft
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• Dalay (?)

Alison

Einstein

Alison

Einstein

Alison

Cheese and Macaroni or Kraft Macaroni and Cheese into
the discussion.· Thafs to praye her self-eonfidence.

Hm.

And you were »> taklng what looks like a silly question to
see if they could make 80methlng »> not so sUly out of il?
Is that what VOu mean?

Rlght.

Yeah.

To see what her self-eonfidence was. 1mean If they say,
-Oh 1 canT that means they have pretty Iow self
confidence but If they say , can- that means they leamed
something off of philosophy.

Hm-hmm.

•

•

Wben Einstein said, "1 bave the praof right bere" (referring ta bis interview guide in

bis steno pad) it was ta show that he had a question written down as part of a

planned questioning strategy. Kraft Cheese and Macaroni was an example he was

giving her to think about when she answered his question about tuming "ordinary

questions" into philosopbical discussions.

This was not an idea 1 [Judy] remember our having dealt with in class

philosophy. Rather it seemed ta be an idea barn of observations they bad made on

their own regarding their own philosophical discussion experiences and they were

exploring this as a possible description of how to do philosophy. Also worth noting

in Einstein's explanation is the link he made between "self-confidence" and

"leaming something off of philosophy" for it shows that he was also interested in

how Jennifer would answer bis question - that is, with how much self

confidence. It is as if bis question was to test a hypothesis he had that with the

ability to do philosophy cames self-confidence. If Jennifer was not thrown by his

Macaroni and Cheese question, that is, if she did not say "1 can't" but instead

showed that "1 can", then he could altribute that self-confidence 10 having leamed

something from philosophy.

Looking back al the data in relation to tbis criterion, at tirst Jennifer did

have difficulty with the 'cool' question but partly because of her (and others')

philosophical concems about its relevance ta what they thought they should he

talking about ('-ntat's off the point."). In every one of Jennifer's subsequent

interventions she made an effort to answer Einstein's question but was intermpted

by the interventions of others - including Einstein. At one point she said she bad

no idea. However, even then she did not stop at that but kept trying when she said,
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• '1 Mean once-". Rer persîstence in trying ta answer the question despite her own

concems and others' intermptions is an indication of '1 can' self<anfidence. And

with regard ta the Macaroni and Cheese question9 in her first response she went

straight 10 the answer wben she said, ''lbat's what kind of philosophy is

because ... " and then went on ta provide an additional example. According te

Einstein's self-confidence criterion, Jennifer's '1 can" responses to bath questions

indieate a degree of self-confidence that Einstein might say she had leamed from

doing philosophy.

Meanwhile9 Daisy still wanted ta say, ''But »> we shouldn't do those

kinds of questions really for the - discussions cuz - you know after about five or

six -". Einstein tried to interject but Daisy continued, 66_ any of our questions 

people were getting fed up". When Einstein replied saying, uWell ask Jennifer

herself", Daisy qualified ber objection saying it was not only about Einstein's

questions but about those of other interviewers including her own as weil.

•
Dalay

Elnat.ln

Dalay

rm not sayfng anythlng about anybody you know like with
Einstein's questions with my questions and with»>
Tracy's questions you know »> the »> person who was
being interviewed was kind of getting fed up.

Why don't you ask Jennifer hersait and ask her if she 

(To Jennifer) Weil, were you gettlng klnd of fed up?

•

Jennifer's answer was not intelligible on the tape but judging by the reactions of

others, it seems that she said that she liked Einstein's question. Daisy then said that

Mariah was fed up; but Mariah said, '1 just said that he was getting off the

subject". So Daisy tried Joey saying that he was "sounding kind of fed up" with her

[Daisy's] questions. nWere you?" she asked. But 10ey replied, '1 dido't understand

the question!"

At this point 1 [Alison] could sec that Daisy was not getting any support

from the others and that sorne of the co-researchers present in this session had not

been in the sessions we were talking about and so 1 said that we could defer this

discussion until 1 had done a transcript and we could look at it again then.
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By this time my co-researehers had taken charge of our œsearch agenda for

this session:

{By using the ",ame recorder list, the children co-researchers have
been able to reclaim the agenda. 77tere wu a need to rejleet on their
previous research experience which 1 didn't plan for and which they
did as a matter ofcourse. -jkj

(S09I92.12.01TulDRGlSigma Transcrfption Note)

Bad we had the same co-researcbers in attendanœ at each session and had 1

[Sigma] managed to produce transcripts from one session to the next, then we

would have been in a better position to explore tbese concems in more deptb. As it

was, in a moment of Sigma tension, 1 was anxious to get back to my own agenda

for tbat clay which was to try and shift our attention away from interviewing and

back to our research questions.
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Stories 3

Discussion as 'Communication'

Of great interest ta my co-researchers (from the very beginning of the

project) was the possibility of baving a discussion with oneself. Consider, for

example, the following research notes which Whoopy wrote in her steno pad al

sorne point during Session 6 (Monica's visit). These notes were inspired by the

preliminary discussion of our co-researcher questions in Session 2 during which

we explored the possibllities of having a discussion with babies or plants.

Comment /rom Discussion

This is sOm4thing conceming one of our discussions about "Can
people talle to themselves or have a discussion with themselves?" /
remember bringing up the point about people can talk to themselves
because on Sunday my motller was taUcing to me about a phone she
was going to buy. She 1uJd aslœd me what colour she should get. 1
gave her my choiee and sile Md immecliately saül 110. Then after
"tallcing to herself' for a while, SM deeided on a colour.

[D/S08I92.11.17TuIORGICoRlWhoopylCo-researcher Notes!
-COmment from Discusaion,

Whoopy wrote these notes entirely on her own initiative and they are an indication

of the staying power of this idea.

1bree sessions later in Session 9, Ferrari provided a second early example

of c~researcher sensitivity to a related issue when we were trying to say what

4collaborative- means. Einstein said it meant "working together" and 1 [Alison]

asked if they would agree that we &work together in our discussions. When many
voices agreed. 1 asked further, '~ven when you're two? Would you caIl that

collaborative?'- This time a chorus ofvoices replied. ''Yes'-.
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• 1bat was when Ferrari introduced the related notion of wor1cing with
oneself:109

Ferrari When voutre by yourself ifs colfaborative because you're
working with yourself.

(VT1S09I92.12.01TulDRGNerbatim Transcript]

•

In Stories 3: Discussion as 'Communication' 1 tell bow, on my

co-researchers' initiative, our exploration of 'discussion' (for leaming) foUowed a
line of inquiry that tumed away from my interest in making comparisons with other

forms of group taIk. Instead it turned inward to their interest in the underlying

notion of 'communication' as we addressed the fundamental question of whether,

for something to count as a 'discussion" some form of 'communication' must

accur. In tbis part of the investigation they were especially inteœsted in the idea of

communication with oneself- a data trajectory whicb 1coded as "Cw1".

S09b: From Rack to the Subject(s) to

Discussion as 'Communication'

In Session 9, after the previous two sessions of research interviewing

practice, and concerned that we were clrifting, 1[Sigma!Alison] shifted our attention

from methodological aetivities back to exploring 'discussion for leaming' during

what turned out to be a pivotai session.

SellÎtm 9. Tuesdqy, D,wnbcr 1. 1992 • 12 Co=rclcqrcherl110

For this session 1 [Sigma] bad prepared a detailed "Back to the Subject"

course-correction plan to wbich 1 [Alison] moved as saon as we took eue of

housekeeping business and alter we tinished reflecting on our research interviewing

practice. We then began a research discussion which started with the question of

how important it is for a discussion (for leaming) to have a subject and it was

•
109

110

For more on this story, see S09b: Back to the Subj.et(s) in Stories 6 :
Collaboraling COoperatively.

Unleas atherwise indicated, the source of the data for this sequence is the
verbatfm transcript of the audio tape for DRG Session 9t Tuesday, December 1 ,
1992.
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during tbat exploration tbat our inquiry tumed inward to the notion of

'communication' .

Back to the Subject(s)

As mentioned earlier,111 the expression 'collaborative pbilosopbical

inquiry' was not a phrase with wbich my CCHeSC8l'Chers were familiar but rather

one which 1 [Sigma] bad invented as a way of identifying the characteristics of the

kind of discussions (for leaming) which 1 understood 10 he characteristic of

community of inquiry discussions in the Philosophy for Children program. To

allow for the POssibility tbat we might come up with descriptors otller tban my

'collaborative philosophical inquiry', al first 1 did not intend 10 use the expression

'collaborative philosophical inquiry' with my co-researchers deciding instead ta use

the more general and accessible term 'discussion for leaming' 10 tefer to the kinds

of discussions which were a feature ofclass philosophy. Next 1 tell what bapPened

when 1 cbanged my mind and decided to 'come clean' about the interpretation of

'discussion for leaming' that 1 (SigmalJudy] had formuIated befote we began.

"What is the reseaTch subjeet again?"

After telling my C<HeSearChers 1 was a Iittle concemed when 1 heard

someone ask what it was we were researching, 1 used the overhead ta respond ta

Einstein' s question about what the D in DRO stood for.112 Alter others answered

for me - "Discussion" - 1went on to suggest for the first time that hencefortb we

consider using the expression "coUaborative philosophical inquiry" (shortened to

"cpr') ta refer to the kind of discussions we had in philosophy classes. First,

though, we checked our understanding of the tbree conceptual elements of 'CP!' .

First fCollqhorqtive': tMy seemed to 1cnow that that meam worlcing
together and that we certllinly did that in our discussions. IfEven. if
when. tallcing between IWO people," 1 aslced? "Even if talldng with
one. If Ferrari put in., for he thought it was quit~ possible for someone
to work something out with onesef{ in a ·collaborative' way.
In.t~resting.

111 See ·Collaborative Philoaophical Inquiry- under 1.4 Research 1nterest in
Chapter 1. Introduction.

•
112 This was one of the rare occasions on which 1 used an averhead transparency

for overt teaching purposea rather !han as a way of recording our mutual
discussion tracks.

173



•

•

•

Second. ~PhjlwllRbical·: we tlid l'lOt linger over tlais since if seemed to
go without say;", that we /cnew we luJd plailosoplaica1 tliscrusions ;n
plailosophy. Indeed!

Tlaird. ~11lflH;a·: here they did l'lOt Sf!Dn to know the meaning of the
term. Clearly they were guessing and after sellerai triu, the dosest
they came WQS to Ilinfomultion"o Someone nut to me mumbled
somerlalng abOlit a.sldng qr.œmons, though it set!med to me she was a
tinle lllUlUeo 1 re.sptJIItÜd tbat information is what you are 1001cing for
when you ïnquire but that aetual inquiry was the uting of questions.
Did we do that in our discrusions? They agreed tbat we did.

[D1S09JI2.12.01TulDRGlSigma Notes, p. 3-4]

Then, addiDg ta the transparency and in teaeherly fashion, 1 attempted ta

introduce my co-researchers to conceptual analysis in a way thal foresbadowed our

practice of theoretical sampliDI using the five conceptual tenns 'discussion',

'leaming', 'collaborative', 'philosophical', and 'inquiry' 0 1 suggested tbat our next

research move would he ta ask ourselves if we thougbt tbat CPI would count as a

kind ofDiscussion for Leaming (D4L); and tbat ta answer that question we should

look al 'discussion' and 'Ieaming' separalely. The white board onto which the

transparency projected bad mareriaI from the teacher whose classroom we were

using and 1 did not erase il. This presented a distraction. Whi1e 1 pushed on with

my explanation that one of the ways ta do conceptual analysis was ta place the

different kinds of discussion on a cbart in which there would he "model cases",

"borderline cases" "contrary cases" and 50 on, my co-researchers' attention was

talœn up with the problem of not being able to see what was projected because of

the un-erased writing on the white board. Severa! suggested al various points that 1

erase il, but 1did not.

Later while transen"bing these segments, 1 recognized severa! moments of

Sigma tension: the Senior Researcher acting as research teacher"; my "intluencing

or even setting the agenda"; our being in "tao much of a rush" and "Jack of

continuity in attendance". Awkward as they (elt at the time, these moments tumed

out to be pivotai in our research process because they led to our explicit use of

ucollaborative philosophical inquiry" [CPI] ta guide our data production as we

began to analyze our understanding of ~discussion (for leaming)' by concentrating

on the live conceptual elements of 'discussion', 'learning', 'coUaborative',

'philosophical' and 'inquiry' - separately and in relation ta eacb other.
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Fmally we took a time out 10 organize people al the computers and tben we

carried on with Yasmin's name recorder list and began the day's discussion.

Discussion bas to have a subject?

1 invited my co-researcbers 10 start eitber by naming a kind of discussion

and saying wbere it belonged on the cbart or by saying tbings about discussions.

"What was the subject ofthe whole discussion?"

Whoopy started off with a request for clarification about wbat the subject

bad been in the previous session in the library. Neither 1 nor Whoopy bad been

present but Jenny [?] coDfirmed tbat a discussion bad indeed taken place.

Whoopy 'Cuz 1mean »> Daisy was saying that il had nothing 10 do
with the subject - but 1wu wondering -

AII.on - what was the subject. Heh, heh. Yeso Okay.

Alright. 1wonder if we can tum your thfng fnto somelhfng
useful here and say, Do we have to have a subject? Does a
discussion have to have a subject in order »> to be a
discussion?

Whoopy No. 1mean yeu can Just Iike talk about il and not even know
what you're talking about.

AU.on You could? Okay.

Jennifer asked if they could make comments and, in a directive response, 1

answered, &~eh. Veho Anytbing tbat - tbat helps us ta figure out wbat discussions

are. We're focusing on discussion. Anotber âme we'll come and Cocus on the

leaming. Wbich ones are discussions for learning"? Theo Yasmin said il was

Mariah,s turn. Mariah, taken by surprise because she was working at the computer,

said that it seemed they were always talking about the same topic, i.e. discussions,

and sbe added tbat she would prefer to cbange. 1 countered by saying tbat they had

been merely practiSÎDg and tbat now we would he concentrating on the topie '~

we go to otber people with". We tben started an inquiry about wbat constitutes a

discussion.
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• Stacl

'Discussion' luis to he about something?

Okay »> about the »> the discussion that we're doing?
»> About the discussions »> 1don' think - weil 1- 1
think yeu have 10 have a lopfc because »> if yeu don't
have »> a topic or a subject - wha1ever - then vou can't
r8811y tak about ft- weil vou can tak about il bul • • . 1ike
»> usuaJly when vou &tait a discussion vou don' just say
lllce, -Weil, .'U laIk about nothing - or something.- Vou
have 10 say IlIce, ~et's taJk about cats or dogs· or
something Iike that, vou know. Vou can't just say »>
nothing, you know? Vou can't Just - vou have 10 have
somelhing 10 talk about. Weil vou don't have 10 if you don'I
want to talk but-

•

Stacî self-conected tbrougbout as she worked on producing tbis case of a

discussion tbat did not have a subject; and she simulated the dialogue of sueh a

discussion to see how it would sound. The only exception 10 the requiœment tbat a

discussion have a tapie, she tbougbt, would he "if you don't want to talk" al ail.

Next, while 1 paraphrased Staci's point about the nec:essity of a topie,

Whoopy interjected 10 ask if she could comment. However, 1 coDtinued with

Staei's idea in order ta record it on the transparency. To Staci 1 said, "Olcay, and

you were saying »> you could taJk about anytbing" and Staci replied, uYeah".

Only after1 [Alison] tbought 1 bad interpreted Staci's point 10 her satisfaction, did 1

uk Whoopy if she had anytbing to add.

•

Whoopy

Alison

Jennifer?

Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Well- ifs a conment - if VOu wanted to talk about school,
yeu just don't go, -okay, wei Ws taIk about school.- You
jUS>gO on »> Ifs not lik8 - VOu have kinda lilce a subject
-totaJkab-

A&ah.

- you generally have to introcluce il-

- but ifs not like - What [Staci) Just said fa lb - If we
have to talk about - If • wanted 10 talk about school we
have to say weil, vou know-

No-oi

- but - 1mean if you're gofng to 1aIk about something
you're not going 10 say, Weil Ws 1aIk about our cal and
our dog.-
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Picking up on Staei's simuIated dialogue, Whoopy took issue witb what she

bad just saiei. Sbe too illustrated her point with simulated dialogue only titis lime 10

say tbat in a discussion, you don't necessarily state what you're going ta taIk about.

My uAaah" was in recognition of the fine distinction 1 couid see that Whoopy wu

heading for between implicit and explicit discussion subjects.

Stacl WeB »> could 1comment beck? 1wanted to say Iike - 1
know vou don' say Iike, -Lefs taIk about schoor you just
say - WeU today in schooIl did thls. 1did thaf' - but »>
yeu have ta 6ke - You can' just stJlf - nothing - You
c:ton, just - Uke - say»> 1don' know - -Uh - weil 
uh - weil -- [Bhe starts to laugh. Others laugh wIth her.}.
You have to say il - Hka something thet mak8s sense.

Stacï integrated Whoopy's point witb ber own first by agœeing with wbat

Whoopy said and then by producing more simulated dialogue tbat maintained ber

own point: altbougb you do Dot explicidy announce the subject, it is embedded in

wbat you are saying about it. Stacî also made a different point about the sense of

what is said in a 6discussion': you have ta aetually say something and something

that makes sense•

ln a reflexive move, Whoopy CODtinued working on this distinction by

reacbing for our own DRG discussions as an example.

Whoopy But usually when asubject isn' Hke - you already know
what the - what yeu're golng ta taIk about it - Dke you
aIways - yeu already havelk8-If.'re- 1 W8 have »>
DRG, and we say that that's the subject. then we tak about
DRG. But - wiIh cats and dogs - It's not Iike - when
yeu're gaing ta 1aIk ta sornebody yeu're gonna say, -Okay
lets t8Jk about - thla - our sublect il gonna be dogs 
cats and dogs.-

Here again Whoopy was pointing 10 a distinction between subjects which are

implicit and explicit.

Stacl Yeah 1know but when .'re - okay. There's two dlfferent
things. When .'re in philosophy ln cIass. we aIways »>
pick a tapie to taJk about - weB. like - when you're just in
the schoolyard and you go up to your friand and yeu go 
VOu don't say, -a.et's taIk about dogs or sornething.· But in
»> phifosophy, yeu do. Uke we - we find a tapie ta
dlscuss.

Whoopy So thafs kinda like - ••• but irs the exact same thing kind
ot-

Stacl sa .'re righl and wrong.

177



•
By now Staei made the distinction explicit ('Theœ's two different tbings'j

and she expressed it by contrasting (not ORO but) philolophy class (explicit

tapies) with the schoolyard (implicit tapies). Bath girls reaJju.d that tbey were now

on eommon ground.

To help sort out the distinctions Stacî and Whoopy weœ working on, 1

added that "you migbt always have a tapie but you don't always say what it is

before you start ta1king". Whoopy replied, "Like a subject is ah -". Staei,

however, felt that it proved ber "rigbt" becanse "you bave to have a topic". 1 then

tried to show how the two positions weœ compatible.

AII.on

St.cl

It proves bath of VOu right because - 1don't think she's - 1
don' think she's disagreeing that you talk about
somethlng, but she'a - 1think the point ht you're making
is that VOu don't say what il is before VOu taJk about il.

Veah, weil didn't really mean vou say »> 1meant you 
you stiU have to have a tapie. Vou don't say, -Lers talk
about nothing: »> Vou have to have 80mething to talk

•
Next 1 introduced another everyday context example when 1 said, "So if

you're ta1king to your friend on the phone for hours (whieh l'm sure you do these

days, rigbt?) -" in response to which several answered, "Yeah, yes, uh bub.

Yeah."

AII.on

Stacl
AU.on

Whoopy

Vou probably go from tapie to topic to topic without 
without saying, Weil Iet- now lers change the topIc· - 1
mean you may do that sometimes but yeu don't do il every
lime you change, right1

Veah.

But yeu're aJways talking about somethlng.

Wei - 80 W8 shouldn't cal 1 a 'subjecl' 'cuz a subject is
sornething that you've already planned ln your head that
you',. going to talk about.

•

The example of going from tapie to tapie in a phone conversation with a

friend supported bath Whoopy's view that you don't say you're changing the

subject each time and Staei's idea that "you are always talking about ,omething". At

the end of this segment, Whoopyarticu1ated tbat wbat mates a subject a subject and

diffeœnt from Staci's 'somethïng' ta talle about is the fact tbat it was premeditated.

Thus for Whoopy, Staei's 'sometbîng' could not be just anything and still count as

a 'subject' .
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• 'Discussion' could be about Mthmg?

Our discussion changed directiOD when next Stacï provided a CODtrary case.
Reflecting further on ber own experience of talking on the telepbone with friends,

she described instances when they~' - but not abolit anytbing.

Stacl

Alison

ActuaIIy. Judy. you·,. wrong. Sometimes when rm 
talldng on the phone wiah my friends we Just go. -wha....
Wha...•.[EWJ~laughs.) We Just make each other laugh.

So Irs possible ta ha--la that a 'diSCt lS8ion'?

Alter almost ca11ing this a discussion (talk but not 'about something'), 1

stopped short and instead asked my co-researcbers if the, thought it was one.
Neither Staci nor Whoopy did. Wben nen 1tried 10 draw a conclusion from Staci's

observation, 1 ran into a problem of terminology and suggested that, for purposes

of conceptual analysis, we 1tUllce our own distinction by usÎDg the word 'topie' if

it's predetermined and 'subject' if it isnrt. Easier said than dODe.

•
Stacl

Alison

Whoopy?

Alison

Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

But topies and subjects are the same thlng.

Weil that's right but »> we can say - we're going to use
one this wayand the ether one that way Just 50 that we can
talle.

Okay.

So 1opic' is »> announced beforehand? And 'subject' is
not.

We'll see If 1 worka. Il mfght not because we're 50 used to
using them by [wrltes on ttansp8I8tJc)1 »> not

Weil VOU can put 'discussion' instead of 1opic' [Alfson:
un/ntellfglble) 'cuz Iflce - when yeu do a discussion ifs not
like if yeu have to know what 1 is, yeu can Just lik8 dlscuss
il

No, yeu mean 'discussion' fnstead of 'subjecL'

Yeahwell-

•

Although it may seem as though we were Dot getting anywbere with this,

Whoopy's observation tbat '-Wben you do a discussiOD it's Dot like if yOU bave to

know wbat it is, you cau just discuss it" was a new point. Presumably sbe said

"'discussion' instead of 'toPic'" becan 5e of how we bad said tba1 pœdetermined

'tapies' were a feature of DRO and class pbi10s0phy 'discussions'. Now she was

saying tba1 such 'discussions· are not limited 10 'topies' ("wben you do a

discussion it's not lilœ if you have to know what it is, you cao just like discuss it.")

- and that, as Staei pointed out, makes 'discussion' interchangeable with 'subject'
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according ta our intentionally limited sense of being taIk about sometbing which is

not necessarily announced beforehand Again they bath had a point and 1 [Alison]

med to mate our re&SODÎDg vistble by making a diagram.

•

Allaon

Stacl
Allaon
Stacl
Allaon
Stacl
Allaon
Stacl
Allaon

wea, wei let me draw a dlagram. Vou have • yeu can have
a discussion ••• and al discussions have an T - that
you're taJking about - ,. -

Discussion

o
/ "Tapies Subjects

Not-

- you're talking about something.

- yeah - yeah.

And - sorne of them are - topies
No but thafs not true still.

- you announce them beforehand?

Oh yeah it ÎS•

And sorne of them 'subjects' - you don't announce them
beforehand. [They chuckls.}

However, Staei was still Dot satisfied because tbis did Dot account for the

uWha-wba-wha" telephoDe talk she was tbinldng about.

•

Stacl

Whoopy
Stacl

AII.on
Stacl
AII.on
Whoopy

Yeah but - ifs the same thing as »> 'cuz somelimes
when rm talking with "" friands on the phone and we're
sort of feeling Iazy and W8 - we don' want to hang up the
phone nke W8 stiJl want ta talk? -

Yeah.

- But we don't have »> anything to say 50 we just go like,
'Wh&- wha-wha-wha-wha.· [chuckles]

Okaybut-

And ifs sort of lika a - uh

- but is that a 'discussion'?

No.
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• In our pursuit of Staci's issue we cùcled back ta wbether or not it was a

'discussion' at ail and in the proœss we generated two furtber possible distinctions:

one between sense and nonsense discussions and the other between a part of a

discussion and a whole discussion.

Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl
Alison

Stacl

Hmm - ifs a nonsense cflSCUSSion.

Not really.

Yest

Ira Just IOmething to say sc that VOu won't hang up the
phone. [chuck/es]

Yeah but ifs part ofa discussion.

Thars what we have to do - we have to tfe ft down
> > > What we want - what we need 818 other words 
like - what eIse could VOU caU that?

1don' know.

•

•

Staci's classification of 'wba- wba-' ta1k as a 'nonsense discussion' was an

intriguing move wbicb made me wonder l&ter if a discussion bad to maIœ sense in

order to count as a discussion. Her determination to count ber 'wba- wha' taIk as

'discussion' led me ta the idea tbat perhaps we were forcing ourselves into an

eitherlormode (i.e. 'discussion' or 'not discussion') wben wbat we needed were

more talle categories. Whoopy suggested "Mumbling" and ''Mumbo jumbo" as

other words 10 describe Staci's example. 1 œplied tbat 1 would bring tbem a

working Iist next time, if they didn't come up witb one tbat day.113 Meanwhile, the

present discussion moved on in an unanticipated direction.

'Discussion' as 'Communication'

During this next segment 1 cxperienced one of my moments of 'Sigma

amazement' wben our exploration of 'discussion' (for leaming) took an unexpected

conceptual turn. Up to this point we had explored 'discussion' by comparing it to

other forms of group taIk (such as television talk shows and political debates) and

also in terms of whetber 'discussion' (for leaming) bad to bave a subject; and my

113 The Iist 1had in mfnd wu one of different types of group talk 1 had produced in
Ibe research proposai for Ibis praject and which we warked on in session 12•
See 'Whafa the SamelDffferent. ••1- under S12: An Everyday ute Research
Discussion: Don't Talk Baclcr ln Stoffes 4: LJvfng and Lsam/ng.
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inclination was ta continue articulating what coonts as 'discussion' (for leaming) in

relation ta still other forms of group talle in our experience.

Meanwhile on the transpaœncy 1 started a Ust of words tbat migbt count as

discussion wbich we could buer try to put into our chart. My co-researchers,

however, were intent on following a different conceptual path - one that led ta the

concept of 'communication' wbich underlies the concept 'discussion'. Kirby, who

bad just joined arrived, opened up a whole new area of inquiry when, building on

Staei's example, she made a coDDection between 'discussion' and

'communication'.

Not a discussion because not really communicating?

Kirby began by saying, "1 might be totally off 'coz when 1 just walked in 1

didn't really know what's going on - 50 »>cao 1say something?"

•
Klrby Okay. Rrst thing when [Staci] said about -wha -wha-wha?

- She saki thats • discussion? - 1don' think thats •
discussion 'cuz you're not reaIy communicating - you're
-wha. wha·- - and »> they don' know what -wha. wh.
means - they Just go 1)1ah- blah: sa they're not really
communicating but you sort of are going ~Iah·blah-blah- •
So ifs very confusing. 1don' think ifs a good discussion.

In ber intervention, Kirby examined the relationsbip between 'a discussion' ,

'œally communieating' and 'meaning' and seems to say that meaning and

communication were esseDtial characteristics of discussion. However, sbe also

seems 10 be saying that if something lilœ 'blah-blah-blah' is a 'discussion', it is not

a "good discussion".

1 responded, '·Okay, Alright. This gives me a wbole different ide&, here"

and when Staci interjected, "Can 1 comment?", 1 carried on before acknowledging

her.

Alison Let's - lefs write - n Just maIœ • Iist of woRis that are
around the ward 'discussion'• So 'communication' ,
'discussion' - and »> we'll make a collection. [Some
giggl8 Ioudly - notcIear wh~JAlright. Go ahead.

•
Without saying 50 expücitly, heœ 1 was encouraging my co-rescarchers to joïn me

in a conceptual analysis of ·discussion' in terms of its different forms.

182



• Staei responded by considering the one Kirby had meDtioned:

'communication' .

Stecl Ifs true. Ifs communication, 1me&n. - say »> there are
such things - aliens on another planet. How do you
know? They might talk lika -Slah-blah-blah-blah.· - So il is
a fonn of communication because that's sort of like - baby
talk - lika -C;a-ga-ga-ga.- So - !hat's still a fonn of
communication.

In her response Staci reached for an 'invented case' (aliens) and compared it to the

'model case' we had considered earlier (baby taIk) and concluded that both were

instances of 'communication' .

Klrby

Stecl

Klrby?

Still, when rm taJking to you - -alah -blah -blah" - we
don't know baby language. But if l'm talking to you - -Slah
-blah -blah" - 1don't reaIIy know what rT1'I comment Is.
[Some glggle.]

Whocares?

But thafs not really communicating?

•
Judging by Kirby's comment that ''we don't Icnow baby language" she

seemec:t to think that to be "really communieating" we had to know the language

and what our own commeDts are. Staci's "Who cares?" response suggests that in

the case of friends 'communicating' on the telephone this shared meaning was Dot

relevant.

Stecl

Klrby

You',. sort of communica- - you're trying to say to the
other persan that you're - yeu don't want to talk but
you're you Just wanna - sort of - have fun. Yau know?
Uke - talking on the phone - so-

1guess that's true. 1- that could be communicatlng but
communicating and discussion are differem things.

•

Herc Staei's point was tbat in "Wha-wha" situations, there is meaning and

sorne communication because you're indieating that you want to have fun. Kirby

granted Staei's point but tben stated outright that there is a distinction to be made

between 'communicating' and 'discussion'. Alter this exchange and without

agreeing witb Kirby, Stacî went on to explore the possibility that bath ''Wha wha

wha" and Ittalking" count as two ''partstt of a 'discussion' as if to say that what is

mÛlimaJ1y requiœd is that participants say something whether or not it makes

sense.

183



•

•

Next, when 1 asked Kirby if she had a second tbing ta say, she tried ta

relate what we were investigating 10 class pbilosophy discussions. Kirby thougbt

about the telephone conversation example Staci had raised and she tried to make a

distinction based not on what participants say (words or nonsense sounds) but

based on wbat they taIk about - tbereby retumiDg to the criterion explored earlier

in this session tbat a 'discussion' bas ta be "about something". In telephone

conversations "you usually taIk about school or something" whereas "when you gel

into philosophy, you don't really know what to talle about," sbe observed. And tbat

led ber to endorse the point made earlier that in philosophy discussions "it's goad ta

have a tapic - ta start you off".

From "blah-blah" to "mini-mini" ?

When it was Yasmin's tum next, sbe asked ''wby blah-blah" and not

something else like "goo"? At first 1 [Sigma] thought Yasmin was making a

conceptual analysis move bere by exploring the possible meaning of "blah-blah".

However, instead she was asking about the soUl'lds. Far !rom being unproductive,

Yasmin's move led Staci to tbink of a then-curœnt instance from the world of

advertising, and that in tum led her ta make an important point about

'communication' .

Stacl Can 1comment? (0Ihe1S talk at the sante lime.] Well- 1was
just usfng Mblah-blah-- as an example. t could've baen
(sings] -rt1ini-mini hm hm- (fmm a doughnut commeteiaJ
current al the tfme]. Thar. still communication. They're
tryfng to tell you to buy mini's.

Stacî said that ber example of "blah- blab" could easily be œplaced by "Mini-mini

hm hm", pointing out that although "mini-mini" might sound like nonsense, it is

really communication.

From "mini-mini" to discussion/communication?

1bere were no other significant comments until, Ferrari said, " »> Staci.

Okay you said that »> it's still a discussion?" to which Staei replied, ~~O! It'5

not a discussion; it's communication".

•
Ferrari Communication. Ifs communication. But putting il a

different way. when you communicate with someone, you
don't go »> ·80 how's il doing. de-day-di day" (sings sort
01) - You don't start singing when you're doing that
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After tuming Staei's point over in bis mind, Ferrari tried a different angle and

challenged Staci's 'mini-mini' example on different grounds when he said, "You

don't start singing when you're doing that".

Stacl

Ferr.rl

Stacl

Ferr.rl

Yeah but there's different tonna of communication. There
could be talkfng, sfnging, dancing, like mime or - like 
stuff like that.

Weil when you're communrcating yeu're communicating.
Weil when you're - when you're talking - when you're
dancing ifs - singing. [OthelB laugh wonderlngly)

When »> yeu're singing - when you're talkfng but youtre
sfnging al the same tfrne 50 Ils slnging. When you're
dancing you're dancing - everythlng.

So but you can - rrs still communicating - rrs sendlng out
a message.

Different torm 50 it's not communicating.

•

•

Voiœs overlapped. Then Tracy made an important point about

communicating with no sound when she interjected, "You know that - sorne

people »> they do silO language - 10 communiC8te - like -". Someone

responded "-huh?". Some cbuckles and laughter. Staci said, "Yeah. That's a good

point!" and then 1 suggested that we keep going on the list. Later 1 wondered if

what Ferrari was trying ta say was that a thing is what it is and not sorne other

thing, or that something cannot be two different things at the same time.

From Ilblah -blah" to discussion/conversation?

When it was Jennifer's tum next, in a recursive move, she reflected on her

own research experience as sbe related an example from an earlier discussion and

went on to say.

Jennifer - sometlmes 1 starts off with a bIah- blah - Uke maybe
the b~ blah »> isn' a discussion - but - Ifke 1 ends
up as »> discussion.

As she continued, ber criteria seemed connected with whether the utterance was

relevant to anything else, that is, whether theœ was a 'point' to it. Jennifer's

mention of 'conversation' suggested 10 me another possible form of

'communication' to add to Staei's Iist. And Iater 1 wondered if a student without

philosophicai background would mate tbis kind ofpoint.
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~Blah- blah- blah' is not communication?

Next Whoopy led us into an exploration of the relationship between

'communication' and 'meaning' wben she chalIenged Staci's view that "blah- blah

blah" counts as 'communication'. For ber, communication "means that two people

can understand each other".

Whoopy When you go 1Jla-blah-blsh- can you understand what 1
justsaid1

Stacl Yeshl

Whoopy What?

Staci tried to explain by saying that when she says these words, sbe means "1 don't

have other things ta say".

Whoopy Yeah but '1Jlah-blah-blah- does not "." that 1mean you
can put thatas-

Stacl [Voice gett/ng /oudetj Yes, il means , do not have
anything to saY'-

Later, 1 noted tbat Staei and Whoopy were exploring the meaning of 'meaning':

"Implicit distinction: what the wards mean {meaning of} and what the penon

meaps by the words {meaning by}". Staei, however, collapsed the distinction

saying, in effect, that the meaning of"blah- blah- blah" is what she means by it 
namely, "1 do not have anytbing to say'.

Whoopy was still not satisfied and gave Staei a transposed example in

which she changed the context. Raising her voice, too, she saiei, "Yeah, but 1 might

say tbat to my mother and my mother might take it a different way -". Staei

protested and many other voices joined in at once and loudly. Theo Staci continued.

Staci's argument is that [Ublah- blah- blah"] is communieating "if the other person

knows what you mean". However Whoopy and Tracy insisted that she also account•

Stacl

Whoopy

Tracy
Stacl
?

Whoopy

1 the other person knows what you mean then that's
communicating.

Just »> say that they don't

- if they don't-

Yes but if they dol

Yeah but you know what il means-

Yeah but you »> rs not necessarily tha »> vou know
»> that they understand what VOu mean and ifs not
communicatiOn if they don' understand.
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for when the other people do not undcrstand. This led ta Whoopy's idea tbat it is

not enougb for either Staci or 'the other people' to know wbat she means. Staci

bas to know that the other person understands.

Persisting witb her point and thinking aloud, Staci added what she

considered "a goad point": "It means - nothmg - exacdy, so - il's still

communicating that it means notbing". When Jennifer, Alison and Whoopy a1l

suggested tbat she was contradicting her own earlier point tbat "blah -blah -blah"

meant something, Staci stood ber ground wbile at the same lime allowing for

Whoopy's point that it could vary. And that enabled ber ta maintain that "either

way >>> it's still communicating".

At this point, using the transparency, 1 [Alison] tried ta recapitulate the

points that both Staci and Whoopy were making. Later, 1 realized tbat 1 had

provided my interpretation - not theirs! However, the girls did not find this

important enough 10 protest al the lime.

IlMini-mini" in advertising is communication?

The other point Whoopy wanted ta make took us back to the "mini-mini"

jingle in the dougbnut commercial which sbe stated was not 'communication' but

was just "making whatever they're saying, more interesting". Staei, however,

disagreed by involdng ber minimum criterion that saying anything at all is

communicating; thus, the mere utterance of "mini mini" qualifies it as an aet of

'communication'. The discussion continued.

•

Steel

Whoopy

Stael

Whoopy

Steel

Okay. Weil »> say 1W8S this big - advertisement guy
whots »> maldng these commercials and advertlsing and
sluff like thal »> You would know that it was
communicatfng because usually »> ifs sort of sending
out this message and it sticks in the person's head.
Because - thats how - You know in cIass everybody's
always golng -mini-minr - thafs because they remember
it trom the tv. and thafs like -

Yeah but that doesn't say that you have to buy mini minis.

But the message - But ifs still - ifs staying in your head
50 that means that they communicate 10 us.

Yeah but what you said is Iike - that they use that - for
other people to buy mini minis -

Weil ifs bath things.
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Elaborating on ber point by producing the example of an advertiser wbo created the

"mini mini" jingle ta send out a message", Staci took ber observation tbat "it sticks

in the Person's bead" as an indieator tbat it counts as an instance of

'communication' (message sent and reœived). Wboopy, bowever, was still not

convinced and argued tbat the mere repetition of 'mini mini' in a commercial

"doesn't say that you have to buy mini minis". In other words, tbere is no

'message' in the expression 'mini mini'. Staci, meanwbile, maintained that it's still

'communication' regardless of whtlt is being said. It is enougb tbat "it's staying in

your head so tbat means tbat they communicate ta us". For Whoopy it would only

he 'communication' if the actual message (e.g. "Buy minis'') were stated. When

Staci expanded ber position to include Wboopy's point tbat 'mini mini' was to

make it more interesting (''WeU it's bath things''), Wboopy continued to insist that it

was not both and it wasn't communication. By the end of tbis excbange, Staci had

incorporated Whoopy' s point while Whoopy was still resisting incorporating

Staci's.

In response to Whoopy's insistence, Staei produced yet another example 

one from everyday speech and which makes more literai sense tban either "blah

blah- blah-" or "mini mini".• Stacl

Whoopy

Stacl

Ves il isUl -Ifs-lilce if 1said some1hing to vou, okay: "Hi,
[Whoopy]." Thafs communication. And still Iike if 1go, "mini
mini hm-hm hm-hm-hm" [slngs the jingle}- rm still
communicating to Vou.

What are vou saying to me, though?

rm saying that you - yeu -lilce that - 1saw - 1saw the
commercial and that vou should buy a mini. [Inaudible
comment ln the background.] Because rm sort of using
»> their commercial- and - whatever-

•

On the basis of the persistent conceptual work Staci and Whoopy were

doing here, 1 wondered whether their disagreement was pointing to a distinction

between 'communicating to' (Staci) and 'communieating with' (Whoopy). With

regard to Whoopy's question, "What are you saying to me though?" 1 also noted

that ber minimum criterion seems to he that the words must be words - that they

must Mean sometbing in and of themselves. In Staci's response to Whoopy' s

question, and in contrast to Whoopy's more literai requirement to 'say' in words

what sbe means, Staci uses the term 'saying' more figuratively.
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Reflecting on Staci's point, Whoopy thought about an actual instance from

English class saying, ''there's somebody who sits at our group - in English 

and she's always saying that. But 1 don't go out and go and buy minis just because

she said that". Staci said, "Ycab, 1know but - since it sticks in people's heads 

it's Iike sort ofcommunication because you know tbat the message gets through 

ioto their head", and 1chuckled. At this point Jennifer interjected, "She means kind

of blah-blah", and Staci stated expUcidy, "It doesn't matter what the message is".

Whoopy laughed at that and 1 confirmed Staci's point with ber by saying, "Ah!

Okay, So as long as something goes from your bead to tbat Person's bead,

regardless of what it is _ft. Staci responded, ''Yeah''. 1 noted laler that Staei's

minimum criterion is 'ihat the message gel through" (i.e. not necessarily

understanding but minimally œPetition - a completed transmission).

Next, just as Whoopy was about to accept Staci's point, she thougbt of

another possible objection:

•
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Oh 50 lika - But (StacQ, just say that 1SB}J -Bye- to you 
and something else and then like you have something
else -1 mean. Uke if 1say -sye--
Yeah-

- and VOu thlnk that 1said -Hr - 1mean [lBughs) »> Ifs
kind of Ilke differenl

•

New criterion: Must be the message • seDL How can we /cnow wblch
message ;s receilled? MlUt be the same message to COllnt?

(VT1S09192.12.01TulDRGlSigma Transcription Note]

Staci responded, ''Yeab but that's hearing and it' s -" and 1 [Alison] added,

'7bat's miscommunication-". A pause followed and was broken by many
spcaking at once. Then someone said, "That's understanding", and we alliaughed.

Wben il was time to stop, JeDnÜer concluded the session saying, "Staci's having a

bard time -". This was just the beginniog our exploration of the relationship

between 'communication' and 'discussion' (for leaming) and it ended on a high

note.
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S10: ConceptuaUzing 'Communication'
Communicating with "Cotton Candy", A Ttdlcin6 Bear

In the very next session, my Session 9 moment of 'Sigma amazement'

intensified wben our 'What counts as discussion (for leaming)?' inquiry took

another unexpected turn. 1 had been surprised earlier when my co-researchers

pursued a line of inquiry tbat led us into or behind the concept of 'discussion' by

exploring whether and bow 'discussion' necessarily involves 'communication' - a

move which was in sharp contrast ta my Penchant for exploring 'discussion' (for

leaming) by moving out from it and comparing it ta other forms of discussion. It

was they who made the connection between 'discussion' and 'communication' and

1 was amazed at how intensely it sustained their interest.

Next, to examine how dePendent 'discussion' might be on

'communication', we worked on wbat we would count as 'communication' and this

line of inquiry sustained my co-researcbers' interest and attention even more. It

was in this session tbat we investigated the aspect of communication with oneself

- systematically and in detail.

Session 10. Thursdqy. December J. 1992 • 11 Co-rcsearchers114

During Startup for this session we dealt with severa! organizational issues,

including ORO computer work. Most of the students cbose to work on the

computers either al the keyboard or on their own, leaving ooly two to do

discussion. However, the set-up of the room made a lively exchange possible and

considerable progress was made. We began by playing back the end of the tape

from the previous session.

•
114 Unlesa otherwise Indicated. ail verbaUm data are taken trom either the

verbaUm transcription of audio tape. Of Sigma Transcription or Research Notes
pertainfng to Session 10. Thursday, DeC8mbef 3. 1992.
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Conceptualizing 'Communication'

St8ci began with a tape intro saying, "Okay, weU we're resuming the »>
discussion about communication? - well »> the discussion about discussions

really". She then embarked upon a fairly lengthy dialogue with Ferrari about the

nature of communication, the importance of a receiver and what/wbo counted as a

receiver.

Answering

Staci first noted that Ferrari bad said cartier tbat "when you communieate

with someone, there should he an answer". Then, addressing bim directly, she

provided an everyday example when she took issue with the point he was making:

But 1 don't think thafs true because if vou make a
statement like -If 1go, MMum, l'rn going ta the store,· 
weil, there wouId be - an answer. But say you go, "1
finished my homework" - there dossn't have ta be an
answer. • •• sa »> ifs sort of wrong, what VOu said.

Having thought of one example, Staei then self-corrected and produced another.

Her tentative conclusion is an example of our class philosophy practice of

respectfully saying that what a person said is wrong (rather than the person

himse1f) - and this in a way that invites further inquiry.

Ferrari

Stacl

Okay »> Staci, yeu said - ifs sort of wrong?

When your mother saya, or when VOu say, , did al my
homework: your mother'd probably say, "Are you
su-u-r-e?-

And then you'd say, -V..s-.

Okay weil - no, because (heh-heh·heh) - usually 1
don't tell my mom l'm finished my homework.

•

Later, 1 noted that this was a diversioDary reply by Staci in which she docs Dot

address the point but diverts away from the issue altogether - even though it was

her own example.
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Undaunted, Ferrari continued by producing another example.

• Ferrari

Stacl

Ferrari

Weillefs say you say »> -Mummy can 1have a cookie?
She'd say, "Ves-.

But thafs a question. Thafs not a atatement.

Okay, so - -Mother, 1want a cookie:

Here again Staci challenged the example Ferrari produced rather than addressing the

point he was trying to make. This lime she made a distinction between a question

(which would call for an answer) and a statement (wbich would not). Witbout

skipping a beat, Ferrari transformed bis example into a statement to accommodate
Staci's distinction and 1 [Alison] cbuckled appreciatively al their agility.

Next, arter trying one more diversionary move, Staci modified ber position

while still maintaining il.

Still not satisfied, and to press bis point that in 'communication' there is

always an answer, Ferrari produced anotber example .•

Stacl

Ferrari

Stacl

Ferrari

Then she g08s, -Excuse me?' She g08s - "Vou don't say
[11want?T

But thats a st· - thafs a-

Yeah, but there - okay - fine - there's not a/Ways an
answer. There can be an answer, but not always.

There's aIways [an answer] because il always spartes
someone's interest - you know I8fs SIJtI they say »>
-Mother, l'm going outside: And - you know-

Staci pounced on this latest example and superimposed a new one of her

own involving '&loe", a fictitious chameter she tbought up on the spot.

Stacl No, If you say llke, 1 don't like »> - - okay, weil, say
there's a name liIœ - a guy named Joe - you go, , don't
like Joe.- You know-

Still undaunted, Ferrari used Staci~s example to support the point he was trying ta

make.

Ferrari She's gonna say something. She's probably »> gonna
say, -Weil what happened today in school with Joe?-

•
So then, still trying to maintain ber claim that communication does not a1ways

require an answer, Staci made a new move. She elimjnated the second Person
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(mother) from the relation - and tbis opened up a new line of inquiry mto the

realm ofcommunication with oneself.

Stacl

Ferrari

Stacl
Ferrari

Veah but what happens - Sometirnes if l'rn in "'f room
aJone and rm Just talking to myself. who wI answer? No
one.

Veah but !hat - thafs not - voutre not »> saying il to
someone. Vou're-

l'm 'communlcatfng' ta myself.

But that's not communicatlng. 'Communicating' is with
someone else.

By substituting herself for the second person, Staci tried to produce a plausible

example of 'communication' in which there was no one else to answer. When

Ferrari countered that 'communication' involves saying it to someone. Staci argued

that tbat someone was herself - whereupon Ferrari stipulated that to count as

'communication' the someone bad to be someone eue.

In response to this, Staci made a further adjustment to ber case wben she

substituted something else for herself in ber example.

• Stacl
Ferrari

Stacl

Ferrari

Okay fine. l'm communicating with my stuffed animal.

But thafs not communicating.

Ves il isl Okay. It - wh&tever. »> It doesn't matter - or 1
don't thfnk il matters if you're »> really talking to
aomeone. It can be somethfng• ••• 'Cuz lika - 1see some
people-

- But thafs not when they're communfcating 'CuZ
'communicating' - ia when you - VOu get an answer back.

•

As Stacî countered every point tbat Ferrari made in ber efforts to maintain

ber position, sbe also added modifications to accommodate Ferrari's objections. In
50 doing, togetber tbey examined different criteria for wbat to count as

communication: e.g. whetber there must he an answer and wbether tbat answer

must come from someone or something else. And just al the end, Ferrari added a

new criterion: that "'communicating' - is when you - get an answer back".
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Stacl

Ferrari

Ferrari

Stacl

•

•

•

Understanding

Next Staci personified bath the "stuffed animal" in her last example and

what it is to communieate with oneself when she introduced us to her stuffed

animal, "Cotton Candy". However, it was difficult to teU how serious she was or

wbether she was playing with Ferrari in ber continued insistence on being right.

Ferrari, meanwhile, entertained (and was entertaîned by) her persistence and he

matcbed it with bis own as they continued to make progress with their exploration

of ~communieation'.

Stacl »> 1have this bear - and Ifs my favourite bear - her
name Is Cotton candy. (She ate one of my other bears this
moming because she has a peuch in - in her stomach 
okay). Wen »> 1aIways mak8 her taIk - sa 1tell her things
and »> she answers me back.

Yeah. - ReaJIy?

Yeah. - Weil - 1maJœ her answer me back. But still 
thafs communJcating.

No it isn' - you know why? ••• Communicating seriously is
- speaking with sameone else.

1am. l'm speaking with my bear. Ifs a dffferant voice.

Stacî readily acknowledged that she was doing the taIldng for her bear. However,

using bis argument tbat 'communication' is "speaking with someone else", Ferrari

countered that Staci's talking with her bear does not count as 'communication'.

Staei then argued that tbis is 'communication' because, "It'5 a different voice". She

Most likely meant this literally since she would aetua11y change ber voice when

speaking as Cotton Candy. It is also possible, bowever, tbat sbe meant that Cotton

Candy's Udifferent voice" represents a different point of view.

In bis response, Ferrari called Staei's attention ta the issue of wbether

Cotton Candy was a someone or a something. He states that Cotton Candy is a

something and is surprised wben Staeî counters tbat it's mean ta classify bears as

'somethings' wben they're really 'someones'.

Showing signs of frustration, Ferrari interrupted Stacî and gradually the

absurdity of ber example dawned on him. 1 noted that he wanted to take ber

seriously but didn't understand wbat she could seriously Mean.
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In conccptual analysis terms, for Staei just 'saying something' is sufficient for

'communication'. For Ferrari, on the other band, 'saying something' is necessary

but not sufficient sincc by this account 'communication' is a reciprocal event.

•

•

Ferr.rl

Stacl
Ferrari
Stacl

Ferr.rl
Stacl

Ferrari

Stacl
Ferrari

Stacl
Ferrari

[ConfusIon]••• Okay fine. 1want to make il a better way...• If
- Vou communicate with you[r] bear?

Yeah.

Oh - Whoa - [Alison chuckles.] Vou talk to your beat?

Yeso 1taJk to my bear »> My bear's very cute and vou 
vou would think 80 too. [OtheIS chuckJe wh/le Fenarf puts
his hancI to Stad's fofflhead?J 1don't think 1have any fever.
[More chucltling.]

Vou talk to your bear?

Yeslln the momfng, she goes, [Staci changes her volee to
bear's voice] -Hi, Mommy." And 1go, "-

But she doesn't taJk back. Vou commu- Thafs not
communicatfng though. Even -

Yes It 181

- when you're saying - Ifs called ·saying someth·" - ifs
»> maybe-

When vou say something vou communicate.

••• but 'communlcate' Is when - rm communicatfng with
vou and you're communlcating with me -

•

When Ferrari doubted Staci and cbecked ber head for signs of fever, he

could bave written off ber argument but be did DoL Rather be continued to work

with ber examples as he bied, still unsuccessfully, ta convince ber. Staci,

meanwhile enjoyed the attention and was not about ta back down.

Puning ber case ta Ferrari in personal terms, Staei said, UIust because you

never do - [talle to a thing]". At tbat, cbanging bis behaviour to meet ber objection,

Ferrari immediately tumed to a computer and said, 'Tm talking ta the computer

DOW" - and 1 [Alison] cbuckled. Not satisfied, bowever, Staci replied, usa taIk!"

as if to say tbat saying you are talking ta a computer is not the same tbing as

actually talking ta il.

''1'm talking! Yeah. Hi, Computer," Ferrari replied and added, uRe's not

saying anything -". Theo, cbanging ber voice ta a deeper voice, Staci joined in

saying, "Hi. Hi. Ferrari." and Whoopy and otbers laughed.
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Re8ectïng on the IittIe role-play that tbey bad just enaeted, Ferrari and Staci

interpreted it diffeœntly and in 50 doing they introduced a new conceptual element

- ~derstanding' - to the inquiry.

Ferrari
Stacl

Ferr.rl
Stacl

Thafs »> called »> maklng a statementto the computer.

Yeah but maybe »> 1 doesn't und.lSland vou; but my
bear understands me because I-Ilice 1talk back to me.

He doesn't talk back to Vou either - stuffed bear.

She. -Okay. Next. [Chuck/es]

•

•

In tbis new move, Stad pointed to two differences. One was tbat unlike Cotton

Candy, maybe the computer did not respond to Femri because it did not

understand.. Cotton Candy, on the other band, did understand because sbe "tallœd

back" ("Ita1ked back 10 me."). In bis reply, Femri did not accept Staci's distinction

wbereupon, alter specifying tbat Cotton Candy was a 'she', Stacï decided it was

lime ta give someone else a chance.

What is intriguing here is that there is a discemible difference between the

example of Ferrari talking to the computer and Staci ta1king to ber stuffed bear.

Ferrari did not feel as tbougb he had 'communieated' witb the computer simply by

virtue of having said 50mething to it even if it did respond as when Staci role

played its 'voice' . Staci, on the otber band, did feel a sense of having

'communieated' witb her bear by virtue of having said sometbing to it and it having

"talked back" when she role-played its voice. The difference was in wbat Staci

referred ta as the 'understanding' that sbe claimed occurred when "1 ta1ked back to

me". Ferrari MaY bave been right to argue tbat 'saying sometbing' is not enough to

count as ·communieation'; and similarly Staei may not have been wrong to suggest

the added element of 'understanding' (whether between self and other or self and

self) is eoough to couot as 'communication' .

196



•

•

•

Talking

Wben Chocolate joined in next, she opened up the concept of

5communieation' ta includc more tban just talking.

You OOn't bave to talk ta communieate

Chocolate Okay. »> 1don' thlnk you have ta talc ta communicate
»> because VOu could communlcate wIth your eyes or
somethlng. You don' have to - taJk nke - you don't have
to go - ~ey, how are you?- - because sometimes if you
just look al the persan VOu could see if th&Yre sick if
theyre happy if theyre sad. Sa - there's»>different
ways of communicating - there's not aJways talking.

Time out. Unfortunately, we did not take up Chocolate's point just then

because the beeper signaled the time ta change the people working at the computers

and we took a five-minute time out

Talking to yourself

When we resumed, Arachnid, who had been listening while working al a

computer, supported Staci's idea of talking to her stuffed bear.

-okay,· he began, -sa 1was listeoing to the discussion before

and »> Staci »> said she taJked to her teddy bear? And»>Ferrari

found il wu»> funny or weird. And ifs not t8BI/y weird - rm not saying

that 1talk ta my [?stuffed?) animais, but S2f »> VOu want to taIk ta

sameone but no one's in the houae or no one's the,. - 1mean ifs just

»> liIœ - voutre talking ta yourself - not really talking to yourself but 

You're just getting thoughts out --. -Right.- someone agreed, and

Arachnid continued, -- Ifs not like you're - purposely trying to have a

conversation with your stuffed animar.

Here Arachnid made a distinction between two kinds of 5talking to yourself'. One

migbt be considered weird e~urposely trying ta have a conversation with your

stuffed animal"); but the other migbt not ("just getting thoughts out" when you fee}

5'ta1king to someone but ... no one's there.") Staci, bowever, rejected the basis for

this distinction and countered that she ICpurposely" had ICa conversationll
' with ber
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teddy bear. Then she became defensive when Arachnid chuckIed and she asked him
not to make fun.

Talking to a telephone

Next Staci retumed to a point raised earlier by Ferrari about not being able

to taIk to something. Addressing Ferrari direcdy, she said pointing, "You see that

football over there7 It's a phone...That's talking to something...you're talking

to the person but you're not taIking direetly to the person because »> you have to

go througb all the wires and stuffso you're really talking to the phone". Here Staci

debDerately produced an example of talking '«to" a 'tbing' (telephone) in the

absence of a person and she a1so produced a new consideration - that of talking

directly or indirectly.

Ferrari and Staci then argued back and fortb about whether you were

speaking to a person (Ferrari) or speaking to a phone (Staci). In bis struggle to

make sense of Staei' s argument, Ferrari introduced yet another consideration, that

of intention as if to say that who or what you SPeak to, depends on to whom (or to

what) you mean to speak. Next Staei tried to clarify wbat sbe meant and in the

process she made a different distinction wbich led to another new consideration.

MNo. But what l'm saying," Stacl saki, -œ lhat - you're taJking to

the persan, like you're addressing »> whatever you're sayfng to the

person but you're really ta/king to the phone, you're not talking to the

person. If 1was here ancIl'm talking to yeu - that means l'm talkfng to you.

But [f 1was talking on the phone. f would really be talkfng to the phone".

Here Stacî made a distinction between 'addressing' and 'talking to'

someone or something based on both physical proximity and intention: you can
'talk to' a thing (a telephone) wbich is 'bere' while al the same tilDe 'addressing'

what you are saying 'to' a person who is not here. She equated talking on the

phone with talking to the phone. At this point, Ferrari expressed misgivings about

how much sense and how much progress we were making. However, in a staccato

exchange, Staei insisted she was serious. Finally, willing to give Staci the henefit

of the doubt, Ferrari tried a different approach.

-Watch this.· Ferrari said: -Arachnld --•

Arachnid responded and Ferrari noted. -He answerecf'.
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-Thal la really - thet 18 't&Iking' - not -,- Staci began•

""'t is 'communlcatfng'.- Ferrari fnslsted.

Staci continued to insist tbat talldng on the phone "is communieating with

the phone but the phone is sending it to the person!" tbrough the wires. Aracbnid

protested tbat ')'ou'œ not »> meaning ta speak to the phone", and Staci

acquiesced adding, "But you're still »> talkingt~»> into the phone - you're

not into the Person - like you're not talking diœctly ta the person - it's Iike

indirectly to the person".

Time out: Is this really philosophy?

By this time, Ferrari bad reacbed bis limit, and he asked me for a

pbilosophical assessment of what we were doing. My response 10 Ferrari's

question was a stream-of-consciousness account of bow wbat we were doing now

related to what we had done before. 1mused that maybe the how of their discussion

was getting out of hand but the what was indeed very philosopbical because they

were trying to explore the dependent nature of the relationship between discussion

and communication and what constitutes communication. Ferrari, however, was

not satisfied. Staei, 00 the other band, was anxious to keep going and this time she

produced a different example.

Stacl

F.rrarl
Stacl
F.rr.rl
Stacl
F.rrarl

Stacl

Talking ta dogs

••• You know 1was saying about my teddy bear and you
were saying that 1wu talking to a thing?

Yeso

A lot of people talk ta their dogs••••

Yeah 1know but that-

But dogs can't talk back1

But »> they commtr- they don' communi - they saYr
-Hay, come heret boy. Come here, boy.- That they
understand but you don't say, 50 uh -

[Jumps on Fenarfs won:1s.] But they don' understand 
they - they can't reaIIy hear -they hear the tone of your
voice, thafa why.

•
This oew example of PeOple talldng ta dogs addressed Ferrari's and Aracbnid's

objections 10 the telephone example by removing the ambiguity regarding who (a

person) or what (a telephone) was being addressed wbile al the samc âme retaining
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•
the problem of œciprocity since "dogs can't taIk back!" Later, 1 noted how Stacî

had come up witb anotber example only this time of an animate 'thing' which

supposedly cannat communieate and how she was getting closer to her stuffed

bear.

At first Ferrari agreed that people talle ta dogs but then he self-corrected

regarding whether they 'commUDieate' when he tp.aliud that tbere were limits ta

dogs' abilities to understand Before he could finish bis thought, however, Staci

pointed out tbat dogs don't 'understand' and then she offered a different

explanation for why they respond as if they do (hearing the tone of your voice).

Ferrari agreed with Staei's interpretation saying, "Yeah. Okay".

Talking to a telephone (revisited)

Ferrari retumed to Staei's telephone example and began by checlciDg bis

interpretation of wbat she had said

•
Ferrari

Stacl
F.rrarl

»> Weil »> Stacf »> you said that when you look
atltolrlSten to the phone? -!hat you're talking - you're
communicating with someone eh? Thafs what you S8id•

Hmm. No, no.

Vou're commun~ you're talking - to the phone.

When Ferrari self-corrected here, he was tryiDg to make a distinction between

'commUDieating' ("with someone") and 'talking 10' ("the phone''). However Staei

objected that this was not a distinction that she was making. She reiterated the idea

tbat "you are talking to the person but it's sort of Uke indirecdy... So you are

talking 10 the phone!"

Although Ferrari agreed with the distinction Staci was making between

talking directly 10 the phone and talldng indirectly ta the persan, nevertheless,

when he made the point about heing "face to face", he still made a further

distinction between these two fOnDS of 'talking to' and 'communication'. "Th81's

- communication" he said, as if to suggest tbat talking talon the telephone is not

'communication' because the taIkers are Dot face to face.

•
Stacl

Ferrari
Stacl

Ifs [?almost?] Dke - talking ta the phone. • .• because the
phone takes your communication thing - and -

Rightnow-

-brings ft ta the other persan -
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Ferrari

Stacl
Ferrari

- right now we're havfng communlcation

Right-

But l'm looking at the phone and saying -

This time, when Staci said that ''the phone taIœs your communication thing

and brings it ta the other penon" she seemed ta~ 'communication'· as a thing

(Le. a message or what is heing said) which is distinct /rom the aetivity of talking

(directly or indirectly) ta the telepbone. Sbe did not deny that sbe and Femri were

"baving communication" right now. It was not necessary ta do so 10 make her

point. Altbough it may seem as though Ferrari and Staci were repeating themselves

bere, actually they were engaged in a process that led Staci to produce yet another

'talking' example.

•

..
Stacl

Ferr.rl

St.cl

Ferr.rl

Communieating with a tape recorder

Yeah. rm communicating aJso with this thing here, with the
tape recorder.

But »> irs not communicatfng with youl

Yeahl Because - when we tum ft off and then we play it
back then it Is•

o 0 0 [Th/nies about this]

•

This lime Staei used the tenn 'communieating' (ratber tban 'talking') 10 descnbe

wbat she was doing with the tape recorder. Prepared for Ferrari's retort, sbe bad

deliherately produced an example whicb accounted for the earlier arsuments

requiring a response (or 'talking back') for 'communication' ta bave occurred.

Whereas both the telepbone and dog examples bad been inconclusive in tbis

respect, the tape recorder was an example of a machine that couId 'talk back' and

thus, according to Ferrari's criteria, a case not just of 'talking' but of

'communieating'. Staei's argument gave Ferrari sometbing to think about further.

In these segments, Staei's ability to construct new examples ('talking to

dogs' and 'communieating with a tape recorder') by accounting for the objections

raised in earlier dialogues and by revisiting the telephone example served to advance

our inquiry by leading us to explore what counts as 'communication' in relation to

five interrelated examples: communieating without talIdng, talking to yourself,

talking to a telephone, talking 10 dogs and communieating with a tape recorder.
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Understanding (revisited)

Next wc look the inquiry furtber still by exploring 'communication' in

relation to 'understanding' as represented in examples we continued to think of and
remember.

Understanding

1asked my co-researchers ifcommunication could only he said to bappen if

the personlthinglobject that you are trying to communieate with understands the

message. When someone interjected "1ike the blah-blah? ", 1responded with further

questions: Do they have ta understand wbat you're trying to say? Or »> does it

maner what they understand? Could they think they understand »> and have it

- he communication? Or not he communication?" and then 1 added, "maybe

you're not talking to the phone, maybe you're talking mlo the phone".

1 heard one or two "Hm-bmm's!" in response. Theo 1 added that when

you' re talking to sometbing - even your bear - it' s as if, in your imagination, the

bear understands or hears you. Otherwise you wouldn't talle to it ifyou didn't think

that. Staci accepted all of these points. Then 1 move<! our exploration in a different

direction.

AII.on

Stacl

- But - you don' feel that about the telephone - The
telephone »> is the vehicle - Ifs the thfng that talces
your message - but you don' »> talk to the te/ephone in
the same way VOu talk to your bear-

Yeah, 1guess not - no, ifs just because - of the way that
ifs shaped - like the football because ifs sort of llke
youtre talkfng into a thing.

•

The telephone in question was in the shape of a football - a ''tbingU not usually

used for communicating. But Cotton Candy was in the shape of a bear - a 'thing'

which, in children's literary experience al least, might weU he associated with

talking and communicating (e.g. The Thœe Bears, Wmnie the Pooh or Yogi Bear).

Theo, alter 1offered a reflexive Meta observation about the philosophical moves we

had been making in our exploration of different sorts of examples, the discussion

continued.
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Understanding Cotton Candy

Alter asking if sbe could comment, Staeï pursued my exploration of

~understanding'using an anecdote about Cotton Candy.

-okay: she began. -u.e thing about n'tf bear, you know, the

thlng about understanding »>. Last night when 1was in bed 1was really

bored so 1put one of rny IltIIe bears Inside »> Cotton bear's stomach 

and in the moming she Goes, [Staci changes he, voice.] (???J, rve got a

big stomach ache.' And then »> she said, »> 'Can you »> open my

tummy? Il hurts.' [OtheIS are entettalnecl.]

Sa then »> "'1 dad --•••»> opened up the velcro pouch

and »> took"'l other bear out »> and she Goes. [She changes he,

voice and ;8 not vsl)' Intelligible]

Then Stacf concluded, -sa trs sort of nke »> 1make her say what

l'm thinklng for her?-.~m hmm?- 1[Alison] responded and Stad went on,

-sa Ifs sort of llke - she - »> like 1understand har.-

Talking with yourself

Taking Staci seriously, 1 tried to ÎDtel'pret ber example by relating it to our

earlier idea of 'talking with yourself' and added that she was like a ventriloquist.

She disagreed with that saying that she couldn't taJk without moving her lips; but 1
countered tbat tbat was the only thiDg missing. Then, when 1 reaJjzed Stacï was

only half listening, 1 suggested that we move on.

Understanding animais

Next, Cbocolate took up Staci's point about talking to dogs, and went on ta

explore the wider issue of undentanding animais.

Chocolate »> people do taIk with their animais. Uke -1 taIk with my
aunfs cats al the lime•.•. because - 1go there after
schooI and l'm lb. -Chf rm 50 tirad.· And »> somelimes
when 1ask them »> 1know they wouldn't answer me 1
mean »> l'm not stupid - but »> somelimes 1ask them
- -00 1reaJly look lired'r or something. And somelimes
when 1»> look them in the eye - somelimes 1could tell
-whattheir .....'is.

Although she knows the cats wouldn't answer ber, al the same lime wben she looks

tbem in the eye she says tbat sometimes she could feU - wbat their answer is.
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While traDscnoing this segment, 1 detected a distinction being made bere between

understanding what someone is saying (literally) and heing understanding as in

sympatbetic, and 1 noted further tbat this anecdote supports ber earlier observation

that it is possible to communicate without talking.

When Stacî responded, sbe built on Chocolate's point by adding another

illustrative anecdote about ber cousin's dog, Oœo. When Staei had asked, "Is Oœo

-7", the dog seemed to answer with a 'wool' tbat sounded like 'no!' and shook

bis bead. Chocolate supported Staci's Oœo story with ber own experience of cats

meowing in a way that sounds lilœ 'yes' .

These examples we were using lOok the form not of hYPOthetical instances

but rather of actual anecdotes from our own experience. For purposes of our

inquiry, these stories constituted mutually reinforcing real-life examples of

reciprocal 'understanding' between people and tbeir (stuffed or Dot stuffed)

animaIs.

Communicating

To cODclude tbis part of our exploration of what counts as 'communication',

Mariah, Arachnid and Staeî retumed to the issue of reciprocity using two examples

wc had already generated: 'communicating' with a tape recorder and with your dog.

Communieating with a tape recorder

Mariah, who had arrived 1* after a gymnastics practice, cballenged the

assertion Staeî bad made that she 'communieated' with the tape recorder.

-when you told »> thet to Ferrari,- she saJd, • »> Uke - you

could communicate with Il but that doesn' rœan that it'd have to come

back and communfcate to you. -Veah but-- Stacf interjected. -Do you

understand?" Mariah wanted to know.

-No but it can,- Staci tried to explain, 1)ecause- VOu know how 1

said »> when you -tum il off and then VOu play il back? (Chuckling.]

Then il communicates ta yoU-. -Yeah-,- Mariah replied, "but il »>

communicates to }IOu, but you- but do yeu communicate back?" -Vesl

Staci S8Ïd. tlftight now l'm convnunicating - to the recorder. 1-1 recorder,
howare you?"•
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~Ol· Mari8h inBisted. Then she asked, -Sut when ifs playing,

do you -do you communrcate with - rrr -Veah,· Staci persisted. • 

Just »> yeah here's an example. Before »> me and »> Whoopy W9re

»> listening ta Il and 1was »> there was something that »> Whoopy

safd and 1WBS lb. ~o, »> you don't, you don't do thaf and then 1said

something differe"t on the tape so 1sort of ."- you can communicate

with it white ifs ,.-IUce replaying what yeu S8id••

•• • . But,· Mariah sard white sameone glggled in the background,

--you're not »> communicating ta the wIœ inside the tape -youtre

not communicating to the recorder-. Weil thafs because the recorder

doesn't have nka a persan inaide Il or something,· Staci replied. -Sut

you're still communicating with il really. If you think about Il - Because 

[others giggle gentlyJ - Oh nevennind".

For Staei it seems that 'communication' could he a one-way relation as in
~communieation' as sending a message, for example, saying something 

anything - to the tape recorder. For Mariah, however, some fonn of reciprocity at

the same rime seems to be a minimal condition for something to count as
~communication' (as in ~sending, receiVÏDg and sending bael' a message).

Staci's response to Mariah's question is very interesting becal'se of her

example of how talking to a tape recorder and just playing it back CID have an

effeet on the message sentIer. Thus if/when bearing a tape recorder replay what

you said produces a response in you that YOD might not otherwise have had, then in

a sense the tape recorder is 'sending back' a message of sorts. Perhaps it is in this

sense that Staeî means that she cau 'communieate' with Cotton Candy. Even though

it is Staci who is providing Cotton Candy with the wordslthoughts, it is the effeet

that sa domg has on Staei tbat makes this count as ~communieation'.1 noted that

this could he an interesting line of thougbt to pursue.

Communicating with your dog

Next Arachnid retumed to the issue of talking to one's dog only tbis tilDe

he made a distinction between ~talking' and 'responding'.

-okay,· Arachnid began. • »> rm commenting on - Stad? 

when yeu said »> you »>talk to YOUf dog? But »> it doesn't talk back?

But il does respond. Lets say»> VOu scold il Irs not »> just standing
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around »> il goes and hides or something - [111} - Even though they

don' talkthey still respond. If VOU say -Sit,- they sit - ifs lilœ-.

-Veahl Thafs what 1saktl- Staci excIaimed. , safd that they can 

communicate with yeu and yeu can communicate wIth them-.

Aracbnid'S point that it is possible ta respond without talking supports the

point Chocolate made at the outset and il is~ mirror image of the point Staci was

maldng when she taJked about how hearing a tape replay what you said cau coont

as a 'response' by virtue of the fact that it produces a response in the message

sender.

Communieating with a t.v.

To elaborate on the point about communication she was making, Stacî

produced an cxample using the taping we were doing in our DRG bere and now.

Aracbnid argument tbat the tape recorder was not 'talking back' because &'it's your

own voice" was not enough ta conYÎDCe Staei. For one tbing, in a strict sense she

would argue that bath the tape recorder and Cotton Candy can he said to &taIk

back'. And bis objection that "it's your own voice" is also not cnougb, for in the

case ofcommunicating witb oneself one could also say that "it's your own voice".

Still not wanting to surrencler the point she was malOng, Staeî med again only this

time she produced a &retroaetive t.v.' example which did not lead us anywhere.

"We'te communieating now."

Next Arachnid med to elaborate on the point he was making - also by

making an example out of our here and DOW.

•

Arechnld

Steel
Ar.chnld

Steel

Okay - weU lets say- now-we're convnunJcatfng DIœ 
yeu Just stopped talking and 1talkBd- ifs liIœ »> if you're
»> talking to the »> tape - and then - vou stop and
rewind it - and il »> and yeusay ifs communicating back
ta yeu - but rs Just saying the seme things over. It's not
really talk- ifs -

fknowf-

Wke »> if we'ra communicating now »> Okay lefs say
you SI!IJ Iike yeu Just said , knoW-. »> rm not going to
communicate and say, -. know". 1say something else. And
if rs Just saying the same thing, ifs not really
communicating.

Yeah but - if ifs Dke - oohh -1 keep on forgetting what
l'm going to say but - ifs sort of -1 - . .. »> 1 the
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tape machine ••• wasn't ••• on -1 guess 1wouldn't
reelly be communrcatlng - wIth »> the machi -liu - 1
dunno - but 1mlghtbe in a certain way because ifs »> in
the room and il's listening.

Arachnid's point - that it is what you say tbat matters - does make a

difference. He adds tbat you must do more than simply œpeat for it ta count as

'communication'. This timc Staci was at a 10ss.

As saon as Staeî made the remarie that the tape recorder was "listening",

Arachnid sai~ "But-" and Staci self-corrected saying, '1t's not listening, but-".

Nevenheless, Arachnid took up the point sbe was trying ta make just the same.

Arachnld -but you're not talking -you're not communicating wlth
il You're communieating wfIh me. - Ifs Just hearing wh&fs
going on. Right now - rfght now »> Fenart is hearfng
whafs happening but you're net communicatlng with him.

Ferrari, who by tbis lime had reached for a dictionary, laughed at this. 1 [Sigma]

later noted that Aracbnid was taking Staci seriously and might he allowing that her

argument had possibilities while not being convinced by il.

Doubting and Defending Dictionaries

'Conversation'

For some reason which confused Stacï and Arachnid at fmt, while

"listening" to but not "communieating" with Staci, the ward Ferrari decided to look

up in the dictionary was 'conversation'.115

Ferrari 'Conversation' first. -An Infonnal spoken exchange of
thoughts and feelings; a talk. - close »> acqualntance or
association; »> manner of life; bahaviour; - sexual
intercourse - m.ke conver••tlon: to 1aIk for the sake
of politeness.·

While Staeï and Aracbnid were trying to redirect bis attention ta 'communication',

Ferrari persisted and found relevance in the detinitions he found for 'conversation'.

It was ooly when Stacï emphatically insisted that we were talking about

~communieation' not 'conversation' that Ferrari finally relented.

•
115 ln what follows. ail references to the dfetfonary are to Webste~s /llustrated

encyclopedic dfctlonary. (1987). (1990 eet). Montreal: Tormont Publications
(nc.. p.357.
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"Let's move on . .. "

Next Staei said, "WeD . . . 1 guess everybody has 10 - sec it their own

way". Theo she said, 'WeU let's b'y 10 move on ta sometbing else becallse tbis is

getting [?boring?]". Others giggled gendy, but Ferrari and Aracbnid disagreed even

though, as Staci pointed out, they seemed 10 he repeating the same tbing over and

over. In the dialogue tbat foUowed, Staci and Aracbnid went over old ground yet

again (that the tape recorder doesn't tDl1c back and tbat it only speaks with one voice

- not its own but that of the original speaker).

Although the inquiry seems repetitious at tbis point even ta the participants,

it is as if the repetition is necessary in order ta gain momentum to push on ta a new

point. They did get ioto new territory, however, wben they hegan an exploration of

what counts as 'a different voice'. Stacî argued tbat by changing the sound of the

voice sbe made it a different voice. Arachnid, on the other band, insisted that as

long as the same persan was doing the speaking it was the same and not a different

voice. Staci's interpretation cornes close 10 the metaphoric sense of 'voice' which is

tied to personal perspective and point of view tbat we find in contemporary

academic literature while Aracbnid's is a much more literaI interpretation. Two other

points worth ooting in this segment are how quickly Staei resumed the inquiry

despite her objections ta its repetitiveness and also how noo-combative Staci and

Arachnid were as tbey laughed and giggled their way through this exchange. It

ended with both of them eager 10 find out whether what Ferrari found in the

dictionary could help to resolve the issue.

1Communication'

Ferr.r. Okay - il says, -rhe act of communicating; transmission;
the exchange of thought -- &change. Both people. 11

exchange of thoughr »> okay where am r? Oh yeah,
here. 11- an exchange of thoughts - message or the like
as by speech, signais, or writing-.

•

"Speech, signaIs or writing. Speech, signais or writing," Ferrari repeated, trying te

make sense of what he had just read. Theo he added bis own interpretation based

00 our inquiry: ~'Tbat's the way you communieate - three different ways. But they

have 10 write back. Thal's ~communieation"'.Later 1 [Sigma] discovered tbat the

idea of having to write back was Ferrari's, not the dictionary's.
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Ferr.rl »> -_fgnals or writing; Something communicated; a

means of communicating - especfally - a system for
sending and receMng messages, _ by mail, telephone or
telegram.-

Checking this agaiDst bis memory of what Stacï was arguing, Ferrari went on, "She

said tbat but she never said you're speaking to the phoDe. That doesn't say tbat

here. So you could caIl »> what's bis Dame, 1be Tormont Webster's »> n.

Although Arachnid tried ta interject, Ferrari continued reading, this time

emphasizing the parts he lOOk to he relevant:

Ferr.rl - okay and it saya, "a system for sending and receiving
messages as by mail, telephone - any message by which
human »> beings peas information ta - one another
including publishlng, broadcasting and telem-communica
nevermind - tele- telecommunica- tefecommunications.
A network of routes, [slcfps a fine of dictionaty text by
mlstake] connective, passage or channel. The art and 
and teehnology of communrcating - in 811- its forma:

•

•

In this segment, Ferrari looked ta the dictionary expecting to find an
'answer' but he was Dot quite satisfied with what he found. Rather than taking the

dietionary at its word, he brought bis own knowledge and experience of the concept

of 'communication' to bear on what he was reading. Although he accepted what the

dictionary said ("Speech, signais orwriting'') and incorporated that into our theory

in-the-making ("That's the way you communieate - three different ways"), he a1so

noticed immediately that something we were concerned about was missing: ("But

they have to write back. That's 'communication'). Then, reading more, he came
across a reference ta the telephone and noticeel tbat the dietionary was Dot helpful

with regard ta the issue of speaking to the phone about which Staci was so

adamant. However, rather than taIœ that ta mean that Staci was Mong, instead he

suggested checking with the authorofthe dictionary (the Tonnont Webster's).

Doubting dictionary authority

Staei, by contrast, questioned the authority of the dictionary author ("the

guy who wrote th~'). FU'St she made an expUcit reference ta the importance of

doing philosophy ta working out word meanings ("He may not even he a

philosopher. ''). And then she noted the importance of interpretation in the writing

of dictionaries ("1 can make a dictionary of what 1 tbink. 1 mean he might not he

right.").
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Ferrari, Aracbnid and Tracy, however, were more inclined to go by the

dictionary definitions on the strengtb of Tracy's observation that dietionary

definitiODS "are [?accepted?] as true". An~ Araclmid tried to demonstrate tbat by

using Staci's own tape recorder case in relation to the dictionary detinition of

communication as an "exchange of thoughts" they could argue yet again that the

thought Staci gave ta the tape recorder is the same as the thought the tape recorder

gave back. Staci, however, disagreed and ta illustrate why, she used the playing

back of the Session 9 audio tape at the beginning of this very researeh session and

argued that hearing what she had said played back (i.e. " know."), she now

thought differently (i.e. "So what?"). She concluded tbat when this happens, "1

sort ofam communicating".

1 [Judy] was not surprised by my students' questioning of the dictionary

authority and noted that thinking for oneself with regard to dictionary definitions

was a by-product of doing philosophy.

Ferrari, who was still busy with the dictionary, came to its defense.

Defending dictionary authority

• Ferr.r.

St.c.
Ferr.r.
St.c.

Ferr.r.

Now, afterwe Iooked in the Webster Dictionary, one of the
best dictionaries, you're actuaIly trying to find a more
phiiosophJcal - answer for something that we found right
in here. 1think this case should be closed now because
bath of us »> Arachnid and 1-bath »> weil - 1found
an answer right here - and you can't contradlct this -

But il-

- ln any philosophical way-
- ifs not thet - yeah but everybody has a different point
ofvfew

-just in case

•

Here Ferrari used an "appeal to authority" when he referred to the reputation of the

Webster dictionary as though asking, "Why are we trying to reinvent the wheel?"

At the same tinte Staci was flirting with relativism ''in arder to maintain her right to

be right".

-Ckay but if - if -- Arachnid began, -- liIœ if right now rm
communicating with Ferrari, ifs not the same kind of communicating with

the tape-. -Did 1saythat?' Staci asked, sounding resentful••••• 1said il

was - ifs Ilke - ifs not the sa-·. -she's getting angry•• Ferrari remarked •
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·Ifs not exactly the sarne,- Staci contlnued, ·but ifs not different

either. It depends on your point of v1ew 1guess-.

·'Polnt of vlew,"' Fenari safd, "We'll look that up-. ·Oh, Ferraril

Staci said.

For the tirst time there are signs of frustration tuming inta anger bem and

yet the dialogue still does not degenerate inta a competitive argument. Rather,

Ferrari looks for another way out. Here &gain is an instance of doubt driving the

inquiry; and Ferrari's intent seemed not 50 much to he to defeat Staci's argument,

but rather ta continue 10 look for a solution upon wbich they cao agree. Staci,

however, just said, "Oh, Ferrari!" as if to say here we go again.

Doubting dictionary writers

Dy DOW it was Ferrari's turn on the Iist and he continued to explore Staci's

position with regard to the autbority of dictionaries. This time Ferrari tried an appeal

to common sense to make the case. Staà surprised bim when she said sbe didn't

agree with "Webster" and bis response was 10 ask if that meant that she never

"agreed" with the dictionary. Staci emphatically denied this œiterating ber

arguments that dietionary writers can't know everything and also that "everybody

bas a different point of view". Ferrari made another appeal to common sense wben

he said that "it's kind ofeasy", that the word itself is self-explanatory and tbat you

"don't have to put sorne - pbilosophical senses mto this".

When Staci tried to reply, Ferrari continued to argue for common sense and

Arachnid attempted a Point of Information interruption. Nevertheless, making

œference to the actual dictionary definition Ferrari found for 'communication' and

also to Ferrari's own observations carlier, Staci argued that the dictiooary definition

might still he incomplete.

Defending dictionary writers

'1»oint of information," Arachnid interjected again. Then he stated that a

dictionary writer could not he dumb, to which Stacy replied. "Did 1 say he was

dumb? No, 1 just said that everybody has a different point of view". Arachnid

found it difficult to accept the fact tbat Staei was still not satisfied with what they

bad found in the dictionary. When Stacî suggested tbat the only person she might

211



•

•

•

bave ta agree with if she didn't want 10 was her molber, Ferrari seized the

opportunity ta use this to argue bis case. Con5tructing a 'mother as ultimate

authority' argument, he aslced Staci, 'What if your mother were a dietionary writer?

... was Webster?' as ifto say, then you would believe the dictionary? However, if

he thought be had ber comeœd now, he was disappointed because Stacï deDied that

that was wbat sbe meanL She was referring more to the fact that there were negative

consequences 10 disagreeing with her mother. In any case she said it didn't matter if

ber mother was Webster or not. She couid and would still disagree. Despite not

understanding why Staei was heing 50 difficult, when we had to stop Ferrari still

seemed eager for more: '70 he continued" he said, making a vocal dnunroU.

Later, 1 [Sigma] observed that we were making goad progress, even if

slow, and that it was still centered on the nature of 'communication'. Unfortunately

the tone had become one of debate and the frustration level had mounted as Staei

seemed more intent on winning the argument tban advancing the exploration.
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Stories 4

Lil'ing and Learning

Ne%t: SUllUlUlrize for them and taIce us bac" to origi1Ul1 topie and see
what we 've QCcomplished so far and where we want to go nut with it.
If they need a change, we could look at a list of different lcinds of
communication and see which, if MY, we would classijy as
'discussions'. This way they could keep tal1cing about communication
but with a slight shift in direction which might give a sense of
progresse

[D1S10J92.12..03ThlDRGlSigma R_arch Notes]

In the next six sessions, we had three different ldnds of discussions as wc

went back ta our 'discussion for leaming' research topie. In Session Il we had a

sample discussion on a tapie of our choice: Is there a Gad? In Session 12 as

part of our continuing exploration of 'discussion' we had an everyday life

researcb discussion during which we did look at diffeœnt kinds of

communication. In Sessions 13, 14 and 15 we began to fmd ways 10 track our

progress by exploring different ways 10 make our ideas visible to ourselves: by

'mapping' our thinldng and by using video tape. And in Session 16 we began ta

explore 'leaming' by baving a researcb discussion using a question from our

Co-researcber Questions liste

SIl: A Sample Discussion
Ir Ihere Il God?

Alter our Sessions 9 and 10 concentrated inquiry into the concept of

'communication' as it relates to 'discussion for leaming', in Session Il we decided

to have a computer work session combined with a sample discussion on a 'reallife'

10pic unrelated to the subject ofour research but conducted for research purposes.
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S,sIion Il • Wcdne,ciqy. D,cmbcr 9. 1992 • 7 Co-r,s,archers

P1Iuu. / pre,e"ted tMm with tbree optiOIU for today" worlc:
1) Computer work; 2) 'CommJUlictItÏon' discussion (continued); or
3) New discuslion. These three options were seketed on the basis of
my wanting 10 set a le1lle of direction to the research but alwayl in
consultation with Ihem. ..

Chole.s. .. the clar choice for loday WQS 10 have 3) 4 nO'
discwljOll and there was tJII eqUlllly mong usire, especially since
the group WQS 10 small, tbat we Ilot use a name recorder but r4ther
Ipeak spontalleously. The lopics they luggelted for tbis discussion
were both tIJke" /rom the high-interest lins in their philosophy classes
(2 dijferent ones): a) /1 there a G-d? and b) Swearing.

[D1S11192.12.09WelDRGlSigrna R888arch Notes]

The tapie we selected for this discussion was (a> Is theœ a Gad? and we

engaged in tbis as a sample diseussioD researcb activity in order to see if it might

count as an instance of "cpr' (CoUaborative Pbilosophical Inquiry). Theœ were

two parts to tbis discussion. In the first part we had a wide-ranging discussion of

the question, "Is there a G-d?". Then in the second part, just as he had in

Session 10, Ferrari started to feel uncomfortahle with how the discussion was

going and again he raised the question of whether this was philosophy we were

doing right now. Whereas in Session 10, 1 [Alison] gave him a stream-of

consciousness respoDse to this question, this lime other co-researchers (who did

not want to change the subject) joined in and produced data which are indicative of

the co-researchers' understanding of what counts as a 'philosophical' discussion.

To Reneve or Not to ReUeve?

Because the co-researchers had requested that we not use a name recorder, 1

decided just to tum on the audio tape recorder and let the discussion follow its own

course. In my [Judy] experience, the discussion which followed was œpresentative

of a class philosophy discussion on this ldnd of tapic in terms of the IDEAS twists

and tums it took.
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In this discussion wc taIked about Gad vs Evolution, we ta1Iœd about The

Bible as an authority, who wrote it and how it compared The Torah. We ta1Iœd

about the appearance of God, about God, the Tooth Fairy and Santa Claus, and

whether there could be praof of God's existence, or if God is dead. We taIked

about how the world was made and about how to prove that something does not

existe We taIked about Adam and Eve and how animals "lOt" on Eanh. We talked

about which came fmt, apes or dinosaurs and whether dinosaurs were not ''true''.

We talked about how the people who wrote the Bible could write about something

they did not know (since they were not there). We ta1Iœd about tricking Adam and

Eve. We talked about the possibility of having had previous lives, about

reincamation and about déjà w. And we encled up talking about what happens

when you die and about atbeists and agnostics.

''1s this philosophy we're doing right now?"

After Ferrari had tried to interject for the fifth time, we turned our attention

ta bis concems that we were not really doing philosophy in a way which would

serve our research purposes. In the dialogue that ensued, my co-researchers

addressed Many standard issues pertaining to what it is to do philosophy and they

were able ta articulate whether and how they were doing pbilosophy right now.

Wom out mincis. We wondered if we were doing philosophy if we feel as

though we've ''wom out our minds »> " and we want to ''try something-really

new" [Ferrari). However, we also recognized tbat [when doing philosophy), a

discussion that may feel tiring to one can also seem new to others: '-nùs is really

new. Have we ever had a conversation on this like that'?" [Mariait, Wboopy).

Repetition. We wondered ifwe were doing philosophy if "it's getting kind

of repeatïng" [Ferrari); and we recognized that [when doing philosophy) the

repetition need not be a problem [Whoopy, Staei, Alison).

The subject. We wondered whether doing philosophy depends on what the

subject is [Alison); and we recognized that even if it is a philosophical subject, one

can still think "the subject should change" [Ferrari].
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Sense of progress. We taIIœd about whether [when domg philosophy] the

subject should change because "it's not going anywhere" [Alison]. We thought no,

not ifwe are &&getting into it" (Staei] and "reaIly like it" [Yasmin]; or yes when or if

we œcognize tbat tbere are limits 10 our knowledge and we don't know how far il

can go: ''We don't know any more than that at the end of the Bible" [Ferrari].

Questions we cannot answer. We taIked about whether it is philosophy if

we are "dealing with questions that we couldn't answer ifwe tried" [Alison]. A tirst

response was that, "It doesn't matter" [Staei]. Another response was that

[philosophy] is not about "answering the question about what happened"; it is

about getting "new ideas from other people" [Mariah]. And we recognirnl that it is

about "thinking of ideas" [Ferrari] - about "what other people might think"

[Mariah, Staci].

Why bother? Coming back 10 the issue of why we discuss sorne topics if

"it's not going to be getting anywhere" [Fenarl], one response was that "that's

what we're supposed to be doing »> - "we're supposed 10 find out what

discussions are about" [Staci]; and another was that it is "to find out other people's

opinions sometimes" [Mariah].

Not /cnowing aIL the answers. Retuming ta the issue of the limits ta our

knowledge, we talked about whether we "would aetually know ail the questions

and ail the answers to what the subject is" if we did change ta any other subject

[Whoopy]. Referring ta the suggested alternative subject of condoms, sbe said,

''We don't know ail the answers ta them. Not even the doctors know ail the

answers to them".

Suitable subjects. We tal1œd about how [to do philosophy] you need a

discussion subject that you CID "carry on". You cannat do tbat with a subject like

condoms which is "wearing out" and boring because it is talked about too much

[Mariah]. We taIked about how, even if "you don't see people »> talking about

Gad" [Ferrari], you CID still discuss that [in philosophy] because ''you don't have

to talk about what hap[pened]". Also [in philosophy] "you don't have to taIk about

sometbing that's popular" (Staei].
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Anawers maIce questions. We taIked about how [in philosophy] you can

discuss topics (1ike condoms and how the world began) even if"we know so much

about tbem" (Daisy] or even if we already know tha~ '-rbat's how it bappened"

[Ferrari] because for every answer there is always another question: e.g. "How do

you know?" [Wboopy], ''What stars?" and ''What made the stars?" [Daisy].

'As/dng' and 'commenting' more tlum 'answering'. We taIked about how

[philosophy] is more about "asking questions and commentîng on --each person"

[Whoopy] than it is about having "all the answers and ail the questions" which, we

agreed, we did not for either of the subjects we were considering [Whoopy,

Ferrari].

Finding out good questions for a purpose. We taIked about how, even

though ..the questions we're finding out from Ibis" [discussion about God] were

''oeat'' and "kind ofcool", nevertheless "the sad part" is that we had "no questions"

and lino answerr' for our ORO research purposes (uthe tape recorder") [Ferrari].

Finding out answers. Wc taIked about whether changing the subject (from

God to condoms) would produce answers anyway ("Why? Wbat can you say about

condoms?") [Mariab]. Ferrari thought there was likely ta be an answer to any

question about condoms: "Oby, ask me any question [about condoms] - there

will he an answer" [Fenari].

Finding out possibilities. We taIked about how "philosophy is about

looking al possibilities"; how "the more questions the better - in pbilosophy"; how

''the more you don't find the answers, »> the more likely you are to do

philosophy-1 thiDk -sometimes"; and how "You »> might get a step towards

the answer but you migbt not get the answer itself" [Alison].

Quest for answers. Wc taIked about whether a good philosophy subject is

one that offers good questions and the possibility of figuring out answers ("1 know

but the [condom] questions are so goad - but the answers, 1Mean - if you could

just figure out an answer-" [Ferrari]); and, how "Philosophy is without answers!"

and that "You don't hmle ta have answers ta bave philosophy!tt [Daisy].
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Unlimited answers. Finally, retumiDg to the issue of tbere being an answer

to any question about condoms, we talked about how a seemingly straightforward

answer ("AlOS'') ta a question ("Do you know why they bave condoms?") cao

œally be more complex tban it seems since it can lead to a consideration such as

whether the use ofcondoms is the only way ta protect against AlOS which in tum

leads ta consideration of other ways of getting AlOS and wbetber condoms would

offer protection in each case.

Of particular interest in this dialogue is the number of different aspects we

covered in our reflections on whether we were doing philosophy and whether we

would do better ta change the subject. Second, the subdeties in the points raised

and the responses given is indicative that these are insiders' recognitions of what it

is to do philosophy. Third, the particu1ar issues raised are familiar to anyone who

bas experienced the tiustrations and cballenges of doing philosophy. And finally,

the fact that we eventually continued with the original discussion wu itself an

indication that we were satisfied that ta do so was to do philosophy and for our

research purposes. It wu not necessarily ta say that we thought that ta change the

subject and taIk about condoms would not be to do philosophy for we came ta

recognize that it is possible to do philosophy with any subject. It wu ratber that the

will to continue with the original discussion tapic prevailed.

Also of interest is how we engaged in this dialogue in ways which are also

characteristic of what it is to do philosophy. For example, although there were

strong and opposing desires operating, we listened ta and addressed the points

raised on many sides of the issues and, reflecting on our own experience of doing

philosophy, we provided reasons for the positions wc took. We generated new

questions, we acknowledged the merlts of points made which supported opposing

views, we provided and explored examples of wbat we meant and adjusted our

positions accordingly. And by the time we decided to resume the original

discussion, it wu with a sense of reassurance that we were indeed doing

philosophy for our research purposes.
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• In response 10 Ferrari's concem, after baving transcribed and interpreted the

audio tape, 1 [Sigma] came 10 recognize tbat there was a great deal of 'progress'

made in this discussion if only measured by the number of different aspects we

coveœd as repœsented by the itaIicized headings. However, whether we made as

much philosophieal progress is another question and would require a different

interpretation of the data. For present purposes 1 bave been concerned rather with

portraying our abilities to recognize whether we were domg philosophy at ail, or

enough to justify eontinuing the discussion rather than 10 examine whether we

were doing philosophy weil in this discussion.

812: An Everyday Life Research Discussion

"Don'I Talle Back!"

•
Stacl »> No »> 1don' mesn that 1can never dlsagree wfth my

mother. 1can dlsagree with her al 1want Ifs just thet she
says, -Don'. talk back" Vou know? Obvlously, because
she's my mother. »>

(VT1S10192.12.03ThlDRGNerbatim Transcrfpt]

Staci made the above side remarie in a discussion near the end of

Session 10. As it tumed out, however, the issue ofbeing 10ld not to ta1k back was

a live issue for ManY of my young co-researcbers. It came up olten and was

heartfelt in the research discussion we decided ta bave in this session.

Session 12 • Thu,sdqy. Occemk, 10. 1992. 7 Co-'u,qrçb,r.r116

Prelütaintlri'8. Again they canut in ail enlhusùutic and "ady 10 go. lt
is almon as if lhe fifteen-minute break ;m't necessary. They [were}
full ofanticipation to see what it is we [were} going 10 do today. They
were ben to conlinue Ihe ['~ls Ihere a God'!"} discussion from
yene,day allhough it is not always a good idea since not Ihe same
people are lhe,e each rime. Bette, ID have each s,ssion he self
contained?

[01S12192.12.10ThlDRGlSigma Research Notes]

Mindful of Ferrari's concems about wbether we were drifting away from

our research tapie, and still hoping we would explore 6discussion for leaming' in

• 116 Unlesa otherwise indicated, the data for this sequence are taken trom the
verbatim transcript for Session 12, Thursday, Oecember 10, 1992.
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relation to ot1ler forms of discussion, for tbis next session 1 bad prepared a

transparency titled, ''Wbat's the same/different ... 1" on wbich 1 had liste<!

different forms of group taIk for us to considere

Diseu8iD,,: ~~What's the st»MIdifferent with •.. ?" Since their
previous discussions seemed 10 veer in a differml direction /rom
Iooldng at different ~neighbouring concepts' ofdiscussion, 1 decided
to bring Ihem my lin /rom my research proposai and see wlult they
would do with it. 1t wu presenled as a single Un and they were to do
with it whatsoever they saw fit.

However, Dot wisbing to impose this activity on my co-œsearchers, during Startup

1 suggested the foUoWÎDg thœe options: (1) Computer work; (2) Continue

yesterday's discussion; (3) Judy's "Wbat's the sameldifferent...tt activity. Alter

sorne spontaneous exchanges on the advantages and disadvantages of using the

name recorder, they chose the latter. The research discussion that foUowed is yet

another example of how the co-œsearchers were able to foUow two lines of inquiry

at the same time. On the one band we worked on the SamelDiffeœnt Hst making as

many distinctions as we could in relation to 'discussion (for leaming)' and at the

same rime we explored 'reallife' injustices from my cc:Hesearchers' perspectives.

"What's the SamelDifferent•••1"

The audio tape for this session begins with the discussion of my, 'What's

the sameldifferent...1' list already in progresse

IlDon't talk back!" rules out discussion

Amber - -VVell do as [1??] says.-
Weil, - can 1do It later?- Or, -No, 1don't want to do thal
She saya, -Don't talk backl Do il nowr
And then, »> Weil, can 1please dlscuss thls wIth you?
-Go and do it nowl-

•

Verbally role-playing a conversation she might bave with ber mother, Amber noted

bow ber mother's words, "Don't taIk back!" and "Go and do it now!" mie out

discussion of any kind. Rather tban taking up the issue, 1 [Alison) took ber

intervention to he an example ofa way of talking that was not on the SameJDiffeœnt

Iist 1 had distnbuted. So 1 suggested that we add "Don9t taIk back!" or "Fight" to

the liste
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Talking back (to parents)

Daisy, meanwhile, did want to take up the issue that Amber had raised. Sbe

recounted tbat wben ber motber had asked her ta feed the Cal, she bad answered

"No!", her mother bad yelled al ber and she bad yelled back. We ail agœed tbat

such excbanges did not count as 'discussion' and suggested other possibilities

instead sucb as 'trying to get your point across', 'an argument' or 'a quarrer.

Back to the "SameIDifferent. .. ?" list

Concerned that we migbt get side-tracked by this "Don't taIk back!" issue, 1

tried to direct our attention to the ftrst item on the list saying, "So you understand

the fmt one »>1 Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry1 That's »> what we do in

philosophy class - when it's - al its best". When there was no response ta my

question, 1 took this to be a first indication that we were on paraIlel agenda tbreads:

my co-researcbers were on the "Don't taIk back!" thread wbile 1 was on the

relevance ofour explorations to collaborative philosophical inquiry thread.

Talking back (to children)

Staei produced another example like the one Daisy had gjven. She

mentioned that when her parents are discussing something and she would like to

make a comment, she waits for a break in the conversation and they get mad at her

even if she wasn't interrupting. Still keeping ta the SameJDifferent Jist, and

concemed that we were fepeating ourselves with personal stories, 1 [Alison/Sigma]

asked Staei how she would classify this exchange and in reply she produced

"talking back to children" as a new distinction.

"Mind your own business" and "Don't interrupt"

After producing yet another example drawn from ber own personal

experience, Staci noted how children's attempts to participate in adult discussion

(e.g. with ber parents at the dinner table) are ruled out as 'none of [the children's]

business' and as 'interrupting'. She implied tbat this would not he so if the same

'opinion' or 'comment' were expressed by an adulL
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ln CPI people wouldn't respond that way?

sa ara you saying that 1 »> !hat were in a CPt 
drscussion - then - people wouldn't respond in that
way?Or,--

While transcribing this section, 1[Sigma) noted that when 1 said that, 1 was

"not paraphrasing œa1ly but inviting Staeï 10 make a comparison as part of today's

aetivity and also to model for the others". In response to my question, Staci

observed that in class philosophy we bave a different (without saying 'better') way

ta deal with intenuptions, speaking out of tum and indicating a wish ta SPe8k ("Get

on the list!'') compared to, say, dinner table conversations in which one just speaks

or, in the case ofStaci's young sisler, raises a hand.

Different kinds of opportunity to speak

Reverting to my agenda ofclassifying different kinds of 'discussion', next 1

[Alison/Sigma) asked Staei what she would caIl the one she had just described. My

rephrasing and questions led us 10 recognize how 'dinner table taIk' cao sometimes

tum into a 'figbt' or an 'argument' - as when one is sarcastic. Staci continued her

example of dinner table taIk showing how she ended up talking back 10 ber father

and when 1started 10 remind ber that we didn't want this 10 develop into a Persona!

story about what it's like ta your parents, Staci replied, "No - no! 1 know - No,

but _ft. '1t's anotber story," 1 said. Then 1 asked, "- but what does that teU us

»> 7" and, ''Wbat difference or what similarities do you sec tbere?ft

•

Alison

Stacl
Alison

sa are you saying then - that - people - can - have 
dlfferent Idnds of opportunity to speak?

Yeah. but 1don't think they should.

- in - which one? -

•

Staei recognized that one cao react differendy in similar situations ("with my

parents 1just taIk back 10 them, 1 don't know wby") wbereas ("If somebody else

yeUs al me, 1 gel all embarrassed and mad and everything - and 1 don't talle 10

them for al least a few minutes'') and that OPeDed up a different avenue to explore.

It depends on who JOu talk to

At first Stacï thought that theœ was a difference ("therets a difference wben

you taJk ta different people") and she agreed tbat it was a family issue. Theo sbe
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immediately self-corrected wben sbe œalized that. sinœ sbe would not talk back ta

ber grandparents, it might Dot be. 1bat move OD ber part prompted me [Alison] to

inquire further and, building on Staci's point, 1 generated a new distinction. If it

was not wbether the people were 'family' or 'not family' that made a difference, 1

[Alison] wondered wbat did make a difference. " »> So it bas more ta do with the

faet »> that it'sa»> parents and children situation tban - so if - .

wbereas in a CPI discussion »> they're an your classmates and me".

Staei agreed with the distinction that talking back (or whether a conversation

tumed into a fight or an argument) was more a parentlchild than a classmate (CPI

discussion) situation and she supported this view by imaginÎng an excbange with

Whoopy (a CPI classmate) in which they migbt express differeDt views. She

attributed the likelihood tbat she ''probably wouldn't yeU at ber as much" with

''hostilitytt to the fact that Whoopy was berfriend and that sbe liked ber.

I [AlisonIJudy] knew 1 was introducing a new element when 1 asked Staci if

sbe thought it that in this context it migbt be a matter of theœ being more 'respect'

between classmates than between a parent and a child. As co-researeher Alison, 1

imagined that, like many PeOple ber age, Staci might Dot characterize her parents as

'friends' or admit ta 'liking' them, and 1 wondered if 'respect' might be a bctter

way to explain the difference we were exploring. Also, as Judy, 1 knew that the

fostering of mutual respect among CPI discussion participants is an explicit

objective of the Pbüosopby for Children community of inquiry and 1 wondered

whether Staci would accept such an interpretation. Staci agreed that when there is a

difference of views there is respect (among CPI classmates); and at the same time

she speculated that a similar differenœ of views (with parents) would he

characterized as a lack of resPeCt (for one's eiders).

Next, 1[Alison] asked Staci, ~at 1 your parents came ta a

philosophy class? - Or - not yourparents but anybody's parents. What

if parents carne?

This question was a deliberate move on my part to explore the possibility of

combining 'parents' and 'classmates' in one setting ta see ifwe thought it would he

more Iike a philosopby class or wbether it would tum inlo a dinner table 'argument'

or 'fight' . Neither, it seems. Staei imagined that parents would be like the audience

of a talk show and would jeer and cheer ("Boo and Yeah") at the "good points" and
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"the bad points". And she œiterated ber speculation that in response to something

"that wasn't exaetly in their favour', parents would say tbat"kids bave no respect

for adults". Whoopy, on the other band, for re8SOns she did not explain, thought

that "Nobody would~' if parents came to philosophy class.

Ys not lice [adults] 818 r88IIy any differem- Staci concluded,

• • •""ey've just lived longer".

They 're ail 'communication'

When 1 [Alison/Sigma] expressed concem that this bad become a dialogue

between Staci and me, Staci agœed and we moved on to Daisy who brougbt us

back to the SamelDifferent lisl.

•

Dai.,

Allaon

Daia,
Allaon

Daia,

Okay, 1have »>a couple of things to say. »> But first of
al »> what's the difference between 'conversation',
'char, 'quarrer, 'argument' , »> 'debate', 'gossip', »>
'dialogue', 'taIking', 'discussion' and 'communication'?

Ail of those?

Weil, they're ail communication.

Oh they're 811- so thats whars the same about them.

Veah.

1[Alison] noticed that there were some items from the &SamelDifferent?' list

tbat Daisy had not included and wben 1 asked her about that, she replied tbat

brainstonning was aetually thinkjng. When 1 mentioned our class philosophy

practice of "Questions ArisiDI" 1 was tbinking about a brainstonning activity

whicb we did out loud, not just in our heads.

Amber wanted to comment but it wasn't her tum yer.

Staci asked if she could comment and 1 replied. &~eah-". But first, in an

afterthought, Daisy concurœd with Staci saYing tbat she wouldn't talle back to my•

Da.a,

Allaon

Okay, and 1have something else to -t1 »> 1think the
reason why »> Staci was sayfng that she doesn't talk
back to anybody eIse spart from her parents is because 
she's used to her parents - 1mun, ahe's known her
parents ever sfnce when she was born. [Alison: Uh-hunh.]

Vou know, ancIllke - sorne people she mfght feel a bit
more shy-

Sa the more tamil- yeu 818 - famIar you 818 with
somebody, the more lkely you are to-
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grandmother but would talle back to my mom. Again Staci asked if sbe could

comment and tbis lime Daisy said, uYeah."

Our [Alison and Daisy] allowing Stacï to comment bere wben 1 bad asked

Amber 10 wait ber tum was an example of Staei exercising ber Rlght of Reply.

Parents / friends distinction

Using ber rigbt of reply, Staci explored the point Daisy made about talking

back 10 ber parents saying she was more familiar with them since she had known

and been with them since she was hom. Wben sbe finished with the words, "It's

sort of different", 1 immediately picked that up and said, ''1bat's wbat we want ta

do - figgre out what's the diffeœnce and does that affect what kind of

discussions..• Do we want to put something on as classroom discussions that are

not CPI? .•. are tbey different _ft? Here 1 was pursuing my own agenda of

exploring different 1cinds of discussions in relation 10 CPI while at the same time,

and in parallel, Staci was pursuing her agenda of exploring the differences in

discussions between parents and class mates.

-No -: Staci replied, , - »> what happens is - usuatly when

l'm wi1h my friends we talk about dlfferem subjects than when rm with my

dad ••• with my dad ifs sort of llice »> ifs not Ilice l'm talldng with a friend..

-Personal,· sameone sald; and Stacl agreed, -Veah.·

Wben someone said "personal" and Staeï~ it was not yet clear which

conversations they thougbt to he 'persooaI' - those with a parent or those with a

friend. Seeking clarification, I settled 00 the more general point that the subjects of

conversations with parents and friencis were "different" - without asking her ta

say which she considered to be more "important" or "personaI". Staci agreed that

they would he "cliffeœnt" and aIso specified that she meant conversations with a

best friend.

Talldng to a teacher

•
Daisy »> 1wouldn't »> you know - say »> really personal

stuff -you know »> for example [toI my French teacher
»> than what 1would say to my parents. »> 1wouldn't
tell- my teacher»>yeu know Oka »> -1 hale everybody
in the world and 1want to kil myself" Vou know 1wouldn't
say that - not that - [Whoopy and Alison make
interventions.]
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Da.ay ••• - 1wouldn't fB/ that to my mom ellher - but rd say

»> '''" l'88Iy depressed-. Vou wouldn' »> say - "m
depressed' »> to yeur teacher- reaJly. [Alison: Okay]

In conceptual analysis ternis, Daisy's example of talkiDg to a teacMr is an

example ofconsidering the 'related case' of an adult who is not family. To test this

case she also produced the 'extreme case' of a personal subject: i.e., depression ta

the point ofconœmplating suicide. Assuring Whoopy tbat she was not talking about

herself, she agreed with my reformulation of wbat sbe was saying in more general

terms - that 'ibere are some tbings that you would say to some people and not

others".

Two kinds of 'talking back'

Amber »> weil »> what 1want ta find out Is Uka - is there such
thlng as 'taIkfng back' »> 1mean »> doesn' everybody
-1&Ikb8ck? -1 mean-if 1fB/, ~I" - and then you say,
-Hi, how's »> Good-day" -llka, then you're 'taIkfng back'
ta me »> [EVBtyOIJe laughs.]

•

•

When Amber asked if there is such a thing as 'taIldng back' she pointed ta

the ambiguîty of the expression 'taIldng back' noting that it can also be interpreted

as something everyone does when answering someone else. Before letting ber go

on, 1 [Alison] cbecked my understanding of the distinction she was maldng and we

discovered that not only did Amber tbink ber mother didn't know the difference,

but as a result, neither did SM. This added to the points both Staeî and Daisy made

earlier wben they spoke of their parents who aœused them of 'talking back' in the

'you're in trouble' sense when they thougbt tbey were 'taIlcing back' in the 'giving

a resPQnse' sense.

'Small talk'

Amber was keeping detailed notes and she added &lsmaI1 taIk" between

'conversation' and 'cbat' on her copy of the ''What·s the SamelDifferent?" liSL

You might talle to a teacher

Arachnld Okay- you said that you couldn't 1aIk to your teacher like
you - yeu couldn't say ta your teacher Iike, -l'm
depressed?, [Daisy: 1said that]

Okay»> Daisy? - And weil you coulcf. What happens 
ifs like, 1mean - yeu couId.
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•

Dal.y

Arachnld

Dal.y

Arachnld

Dal.y

Arachnld

Da'.y

Arachnld

AII.on

Arachnld

AII.on

Arachnld

Da'.y

Alison

1know but »> yeu wouldn't exactIy say to your teacher,
VOu know, some »> really private things that »> you'd
say 10 your patents.

What happens 1 the teacher is your parent? [Someone
chuclc1es.]

Then you'd tell your other par- - weil then VOu wouldn't
tell them at schooI, 1mean, »> VOU know-

Weil - If you tell - okay Ws say vou tell any teacher
sornething - il doesn't necessarily have to be in school-

Ukewhat?

Weil aometimes 1see-1 mean [one of the school's regular
substitute teachers who lives nearby] - she just goes
over there. And 1can just see her walkfng down the street

1know but VOu wouldn't exactIy talk - VOu know lilce - VOu
know like that-to teachers.

It's possible though.

The question would be why not?

Yeah, why not?

»> ah - what's the difference? What makes »> you say
that vou wouldn't?

And what happens if »> VOU have a social worker and the
social worker is &Iso a tescher?

What are VOu talklng-I don" knowl Please. You're making
up impossible situations practically.

But thafs what this is for - is to figure out these
impossible situations•••• Next?

•

In 'reallife', at least one ofDaisy's parents was a teaeher - a1though Dot in

our school. This dialogue between Arachnid and Daisy is another example of how,
given enough time, a discussion can become 'self-corrective' as when a point made

by one is liter revisited by another in order 10 test it using a variety of examples.
Arachnid was exploring possibilities and was Dot prepared 10 rule out any; and as

he adjusted each example 10 account for Daisy's replies, they created new
possibilities which Daisy in turn adjusted in response to bis new possibilities.

Why parents say, 'Don't talk back'.

Whoopy »> 1wanted to say something about »> talking back?
Weil, actuaIly »> there's no such thing as when you talk
- back, weil - thera is such thing - but - the only
reason why parents saythat is just »> to stop you•••lt'5
just Iike a WI1JI that - 1 you're not listening to them or
something? - and they just have to say something to »>
malœ you teel bad or something•
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•

Amber •••1think that maybe - sometimes parents - say -Oon't
tak b8ck ta me- cuz - they're stuek? - and they don't
know what else to say•••

Whoopy 1remember once with my mom she g085, 11(30 to your
roomr 1said, -vvhat drd 1dor She g08s, -Just go to your
room.- (EvstyOne Iaughs.)

Drawing on tbeir own experience again, Wboopy and Amber produced

severa! more examples 10 explain when and why parents say, ''Don't talk back" to

children. They related anecdotes which portrayed childœn in a no-win situation

with adults who say "Don't taIk back" for no apparent reason. The examples rang

50 true to Stacî that she aslœd for a copy of the tape.

Double standard

Listening 10 Whoopy's examples, Staci detected an injustice which adults

would recognize as a 'double standard'.

St.cl »> Okay, rrght, vou know how yeu »> Whoopy you wera
saying »> that »> VOu said, »> Weil - 1mean _ft and
then your mother safd, -Don't talk back?- They're aIways
telling us not to rnterrupt and she Just rnterrupted you•

Whoopy 1know. ExactIy.

Quarrel-argument - the same but different

Next Stacî tumed back 10 the SamelDifferent list we were using to tell us

about a distinction she had made between 'quarrer and 'argument' Roting that they

were "the same but different". Staei classified them as ''the same" by including both

in the larger eategory of "fights" and sbe distinguished between them in two ways.

An 'argument' she said, "goes back and forth" implying that a quarrel does not; and

she pointed to a difference of degree based on an emotional factor when she said

that "a quarrel is when you - get 50 angry tbat you don't want to talle" suggesting

tbat an 'argument' involves taIk wbile a 'quarrer does noL 1 asked her about two of

the points she was maldng.

•
Alison

St.cl

AII.on

Okay. - But, do they go back and forth in a 'quaner 
too?

Sorne- - il depends. - But most- - in an argument
definitely.

Is one - rs one worse than the other? Uke more»> does
an argument tum [nto a quarrel?
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Stacl Wei 1think - yeah il does but - 1thlnk vou can get

[chuckles] mol8 out of an argument - cuz VOu can ffnd
out the reason-

•

•

What is interesting here is Staci's observation tbat "you CID get more out of an

argument" and this not bec81l5e you cau win it but ratber tbat '1'OU CID find out the

reason-".

Next Daisy interjected saymg, " always tbought tbat an - argument was

bigger than a quanel. 1 tbought a quarrel was Iike - smaller." However, Daisy

was out of arder sa Amber continued and made two comments. The first was to

take issue with the point made earüer tbat you wouldn't taIk ta a teacber. Making

reference ta television sbows, sbe asked, "Say your parents are beating you, okay?

And you don't bave anybody else 10 talle to...wouldn' t you go 10 your teaeher?"

Theo, self-correcting she added, "but you wouldn't tell them reaUy intimate

things", to which Daisy repli~ "Well obviously - yeah."

'Quarrel'-'fight' - the lame. Amber's second point had 10 do with

quanels and arguments bath being 'fights'. A 'quarrel' is "just another way of

saying" 'fight', she said. Then, 10 illustrate her point, she substituted one for the

other in the same phrase and concluded that they were "sort of Iilœ the same thîng".

Here Amber used the conceptual analysis technique of reflecting on how we use the

tenns 'quanel' and 'fight' in language.

"Don't talk back" is adult (not kid) talk

Next it was Daisy's tom and she 100 said she had "a couple of things ta

say". For the first ll on the issue of '1)on't taIk back!", Daisy observed that saying

"Ooo't talk back ta me!" is sometbing that adults would say 10 children but that

children would not say either 10 aduIts or to a friend. Here again we have an

example ofa reflection on our everyday use of language only this time il is in tenns

not of what is said ("Oon't talk back!") but rather ofby whom it is said in a social

context.
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• 'Gossip J - 'talk'

Next Daisy turned ta the term 'gossip' on the SamelDifferent list we were

working on. Sbe stated that '''gossip' and just plain... 'talking' are practically the

same thing because 'gossip' is really like - telling wbat's going ... " She

presented an example with real names that we asked ber to change, and continued.

Da••,

AII.on
Da••,

Okay »> Jack got man1ed to JI or something like that.
»> And »> vou know llice - thars 'gossfp'. And ifs vou
know like 'taJking' as weil.

So ft has - to do - ... but is ail talking like ail gossip?

No.

•

•

In conceptual analysis tenus, here we began by looldng al wbether 'gossip'

is synonymous with 'talldng'. At first Daisy tbought they were '-praetically the

same thing" on the grounds that bath involve talking to tell sometbing. It was when

1[Alison] asked Daisy if she tbought aU talking is like all gossip and sbe said No,

that we began ta think in tenus of bow they might be different. However, we did

not go there. Instead 1 suggested that we look al the relationship of 'talking' to

'gossip'. However, when 1 went further and suggested that "you can't gossip

without talking", al flISt Daisy agreed but then immediately came up with the

possibility of gossiping in writing ("in a -lener or something). Theo 1 tried ta

move the point further when 1 sensed that Daisy might also be thinking of a

distinction between gossipltalk as different from talkIdiscussion. Since there is

nothing in the verbatim transcript ta suggest that Daisy was tbinking in those tenns,

it is also possible tbat 1 was and was asking ber in order ta see wbat she thought.

At this point, she just said "Yeah" and we moved on.

'Sharing ideas J can tum into a 'discussion'.

Next it was Staci's tum and, taking up the term "sharing ideas" from the

SameIDifferent list, she told an anecdote about watehing television with ber mother

in arder to make the point tbat sometimes 'sharing ideas' cao tum into a
'discussion'. Then 1 [Alison] aslœd St8Ci how she could tell wheo 'sbaring ideas'

had tCtumed into" a 'discussion' and that led ta our making some further

distinctions.
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AU.on

Stacl

Il started off-1 think - by sharing ide&s. How did yeu 
how do you know when Irs a 'discussion'. when ifs
changed?

Weil when we - bath start to talle.

•

•

In the exchange tbat foUowed, 1tried to follow Staci's line of tbinldng as closely as

possible. 1 lOOk ber words IiteraJly i.e. tbat if one persan is telling sometbing to

someone eIse slbe is "sharing an idea" whereas if both people taIk it is a
'discussion'. But Staei did not accept this literal interpœtatÎon. It was more about

what was said tban it was about who was taIking (liNo because my mUID was

sharing ber idea tbat 1 was really weirtL).

While transen"bing this segment. 1 [Sigma) coded it as "SRL" [Sigma

Researcber Leaming] ta indieate that it was an instance of my having leamed from

working on Staei's co-researcber ideas as an 'object-to-think-witb'. At tirst 1 made

an assumption that wben Staei ta1ked about 'sharing ideas' she meant simply saying

them a10ud for someone eIse to hear ("So 'sharing ideas' is just one persan telling

other people"). However wben 1said that to her, she immecljately said no and went

on to specify the idea in question ("Weil, no. because my mum was sharing ber

idea tbat 1 was reaIly weird"). Bven then 1 still did not understand what she meant

because when 1 revised my interpœtation ("So• it's wben you both start 10 talk

about the Stlme thing. ") Staci again said No, tbat it dido't bave to be [about the

same thing]. ActuaIly sbe was more inteœsted in the idea that everybody tbinks

sbe's weird, iocluding ber mother. Meanwbile it was ooly tken that 1 was able ta

produce a version that she could agree with and we were able to talle about the point

at wbicb 'sharing ideas' tllms into a 'discussion'. This bowever, tumed out to be

just a first step and in the Den segment 1 [Sigma] leamed more as we took il

further.

How'sharlng' tums into 'discussion'.

At tbis point. il didn't seem clear 10 either Daisy or Staei what 1 [Alison]

was trying 10 do so 1 10ld them 1 was still trying 10 sec wben 'sharing ideas'

changes ioto a 'discussion'. Suddenly Stacî came 10 and produced a new example

for us to tbinlc with•
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• Stacl

AU.on

Ohl Okayllf you - if you Just - went up ta »> . say il was
recess and »> Dodie went up to »> Kinicky or
something - [chuck/es] - •••And »> said »> ~ey 1
think that that girlls pretty eute,· and then he walksd off 
that woulcl be shartng an ide&.

Okay. Thars - [Stad fntetjects.] Just one way.

•

•

Stacl - but if 1heywere lb hanging out together and »> they
say Weil 1think that girf il pretty cute- »> and then he
said, Weil 1think ahe's ugly" and then »> started this
discussion on whyancl-

People laughed at Staci's choice of names for the fictitious characters in this

example she was thinking up on the spot.

Later, 1 [Sigma] noted two new elements tbat Staci introduced in this

example and tbat might be helpful in distinguisbing between 'sharing ideas' and a

'discussion' . One was that of a contestable issue and the other, related to the ftrSt,

is the question of why. In this example if one simply says tbat he thinks the girl is

pretty cute and walks off, then he is simply 'sharing an idea' - whether or not

anyone responds. If, on the other hand, someone else replies that she's ugly, tben

there is an issue to bave a discussion about and one way to have that discussion is

for each to say why slhe thinks 50.

Raving remarked tbat Staei's example of someone saying sometbing and

just walking off is a "one way" remarie, 1 [Alison] was still interested in whether we

could distinguisb between 'sbaring ideas' and baving a 'discussion' on the basis of

how many times each person spoke and whetber or not they talked about the same
thing. When 1 asked Staci what she thought, she was convinced these distinctions

didn't work and produced another example to illustrate why. She stated tbat

sometimes people responding 10 eadt other is just "small taDe" and not discussion

and that talking about whether someone is cute or ugly is "not - really about the

same thing". "Small talle" was not on the SameJDifferent list 50 Staei's recursive

reference to it is an indication that she must have added it to her own copy.

While transen"bing this segment, 1 [Sigma) made severa! observations. FtrSt

1noted that Stacî "seems to have a sense of a variation of dual monologues or two

one-way streets, not interactive. Is this a new caœgory?". By this 1 meant tbat

whereas until this moment 1[Judy] bad only made a distinction between 'dialogue'

(wbich is interactive by virtue of bath participants contnbuting to each other's
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•

•

ideas) and 'dual monologues' (in which each penon speaks hislher mind without

interaeting with what the other person says). Upon retlection, it now seems to me

that what was new 10 me in Staei's œply is the notion of two non-interactive single

monologues (in wbicb a persan says sometbing - i.e., shares an idea - and,

instead of waiting for the other person 10 reply as in a dual monologue, s1he does

the equivalent of walldng away).

A second observation 1 made while transeribing this segment was to ask

what Staci JDe8"S by "the same thing". For me [Alison], if both participants were

talking about how cute the girl was, they would he talking "about the same thing".

For Staei, however, if one said she was cute and the other said she was ugly then

they would be talking about different things.

A third observation 1 [Sigma] made was that, '7his [wbole transeript] bas

ManY examples of co-researchers thinking on their feet and not in a competitive

way. It shows them thinking 'live' as it were. The production of examples is

particularly interesting in tbis regard."

And a fourth [Sigma] observation was about how, ''Ibis is also an example

of a philosophical dialogue(mterview in a way." In this instance it was as if 1

[Alison] was the interviewer and Staci the interviewee. It was an interview to the

extent that the focus was on wbat Staci was saying; and it was dialogjcal to the

extent that my questions were derived from ber responses in a way tbat led to my

reVÎSing and constructing my own interpretation of what counts as 'sharing ideas'

and how sharing ideas can tum into a discussion. Unlike other research interviews,

it was not just about what Staci was saying but rather about co-constructing

tbeory. In my transeribing note 1 also added tbat it "Would bave been useful as

training for the c~researchersto do their own [FFR?] - and also useful in regular

class to approfondir the notion of pbilosophical dialogue."

After Staeï began to think about how 'sharing ideas' could he "Like a

'conversation'-!' or u_ chat", 1 [Alison] started 10 reply, "Wen now that's an

interesting - thing - because _ft, but Staci intermpted saying '''Chats' are small

-". Several people hegan to speak al once as 1 finished my own thought and said,

" ... 'conversation' and not a 'discussion'." Staci~ however, was tbinking more in

how they related to each other in terms of sîze. "Weil 'chats' are small and

'conversations' are long," she said.
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Skaring of 'misunderstandings'

Next, alter Amber passed and it was Daisy's tum, sbe began by œt1ecting

on the everyday Iife experience of two exchanges sbe bad had with ber parents the

night before. In the first they had ta1ked about which high scboal she would cboose

to attend the following year. They bad just been 10 an Open House for one schaol

and ber father was "pushing" for a different school while ber mother was willing 10

let Daisy chaose.

Using ber life-experience account, Daisy produced an additional term for

our SamelDiffeœnt liste At fint sbe caIled this excbange with ber parents 61kind of

Iike a sma1l argument". But then, not satisfied with tbat description, after 1 asked

ber wbat sbe would call that, she came up with "misunderstanding" whicb was not

on the liste Presumably sbe was looking for a term that was not as strong as an

'argument' and yet still œflected the diffeœnœs of opinion in the excbange. It was

while 1 was thinking about how ta record this new item on our list that 1 [Alison]

noticed that it made more sense ta write 'misunderstandings' than 'understandings'

on the liste Here then was another instance of how we produced new distinctions by

recounting and œflecting on each others' everyday üfe eXPerience.

For the second thing she wanted ta say, Daisy thougbt of a diffeœnt

exchange she had had with ber fatber that same evening ooly this time about the fact

that he bad eaten aU the oranges that someone bad given the family wben they were

the ooly ones she would eat

Da.ay

Allaon

•••80 lIIœ 1wu yelling at hlm? Uke - 1gueas 1would cali
that - uh - a 'sharfng of ideas'•

• • •Sounds like a 'shouting of ideas' -

•

Daisy ignored what 1said because sbe was busy trying to use the distinction we bad

just made witb ber other example ta suggest a new eategory ofher own: "sbaring of

understandings". It was interesting to me that she used the word 'understandingst

ratherthan 'misunderstandings'. Also 1 [Sigma] noted (a) that Daisy seemed to be

searching for a term that œt1ected the nature of the dispute better than 'ideas' and

(h) tbat when 1 [Alison] made the observation that, "Itdoesn'thave to be nice - 10

be a sharing of ideas or a sharing of - ", she welcomed tbat point with an

enthusiastic, "Yeah!"
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At this point 1 recorded Ulother transeribing note only this time "about the

kind of listening that is required in cpr'.

One provides the 'raw material' for othen to fit mlo categories or
from which 10 draw euments of categories. EtJch can do it for
himlherselfjust tU for each otlu!r ;n {tl commwaity of inquiry}.

[D1S12J92.12.10Th1DRGlSigma Transcription Note]

'Sharing ideas'- 'opinion exchange'

Staei was next and using the SameJDifferent Iist, this time sbe lOOk a look al

the relationsbip between 'sbaring ideas' Uld 'opinion exchange' .

Here Staci retumed to work on ber own 'raw material' (the example of people

'sharing ideas' on wbether or not someone was "cote'') and wbat tbis segment

shows is how, without besitation, sbe modified her earlier ideas publicly. This

contrasts to ber holding on for dear Iüe to the idea that sbe could communieate with

ber stuffed bear in the Conon Candy stary. In tbis instance she seems to cbange ber

mind on the basis of the content of the view being expressed: i.e., if two people

agree, then they are "exchangingt' opinions ratber than "sharingJ9 them she now

suggests.

•

Stacl

AII.on

Stacl

AII.on

Stacl

1think they're llke the same thing•••Well - il depends 
because say - 'sharfng idees'. 1just got a different »>
point of view now because - sometimes if »> somebody
says, -Wei•• ahe's cute" and then the person - sharas
that fdea wfth them.
Ohl Then they would have to think the same thing.

Righi.

Hm-hmm.

- But - sa now the 'opinion exchange' is what 1thought
'sharing iœas' would be•

•

Comparing 'opinion exchange' and 'sharing ideas'
to class philosophy 'discussion'

At tbis point Staei said there was nobody on the list and 50 sbe asked if

anybody wanted to go on. 1 [Alison] decided 1would.
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»> Okay »> 1still want to come back to »> how it
compares with what we do in »> phllosophyclass.

1have this idea ht »> the...'s a dlfference between
'opinion exchange' and »> 'discussion' - certainly ·CPI
kind of 'dlscussion' - in that »> in an 'opinion exchange'
people have already made up their minds. - And ln a
'discussion'»> people WOI1c with wtw.t they've already
made up - their minds - but they end up with something
dmerent. »> Il sounded to me as if the tape that we did
the other day117 - was more - Il got stuck. And it got
stuck because Il W88 ln 'oplnlon exchange' and not
because il W8S a 'discussion'. 1was wondering what 
you'd thlnk about that

Later,1 [Sigma] noted how here 1 [Alison] was making a contribution of my

own as one of the co-œsearchers and puttiDg my [Judy's] own particuIar view on

the table. In fact it was (and remains) a strong view. As their philosophy teacher, 1

monitor closely for when our 'discussions' stay at the level of mere opinion

excbanges instead of showing sorne fonn of identifiable 'progress'. It is not that 1

think that it is only a 'discussion' if and when people change their minds. It is more

that 1 am looking for open-mindedness, a willingness and readiness 10 modify an

existing opinion. When teaching this point in philosophy class 1 have been known

10 distinguish CPI discussion from opinion exchanges by referring to them as

opinions-in-the-making. It is not that 1am against PeOple having or expressing their

opinions. Rather 1 take our pbi1osophical discussions 10 he the fONm for

considering our opinions to he works-in-progress.

Class philosophy example - Shoe hat:
An 'inquiry' and a 'misunderstanding'

Next it was Daisy's tom and she had an example of a class philosophy

discussion for us to work on. It was a logic session during which we were trying to

work out whether the sentence, "No shoes are hats" was true or false. In an effort

10 consider a way in which the statement might he true, a student who was Dot

always taken seriously by his cla.ssmates had sketehed a picture of a man wearing a

shoe-shaped hat and tried to argue that here was a shoe that was a hat. At the time 1

œcaIl tbat it was an exchange in which ooly he held this view~ somewhat like The

Cotton Candy Story; everyone eIse argued against il.

• 117 se. 810: Conceptuallzing 'COmmunication' - CDmmunlcating with ·Cotton
can~ A Ta/king Bear in Stodes 3: Discussion a$ 'Communication'.
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IfI remember correctly, during tbis 'discussion' people bad argued against

the shoe heing a hat because it was made of leather wbich they did not consider to

he a material used for maldng hats. So then someone suggested that if the shoe

were painted gold that that would tben maIœ it suitable for a bat. We laughed a lot

during tbat discussion and Daisy characterized it not ooly as a 'misunderstanding'

but also as a misunderstanding of collaborative philosophical inquiry! When 1

[Alison] pressed ber on whether sbe thought it was an 'inquiry', Daisy said '~at's

what 1think" and then added "and it was a misundentanding".

At this point we œminded ourselves how tbis discussion had come from the

logic statement, UNo shoes are hats" and 1 [Alison] recalled how the person "was

trying 10 - turn it around sa tbat - there could he some - shoes tbat could he

hats". In the dialogue that ensued, Daisy unwittingly revealed that there was an ad

hominem argument for not taking the idea (that a sboe could be bat) seriously and

that was that people did not take seriously the person who was championing that

view. Unlike Staci earlier who ratber enjoyed heing '-Weird", in this case the fact

that ''he is crazy" is taken to mean that the idea be expresses must therefore also he

crazy. Nevertheless, out of this segment we emerged with a new and useful

recognition - that something could COUDt as an 'inquiry' but not a good one. Or il

could he an 'inquiry' which went awry. It was an inquiry in that we were

inquiring, but whetber or not we think it succeeds depends on bow we judge its

results.

Why Cthinking doem Jt belong'

Next Daisy asked why 'thinking' was on the SameJDifferent Iist when most

of the other words, Iilœ coUaborative philosophical inquiry, brainstorming,

conversation, chat, quarrel, argument, seminar, debate, gossip, communication"

were "talking". 1[Alison) asked if they ail involved two people and Daisy answered

that brainstorming could be done alone. Then I replied tbat maybe brainstorming

didntt belong on the list and asked ber, l'What makes it a list? Wbat makes them

belong together - or not belong togetberT'

Hem &gain 1 [Alison] bad imported my own agenda, this time making

eategorization moves regarding the criteria by which items are included or excluded

from certain categories. It is not until the end of tbis segment that Daisy retumed to
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the point about 'talking' tbat she bad wanted ta mate al the beginning and sbe did

that by going from my point to hers.

Daia, Weil »> because if what 1 says -Iike - tbralnstorming'?
- You usuaIly »> do rt 1Ik8 - ebralone or you can do ft
»> lika - talkfng. And - and thinkfng - • »> Some
people talk aloud but - usually - you don't think aJoud if
a lot of people are around - listenlng - on the
loudspeaker or sornething.

Tbeœ are hints of 'communication with one' [Cwl] in Daisy's observations. Only

tbis time she notes the social convention of not talking to oneself aloud 

especially ifa lot ofpeople are around to hear.

Time Out: Alison should get on the list.

Not ooly was 1 [Alison] importing my own agenda here and there in this

session, but apparendy 1was also bijacking air time and when it was ber tum next,

Staci respectfulIy called me on il.

•
Stecl

Allaon
Stacl
Allaon

1don't mean to be saylng this to be rude but - uhm 
[chuckling) - you never gel on the listl

Yeah-ldo-

You get on the Ust but-

»> today l've been bad about thet because Ive been 
dolng dialogue when 1shouldn't have. 1stand corrected.

Before she made this observation, Staci showed a concem for relevance and

politeness, and then an even sttonger concem for our agn:ed procedure of "getting

on the list to talle". If1reaIly was a co-researcber with them, then 1 sbould have 10

abide by the same procedures. Alter we agreed that 1 did sometimes get on the list,

Staeî still maintained there were other limes wben 1 did not and sbould.

Not accepting my apology al face value, Staci went on ta justify her

observation and out of tbis excbange emerged a plan to do tbings differendy in class

philosophy as well.

•
Stecl

Allaon

No ifs cuz like - 1know VOu should be able to because
you lead the discussions and everythfng but ifs sort of
weird how you're - how you're telling us to get onto the
Iist.

WeB what 1-what 1try - to do - is to cIarify - to make
sure that we're understandlng what the person is trying to
say.
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Stacl
Allaon

Stacl

Hm-hmm•

And thafs the raie that l'm playing. If 1had something to say
myself. like 1did a minute ago, then 1would get on the list
forthat

Yeah. Vou say, -c3et on the lisf'.

It is the apparent double standard that was bothering Staci and my description of the

mie 1 was playing did not entiœly satisfy her. If 1 was going 10 say, "Get on the

Iist" to my CCH'eSearchers, then 1 [Alison] should do Iikewise. When 1 continued, 1

suggested that we change our class philosophy procedures 10 have student leaders

who would take over the role 1 was playing. However Staci saw that not as solving

the problem but rather as transferring the power 10 someone else.

Staci's calling me on my having more say than 1 should reminded me of

students in my very first philosophy class who also did the same thing. In my early

years of implementing Philosophy for Children, we used to have sessions which 1

referred 10 as "Discussion Discussions" during which the tapic for discussion was

how we were conducting our own discussions (Kyle 1987). When 1 continued, 1

10ld them that story and suggested that perbaps it was time to do that with them

DOW•• AII.on

Stacl
AII.on

And 1have been trying al these years to model for you
how that should be »> but we don't ever talkabout il

Uh-huh.

1Just do il - but - Yes. 1get more 'air tfme' - 1gel to talk
more »>. My very first ever philosophy students did thaL
They said - »> 'With al due respect, »> you gel to
talk more than ...do - and so that's -. And 1trfed il then
-1 have - video tapes of tho8e kfds leading discussions.
actually - 1think ifs tfme that VOu guys couId do it too.

•

Alter 1 added that it would be for "Only the people who wanted to do it in

the classroom", Daisy asked if we could try something like this next week in the

research group and Whoopy added, "And then bring it to class". 1 replied, '~eah

sure! Good idea!"

What is so important about this segment is the way in which my

co-researchers noticed the power imbalance which was implicil in the way 1

[Alison] was succumbing to the temptation 10 use my teaeher and/or researcher

prerogative to have more ofa voice tban 1 was aIlowing them 10 have. Wbat is also

important is the respectful way in which they brought il 10 my attention such that we
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consideœd making adjustments not ooly to the way we functioned in DRG but also

to our class philosophy pradice. It is an example of how respectful t'taJking back"

CID effect a change for the better. Judging by the rest of the transcript for this

session, 1 [Alison] appear to have leamed my Iesson for 1 ooly spoke when spoken

to for the remainder of the session.

Thinking-discussion

Nex~ Whoopy wanted to comment on what Daisy had said about "how

thinking cao go with discussions and stuff?"

Whoopy

Da.ay

Whoopy

Weil before vou dlscusa somethlng VOu have ta thlnk.

Not really. Some people Just blurt thlngs out -Ilke - you
know »> they say stuff that they don't really mean you
know lb they mlght say »> , hate 81 teachera with
purple hai,...

Oh so you dfdn't think ft before - though?

•

•

Where thougbts come from, how tbey just 'bubble up', how you just tget'

an idea - these are issues that children enjoy talking about in class philosophy.

Daisy was convinced that she did not think before she said, "1 bate ail teachers witb

purple hair" but Whoopy was nOL While transcribing this segment, in a Sigma

transcribing note 1 made the additional observation about how, "like tbese very

discussions, we think while talking".

Whoopy added, '~ut you must have ta think of something ta get on

people's nerves", and she may have been thinking tbat Daisy's example about

hating teaehers with purple haïr was harclly accidentai. In order to work as an

example of what she was trying to say, Daisy had to tbink it through fust. Daisy

denied this though, and in so doing she introduced a new angle: that of t'blurting

things out" withollt thinking firsL She also made a distinction between saying

something and meaning what you said. Whoopy stilI insi~ however, tbat

somewhere in there Daisy bad decided what she was going 10 say and that she bad

a specifie intention in mind. When it began to sound 10 Daisy as if Whoopy was

teading her mind e1 was?"), 1 [Alison] intervenecl substituting "people in tbat

situation" as a way 10 generalize the example. Theo Daisy offered the further

observation that what she said U came 10 my mind" as if to say tbat tbat was

different from actually thinlcing it. Upon reflection, tbere is an intriguing distinction
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lurking here: i.e. that between not ooly saying sometbing and meaning i~ but also

thinldng something and meaning it.

When Daisy continued, she related this example to the example of adults

talking back. During their exchange, Whoopy remained convinced that it is not

possible to say something without thinking tirst and Daisy held ta ber position that

when someone "blurts out" tbat they do not think first. This particular segment

shows once again how my young co-researchers produced examples on the spot

thereby providing themselves with immediate common experiences for purposes of

tbinking things out.

Thinlcing out loud with IWo people

Next it was Amber's tum and she wanted to ta1k about two points Daisy and

1 [Alison] had been working on earlier about tbjnking between two people, and abut

thinking out loud.

•
Amber

Dalay?

Amber

Dalay

Amber

Dalay

Okay 1want8d ta 811!/ - somethfng about »> the thing
»> about »> 'thfnking'? - Weillike - you can do il with
two people - sort of. Uke - you can do like - you know
»> when - .'re wrtting a story or »> a play together1
»> wfth a partner? Weil »> you're bath »> you can sort
of like think oraIly - like you could say, -Oh weil 1think
maybe uhm ah ---liu blums sort of.

Thars 'sharfng ideas'.

Yeah but thafs thinking too.
• • • Don' talk back ta mel [EvslYOM laughs.]

Excuse me »> young lady - Go to your rooml [Everyone
laughs.]

Nol

•

Cao it be 'sbaring ideas' and 'thinking' at the same time? Perbaps they are not

disagreeing here but rather bighlighting more than one aspect of a single type of

exchange.

Blurting out - accident (without thinking)

When it was Staci's tum nex~ she picked up on Daisy's earlier point about

how people sometimes blurt things out without really meaning what they say caIling

it usaying things by accident". She then related an incident about a joke that angered

a teaeher - ajoke that had been typed on a computer screen by someone who had
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"tl'ped it out without reaIly tbinking". This œminded Stacï of another 'blurting

tbings out' computer story wbich seemed iDelevant at the tinte. Asked ta make her

point she said, "WeB »> sorne people think that »> when you blurt it out 

Some people - take it the wrong way".

Alter some concluding remaries, 1 [Alison] made two suggestions for

foBowing up on our "SamelDifferent...7" Iist: one about maldng pairs of tenns

and the other about going iota more detail. And 1 told them that if they ever turned

anl' of their notes ioto something on the computer, 1 would like ta have a photocopy

of it for the files later. The tape then ends with me making one last suggestion tbat

mal' well have been inspired by the map-like arrows on Amber's l'What's the

SameIDifferent...7" Research Notes - a suggestion which foreshadows the

research map-making that we would soon be doing extensively beginning in

Session 17.

•
AII.on Another thlng you can do il mak8 dlagrams - lilce this 

cfrcles? Uke yeu start wIth the one that starts the smaJlest
like maybe 1hinklng' and then - then the next bigger
clrcIe could be - what comes next -Ilke maybe 1aIklng'
-or- and then send them out ln different directions 
li. you could try and He how they're related to each
other by taldng !hem off the page and re-arranglng them
the way you llke. And anythlng that you do along those
IInes »> and then bring it back - and then that could be
the beginning of a discussion. Okay? So thls is Just the
beginning »> a "rst look.

•

813·15: Beginning to Make our Progress Visible

Raving made moves ta get lback ta the subject' in Sessions 9 and 12, in the

next three sessions we began to work on ways to make our progress visible to

ourselves as a way of helping us 10 stay Ion track' and 10 make decisions about

where to concentrate our energies on a session by session basis.

S13: Exploring Map Styles

On Thursday, December 17, 1992 we met for our ooly session of the week

befote Christmas and since many of the co-researehers were to sing in a schoal

choir concert that night, 1 made no specifie Sigma plans. The live co-researchers

who appeared did not want 10 start something new and so we decided to have an
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'independcnt research' session~Arachnid, Tracy and Whoopy chose to work on the

"SamelDiffeœnt" aetivity !rom Session 12 using computers this time. Daisy and 1

[Alison] worked on different possible ways of 'mapping' our discussions. We all

Iistened ta an audio tape mainly ta satisfy curiosity ratber than for research

purposes~ And near the end of the session we tried to read one of the session

transcripts 1 had on hand by taking parts~ We did not audio tape this session.

Later 1 [Sigma] recorded Daisy's and my [Alison's) early attempts to think

about mapping our progress in my Sigma Research Notes as follows:

MARRing qHr ,re,ress. Daisy was interened in working with me on
the problem offiguring OHt a way to chan our progress so that we
could feel that we were getting somewhere. We went downstairs and
got some large, brown paper but tluu WQS tess than sHccessful
because we Iuuln'tfigured out whlJt we wanted to do with it yet~ Also,
Daisy was reluetant to stan it in the absence of other researchers. So
we spent some lime together playing around with different possible
styles ofchans or schematic maps that wc could use. Daisy was full of
neat ideas ['d not seen before. Must stan a collection of different
chan styles. {Note to myself: Bring in booles with other samples nut
time.]

[D1S13192.12.17ThIDRGlSigma R_arch Notes]

These early attempts marked the beginning of our work on graphic ways ta

represent our ideas.

814: Making Our First Video Tape

On Thursday, January 7, 1993 in our first session of the new year, we

began to use the schaol's video camera for the flr5t tilDe as a way of acting on my

[Sigma!Alison] observation after the animated dialogue between Ferrari and Staci

on 'communication' in Session 10 that "we need ta start video-taping soon" in

arder ta obtain better and more complete data.

We therefore decided ta bave another session of independent researcb

aetivity during which the eight (and after gymnastics, ten) co-researchers worked

on activities of their own choosing. Daisy, Mariah, Joey, Jaguar and Tracy decided

ta take an audio tape recorder and have their own research discussion in the library

using a chatt Daisy had made in the form of steps to track the progress (up the

steps) of the discussion~ They decided to use "a list of words as our tapie" 

referring ta the words on the SameJDifTeœnt List. They ended up working

especiallyon maIdng distinctions between a 6quarrel' and an 6argument'. They also
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discussed 'gossip' and wbether it was good or bad as weil as the diffeœnœ(s)

between a 'cbat' and 'talk'.

Amber and Whoopy decided to work: at the computers with Amber working

on ber Researcber Profile and Whoopy saying, 'Tm doing something on

discussions: saying wbat's the same and what's different". And Chocolate decided

to write a blurb on one of the c«>-researcher questions "from the first discussion we

ever bad: Does it matter who you talk to?" 1[Alison] belped Jennifer work out how

to use the video camera alter which sbe aeted as a roving camera operator moving

between the library and Room 10 asking the various CCHeSealChers about the

research they were doing that day.

SIS: Retlecting on Our First Video Tape

When we met the next time, a1mast a week later, we decided ta wateh the

video tape we had made in Session 14 - partly ta satisfy our curiosity and also to

work out bow to make the best use of video tape in our co.-researching. Having

already watehed the video al home, 1 [Sigma!Alison] was œady with some

preliminary observations and 1 followed those with suggestions that we bave a

discussion every other week using philosophy procedures. Then 1 raised the issue

of e<Hesea1'Cher identity confidentiality to wbich our introduction of video tape

gave rise since we would DOW he adding faces ta the pseudonyms. Alter discussing

this issue, wc took notes and all made observations as we reviewed the tape in two

parts.

Co-researcher confidentiality and the use of video tape. After my

preliminary remarks and a discussion, Daisy suggested that for the video

confidentiality issue, we make a list and have everybody sign it to say whether they

were comfortable witb each video. 1 added tbat before the research is finished that 1

would want ta do sometbing like that as weB as getting their addresses in case 1

needed to check with them when 1 was working with the data after they had

graduated. We reviewed the video in two ways: the first looking at how ta improve

the teehnical aspects of our research (using the video camera, etc.) and the second

looking al how to improve the content and process of a discussion•
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Technical observations and suggestions. We watehed the first part during

which Jennifer interviewed co-reseatChers who were working at the computer and

then we came up witb the following observations and suggestions:

• People being taped should know heforehand that tbey were
going 10 he interviewed so that they would he taken less by
surprise and would have more to say. [Whoopy; reiterated by
Daisy]

• The interviewer/camera operator should ask more questions
when talking to each Persan; examples were given. [Einstein]

• People interviewed should look direcdy at the camera and the
interviewer/camera oPerator should not repeat what people said.
[Aracbnid]

• It wouId he goad if the operator could keep the camera steady
and not cut off people's heads (show less body, more head).
The sante questions were rePeated to different people. [Ferrari]

• The first part of the video during which we were getting the
camera out and fineling out how to use it was not necessary and
should Dot he used. [Joey]

• People should not go tao close to the camera, even if tbey don't
know it's 00, because offocus problems. [Mariah]

• The camera operator seemed to be very oatural and relaxed
while she was asking the questions and did good zooming in on
the work on the computer. [Alison]

• The camera was held pretty steady and there was oever too
much ligbt in the pieture so that we couldn't see the person's
face except occasîonally wben they were near the computer.
Focus was generally good. [Einstein]

• There was a lack of consistency in the placement of each
interviewee's head on the scœen; there should he a special
swivel chair such that each persan's head would be similarly
plaœd in the frame. [Ferrari]

What is interesting and imponant about the co-reseatCbers' observations is

their range and variety. These students brought a cenain media production literacy

to this project - and this witbout any specific training of which 1 was aware.

We also watehed the second part in which sorne of the co-researchers were

having the 'SamelDifferent' discussion in the library. The video tape resumed al a

point where Daisy was explaining how to use ber Step Chatt and it proceeded to a

pointwhere the discussants brougbt up the subject of 'gossip'. 1 [Alison] stopped

the tape alter the tape reviewers bad bad a chance to see enough to give them an idea
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and opened the Iist for more observations - this lime directed al bath process and

content issues of the discussion.

The range and variety of reviewers' observations and comments for this part

are indicative of my co-researchers' abilities ta discem subtle differences and accord

importance ta them.

• Discussion process: (1) discussants sbould express their ideas
clearly (elocution, vocabulary and articulation); and (2) camera
operator sbould concentrate exclusively on the people who were
doing the talking in the ÎDterests of the content of the
discussion. [Arachnid]

• Aspects of the discussion: (1) the way the participants decided
ta start the discussion (with questions) was not useful since
nobody had any questions; (2) the demeanor of the discussants
(who seemed ta laugb al everything that was said) did not serve
the discussion well; and (3) bow useful was Daisy's Step Chatt
for purposes of the discussion content? [Whoopy)

• Tapie: suggestion that anotber time tbey choose a better topie.
[Daisy, Whoopy]; support for Whoopy's tirst two
observations. [Daisy]

• Step Chatt: needed better explanation for both discussion
participants and viewers. [Alison, Arachnid]

• Respect: concem about how the discussants were making fun of
each otber - in a way wbich did not serve the discussion well
and was not usually seen in class pbilosophy discussions;
Discussion process: Importance of r1lming the people who weœ
not talking in the discussion as a way of showing the social
context in which the discussion occurred, and whetber other
discussants were interested and panicipating. [Alison]

• Need of a star in a movie. [Joey)

None of these observations and comments had ta do with the actual content

of the discussion in the sense of taking up specifie points made in the discussion on

the tape. However, ail were concemed with process issues which could influence

the content of a discussion - for good or for ill.
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S16: A Research Discussion:

~'Call ,oulearn if,ou're dead?"

Acting on the concems 1expressed in Session 15 regarding the progress we

were making, in tbis next session we decided to bave anotber lresearch discussion'

and we chose co-researcber question #13, Can you learn if you're dead? as our

topic.

Scslion 16 • Tburstlgy. lqnuqry 14. 1923 • 5(7) Cq·rcscarchlrs

Living and Learning

Once we bad selected the question, and before we began the discussion

itself, we negotiated the procedures by which we wanted the discussion to proceed.

We ended up choosing the Passpon Questions Procedure where in arder to say

something, you have ta give a question first. Then 1 prepared the transparency and

mentioned that the focus was on the 'Iearning' part of ldiscussion for learning'.

During the course of this discussion we produced the foUowing fen

l~assport" questions:

Cao reincamated PeOple leam the same thing twice without
knowing it? [Daisy]

How are we supposed ta know if we've never been dead?
[Chocolate]

If you could leam when you're dead, what would you
leam? [Alison]

Ifyou are dead, wbere do you leam? [Mariah]

Would you do philosophy ifyou're dead? [Amber]

Would old dead people have to go back to schoal in
heaven Of•••? [Amber]

If you died as a student would you continue your studies?
[Chocolate]

How do you know you're not dead now? [Daisy]

Is it your spirit tbat learns or just your dead body?
[Mariah]

Do animais go ta beaven? [Amber]
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In response 10 the fust seven questions wc explored a wide range of ideas

regarding living and leaming. Then for the last tIuee we veered off onto two

diffeœnt but interrelated sidetracks - one epistemological and the other having ta

do with evolution - in which we also pursued issues having 10 do with what

counts as evidence for questions such as tbese.

Research discussion - Questions 1 to 7

1. Can reincamated people leam the same thing twice witbout knowing it? [Daisy]

Commenting on C-RQIU3, Daisy said, '1 think the answer to this question

here, 'Can you leam ifyou're dead?' is Yes - reineamation".

ln my [Judy] elass philosophy experience, when discussing matters

pertaining to death it is not al ail unusual for ebildren 10 raise the possibility of

reincamation very quickly. In this segment Daisy practically assumed tbat people

are reincamated as a way of brinling them back to life ("Just Iike cats have nine

lives") so that tbey can leam. Sbe then asked the further question of whether such

reincamated people ean "leam the same things twice" and this "without knowing

it". In so doing she foreshadowed ideas about "invisible leaming" - or leaming

"without knowing it" - that would emerge laler. And al the same time sbe raised

the epistemological issue of how or wbethcr one knows when or what one leams.

By introducing reincamation, Daisy found a way to resolve the issue of a 'dead'

leamer, and she used a standard concept of 'Ieaming' without opening it up ta

scrutiny.

2. How are wc supposed to know ifwe've nevcrbeen dead? [Chocolate]

Also addressing C-RQff13, Chocolate said, "1 wrote, - 1have - kind of 

an answer 10 that. 1 think - 1 don't - really think - we cm leam - if we're

dead. 1 Mean, if you're dead, youtre dead." Although Chocolate tried 10 take into

consideration the notion of reincamation which Daisy had rai~ based on her own

inability ta remember if SM had had a Past tife, she did not really take it seriously.

She too was interested in the epistemological issue of how we would know if we

can leam if we're dead but she had ber doubts saying tbat "if you're dead, you're

dead".
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3. Ifyou could leam when you're dead, what would you leam? [Alison]

In tbis next segment 1 [Alison] began my question witb, "If you could leam

wben you're dead", and tben 1invited my co-researcbers 10 go beyond the issue of

whether or not you could leam 10 consider what, hypotbetically, you would leam.

Then, in a moment of Sigma tension, 1 let my co-researchers know of my concems

about the relevance of our discussion for our research question while al the same
lime, in the spirit of doing 'research', 1 let the discussion continue without

assuming that 1 knew where it would go. Uke Daisy 1 tao used the term 'Iearning'

in my question without questioning what we meant by il.

4. Ifyou are dead, where do you leam? [Mariah]

Mariah's question was an extension of the one 1 [Alison] bad just asked.

She too began by assuming, hypothetically, that we could leam ''If dead..." and

went on to wonder where. And wben sbe elaborated on her question in this

segment, sbe considered two possibilities: one that you just s18y in your grave and

leam, and the other that you go to schaol. Mariab too took it for granted tbat we ail

knew wbat we meant by 'leaming' .

s. Would you do philosophy if you're dead? [Amber]

Stated as a rhetorical question, this one that merits a closer look. Was

Amber making ajoke or is there more to her question than meets the eye? This was

the first question that did not contain the ward 'learn'. However, it is at lcast

possible that Amber was somehow equating 'doing philosopby' with 'learning'.

Since sbe did not elaborate on what sbe meant, it must remain just that - a rather

intriguing POssibility.

6. Would old dead people [aduIts withjobs who don't go ta schaol] have to go
back to scbool in heaven or...? [Amber]

By raising tbis question in this way, Amber built on the concept of leaming

in Mariah's question as something that you either 'just do' or that you 'go ta schao(

ta do' by adding a notion of leaming as something tbat can also he done (a) by

grown-ups, (h) from your job, or (c) by going back to schaol. This puts new

meaning 10 the expression 'lifelong leaming' by extendîng it to after you're dead! In
all seriousness, it is worth noting that it is the children who are adding these
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dimensions to our still unexploœd concept of lleaming'. Would Amber have

thought of tbis question in tbis way if she did not alœady have sorne notion of

adults learning, of learning on the job and ofgoing back 10 school 10 leam?

7. If you died as a student would you continue your studies? [Chocolate]

When Chocolate took up Amber' s question about having to go back ta

schoal, she raised the additional question about people who died before they had

finished school when she wondeœd whether they would have ta continue their

school in Heaven. In so doing, she inttoduced an additional dimension 10 the

concept of lleaming' which was lurking in the background of this discussion 

that of l'Cont. Ed." or Continuing Education. Like Lifelong Leaming ooly a little

more specific, we DOW have a notion of PeOple who, for one reasOD or another (in

tbis case because they died) were unable 10 complete their DOnnai program of

learning. Would they gel to continue their studies in Heaven, she wondered? Then,

like Mariah earlier, she juxtaPosed this with the alternative of being able to "do

whatever you want".

Next, drawing on the example of ber own mother, Chocolate added a

related question about people who had tinished school but who had gone back to

scbool as adults not to continue unfinisbed schooling but to pursue other

interests. Here Chocolate added yet anotber variation of how lleaming' fils into

people's lives when she raised the case of adults who may have died before

completing studies they were doing out of interest. This is a subde variation on the

therne of lifelong leaming in the sense that these people do Dot necessarily bave

gaps in their nonnal course of elementary-high school-coUege progression but

rather cboose to continue learning of tbeir own accord.

"OOO's SCMoi ofKnowledge n? Next it was Daisy's tum and she began by

saying, " have something - l'm not sure who it goes to but - ifyou're dead...

wbere are you going to go, lGod's School of Knowledge' or something? 1 mean

like, where are you supposed 10 go?" She looked al me and, looking al the

transparency and pointing 10 #4. 1 sai~ uSo this is one of them up here that you' re

commenting on? l.. .where do you leam?'" Daisy replied, uIt's kind of a

question. Where would you leam? Gad's Scbool of Knowledge?" l'Ony,n 1 said

as 1 added, "God's School of Knowledge onder #4. on the transparency.
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"God'sShopping Mali?" Theo, picking up on Amber's earlier point about

leaming from yourjob, Daisy added, 66And aIso - 1 also bave sometbing - where

would you go ta work? Ood's Shopping MaIl or something Iike that? 1 mean wbere

would you work? 1mean - everytbing's 50 easy and light and - " (At this point

Jaguar walked in from gymnastics practice.) Without pausing 1 said to Daisy, uSo

wbere would you leam? Where would you work?" As 1 asked tbat 1 joined the

word 'work' ta 61eam' on the transparency. 'Yes," Daisy replied. It is bard ta tell

whether Daisy was making a job when she said this. Her tone of voice suggested

tbat she might be. However, no one reacted and 1 took ber seriously as 1 added the

points she was making ta the transparency.

From tbis point on the discussion moved on ta two different side-traeks,

one epistemological (How cao we know about being dead? How do we know we

are not dead now? How do we know tbat tbis is not beaven?) and the other

evolutionary (Legend has it that we were apes). These explorations, especially the

latter, led us to consider complex, subde and intenelated questions regarding

evidence. What would count as evidcnce? (Who could tell us - apes cannat taIk or

write? How could they tell us - Where would they get the materials ta write? How

else could we find out - examinjng shape or bones?). How would such evidenœ

he preserved? (Over time paper would disintegrate or the apes would eat iL) And

how credible would such evidence be? (Even if they could write, it would depend

on where it is publisbed - in tabloïds or National Geographie).

Ta bring our research discussion to a close, 1went back to C-RQl13:

•

AII.on

Volee

Chocolate

Volee

Chocolate

AII.on

....rl.h

AII.on

Did W8 - did we talk about leaming if you're dead?

Nope.

- kfnd - kind of

Yeah, W8 did.

At the beginning but then we 

- aJso talked about-
- reincarnation-

- being dead.
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Before we began tbis discussion 1 was doubtful about ils relevance to our

'discussion for leaming' researcb question. 1 [Alison] expressed tbose doubts

during the discussion and my question al the end suggests tbat 1 was stil1 doubtful

at the end. Indeed, even as 1 began ta transeribe these segments, 1 did so tbinking

tbis could he an example of a non-productive research discussion. Alter

transcribing and living with these data however, 1 [Sigma) came 10 appœciate the

complex concept of 'lifelong leaming' that my young co-researchers brought to this

discussion and the influence tbat had on our inquiry. Using the idea of

'reincamation' ta bring people back ta Iife (if only theoœtically) sucb tbat we could

talk about leaming, we taIked about many different aspects of "Living and

Leaming". Without looking directly at the concept of leaming (that would come

later), we drew on our own eXPerïence and that of people we knew who leam at

different ages and stages in their lives 10 produce a complex portrait of leaming. We

talked about a variety of forms of "lifelong leaming" - e.g. varieties that

correspond ta continuing studies that may bave been interrupted when one died,

going back to finish schoal, going back ta school as a 'mature student', or taking

more courses ta pursue one's own interests even alter finishing schoo!.

Conspicuously absent from our deh"berations however were any considerations of

why we would leam or whether we should leam. Rather we worked from an

assumption thatyou would be leaming when you're dead and then looked at what

might have to be different in order ta take the fact that the leamers would he dead

into account.
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Stories 5

Making 'lnquiry' Progress

Now that we had tried two of my suggestions for making our progress

visible (using and reviewing video tape in Sessions 14 and 15, and discussing one

of our co-researcher questions in Session 16), in Session 17 1 invited my

co-researchers ta try a tbird (making research maps).

S17: Making Our First Research Map (Map 1)

Although 1 [Judy) had had experience with concept mapping when we

began this research, my young co-researcbers bad note They had, bowever bad

subtle and incidental exposure to it since 1 [Judy] may bave produced maps and

diagrams on transparency during class pbilosophy sessions; and also since there are

visual representations of ideas in bath the Philosopby for Children novels and in

accompanying aetivities in the teaebers' guide.118 However, the Pbilosophy for

Children materials do notfeature concept mapping as such and neither did l in our

class philosophy sessions.

Making Map 1: "CPP'

Unfortunately, when we set out to ma1œ our tirst map we suffered a

complete teehnical breakdown in this session and were not able to record any of our

proceedings. Here, as œcorded in my Sigma Notes for Session 17, is wbat

bapPened.119

118 See. for example. the concentric clrcla class membershlp dlagrams in Harry
Slon/eme/ers Discovery (Upman 1982. p. 14) and in Its accompanying
instructional manu" (Upman. Sharp. and others 1979. pp. 72. 78).

119 See Appendlx 8-1 for Elnstein's computer gen.ratad version of Map 1.
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S",km 17. W,tlnc,tiqy. IqnU4D' ZO. 1993. 9 CO"'fK4"h",

For this session Cmnamon was the namc recorder and my Sigma Plans for

tbis session read simply, '7ry mapping our research as we go".

Mapping process and content

The Sigma Notes 1 jotted down after the session are recorded in two

columns, one headed "Process" and the other "Content".

Process. First wc had 10 decide how we were going ta make our map.

From a large roU of brown paper usually used for painting murais 1 had brought a

piece which measured about 9 feet by 3 feet for us to use. The tirst thing we had ta

decide, therefore, was where to put it while we worked on it. Alter considering

Room 10 our research location, and the f100r in the ball, we finaIly decided on the

library where we put three Iibrary tables tagether end to end and all sat around the

map. It worked beautifully and my co-researcbers loved it.

Content. We staned the map by writing "cpr' in a bubble al the top with

lines joining it to a bubble marIœd "Discussion" below and ta the left, and one

marked "Leaming" below and 10 the right. Very soon into the process, 1 noted:

"tbey caught on quicldy" and "fine distinctions heing made". At one point tbere was

a reference ta a previous "Staci discussion" about talking ta her bear. In this

instance someone came ta see Utalking 10 [the] bear as really a dialogue with

oneself'. In my Sigma Notes 1 wrote further that we were Ugetting into CPI now"

as "we check things against the 3 elements: CoUaborative, Philosophical and

Inquiry". 1 a1so noted that people were "making [their] own maps using different

styles in their notebooks". And 1 concluded that some went away wanting 10 work

on it more at home.

Of particular inteœst bere is bow readily the co-researcbers loOk ta the

mapping activity without much explanation or teaching from me and how

motivating the mapping aetivity was in tbat the co-œsearchers wanted to do more

on their own. From a content point of vicw, a1so of interest is how drawn the

co-researchers were yet again to Staci's bear and the notion of communication (or

having a dialogue) with oneself.
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S18: Imaginary Friends & Interpreting Map 1

The writing of ICblurbs" - a fonn of tbinking-in-writing which we used in

class philosophy - was another way of contributing ta and advancing our

exploration of discussion for leaming in addition 10 the making of resean:h maps.

In Session 18, in œsponse ta and as a way of furtber exploring Staci's Cotton

Candy argument tbat it is possible for one persan ta ~communieate' with oneself

[Cwl], Arachnid proposed tbat we each create our own 'imaginary friend'. Later,

because of the technical problems we had when we made our first research map in

Session 17, 1 [Sigma] thought it imponant for us ta œconstruct what we had done

as saon as possible bath for data production purposes and also for the benefit of the

five co-researchers who were not present that clay.

S"lion 18 • Thwltlqy. 'qnua" 21. J993 • JO Co.."uqrcMrl

The Startup for Session 18 lOOk a long time and after we talked about

opening a Data Flle, it was marked by our wanting ta do different aetivities. We

ended up deciding that each co-œsearcher could choose wbat to work on. Because

there were a variety of aetivities happening simultaneously, the audio tape was

difficult ta decipher because of 50 many different conversations occurring at once.

ImagiDary Friends and Communication with One [Cwl]

According to Arachnid, the idea of 'imaginary friends' came to bim during

Session 17 when we were constructing our first researeh map.

lmaginary friends? The session began with a full explanation by Arachnid

ofMap 1 in which he described it as based "on aD the things tbat have ta do with

leaming and discussion". He began by explaining the bubble he had added which

read, ~ diâlogue with a bêâi / imaifuary Mena / animâls ~ This bubble was linked to

one that said ~ one person1which was in tum linked ta bath [g!] at the top of the

map and1Discussion1below il. Aracbnid added, "we were wondering if you could

bave a discussion, or CPI which is "Colla-, Collaborative Philosophy Inquiry".

[Chorus: Philosophical!] a discussion with - one Persan?"

Ferrari wanted 10 add something and he tried 10 explain a different bubble

which was linked to the1one person , bubble. That one read, 1Havin, a discussioïj
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•
§tb your gOOd sidë of you and tbë 6âd sidë of you and your mina. 1bât's tbœëI
IthiDiS) 1(sic). He mentioned tbat this type of discussion occurrcd when one side

of you is teUing you to do sometlùDg "and the other side is telling you not to do it.n

Ferr.rl »> So lers SII!/ yeu',. »> going to do somethfng and
one side of you is telling you -00 if' and the other side fs
telling you no' to do ft sa you're thinldng, 1mean, you're
consclously telling (Yourself] what to do sa irs aJmost Iilce
»> a one-person dlscusslon but in your mind irs Dke an
fnteresting discussion.

•

'-nuat's good," Staci said. Aradmid added, "Good example". And another voice

said, "Yeab, tbat is good".

Altbough 1 appreciated Aracbnid's move from Staei's stuffed bear to

'imaginary friends' for purposes of our exploration of whether it matters who you

ta1k to and whether it rnakes sense to taIk about 'communication with one', at the

same time 1 was œluetant to encourage my co-researchers ta spend tao much lime

or energy on inventing their own imaginary friends. Although 1 could see that the

idea bad strong appeal and would be fun 10 do, 1 was not entirely convinced tbat

tbis would be a promising line of inquiry for us to pursue.

A (Sigma] search of the co-researchers' data files yielded tIuee Imaginary

Friends documents. The one by Aracbnid was done by hand in bis researcb steno

pad and is an example of a detailed cbaracter sketcb. Another by Daisy consisted of

ber imaginary friend's vital statistics only and is an example of wby 1 bad

misgivings. And the third one, by Ferrari, was tyPed al bome and is an example of

a reflective research blurb or memo.12O

Interpreting Map 1 - "cpr'

ACter Aracbnid and Ferrari bad done their &imaginary friend' and 'having a

discussion with your good side, your bad sicle and your mind' explanations of our

first map, 1 was not satisfied that we had dcscribed Map 1 - CPI weil enough for

tbose who had not attended ORO in Session 17. So when it was my (Alison'sl

turn, 1 tried to explain wbat we had tried to do myself since no one else was

•
120 For Ferrarfs 'Imaglnary Frienef blurb see 819: Maklng Progress: 'Homeworl(.

Impromptu Interviews & a -Maxi-Map· later in Storl.. 5: Afaking '/nquiry'
Progr....
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offering ta do 50. Wbat 1 said, esseotially, was tbis: "[CPI) is the kind of

discussion that we do in philosophy class »> We look 'Discussion for Leaming'

and wc started off with two circles »> we tried ta draw - what we were saying

»> wc figured out tbat theœ were tbree kinds of discussion: one-penon

discussions, small-group discussions, large-group discussions »> ".121

Whoopy interjected ta say tbat oobody knew what Einstein was doing on

the 'Leaming' sicle of the map becanse he ':iust did it" without œlling us wbat he

was doing and why.

Then Staci asked, ,. 'CPf - 'Discussion for Leaming'?- and 1

[Alison] replied, "Yes. Weil, thafs what W8 want to figure out. lB il?'

"Yu,- Staci said, -œcause »> 1don't think W8 do CPI in cIass. 1

think we do »> Discussion for Leaming-

1 went on to remind them of the meaning of the letters 'CPI' and how

discussion for leaming was a simpler way of saying il. Theo 1 added that "my

research question for Y0U, for us was: Do we leam from tbose discussions, and if

so, what do we leam?" and do wc oo1y leun from only one kind or "aIllcinds of

discussions like tbat"?

Making our own different maps. After discussing computer compabDîlity

issues for map-making with Femri, 1 explained how each co-researcher might

make different maps of the same ideas. This was 10 point out tbat these maps we

were making were just to get us started and tbat we migbt repeatedly revise them as

we progressed witb our inquiry.

Amber's data file contained a map she had done in Session 17 while we

were making Map 1. In other co-researchen' clara mes tbere wcre also steno-pad

maps done by Aracbnid, Einstein, Ferrari and Whoopy. Although they were similar

ta each other in many respects, they were also different. For example, Amber bad

not placed~ anywhem on ber map. Aradmid had ~ Discussion' al the top,

1cpt 1 in the middle and 1LëâtiïiDg 1below that. And Einstein bad done tbœe
maps and~ appears oo1y off 10 the sicle on the one which features

1Discussion ~ On Ferrari's map~ also appears off 10 one sicle as if as an

•
121 For my [Alison's] exact words ... Co-reaestching Storles: Maklng Progress

Aesearch Acta under 4.5 Advancfng the Inquiry AeS8arch Acta in Chapter 4.
Surfacing A_arch Acta.
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afterthought. Meanwbile Whoopy put~ at the top of ber map - twice: above

both Ibiscussion land1Lëaming1which were sicle by side.

Ferrari's concems. Latet (in Session 18), Ferrari and 1 [Alison) œt1ected

on how we had made Map 1 the day before. Ferrari was particu1arly interested in
the l Lëaming1section. Although he tbought tbat Einstein had worked tao quicldy

for people ta follow, bis main concem was that Einstein had joined 50 many of the

bubbles ta each other such tbat it didn't mean anything anymore. However, 1 tried

to reassure bim tbat each item could he related ta more than one otber item and in

more than one way.

S19: Making Progress
'Homework', Impromptu Interviews lIIUla "Mtaï-Map"

In Session 19, 1 came with a new video camera and four new hand-held

portable tape recorders and we used them for the first time in what turned out to he

a very busy "pot pourri" inciepencleDt researcb aetivities session.

Session 19· W,Wstlqy. lanupa 27. 1923 -ID CD-reseqrc!u:rs

qnd CDaon CmulY

Start"". Joining us for the first tilDe in tbis session was Cotton Candy,

Staci's bear. She came, as planned, to be photoeopied orphotographed for the DaIa
File.

F,rrari'l DRG 'Homcwqrlc'. ACter we made our first map in Session 17,

Ferrari was anxious to get 10 a computer ta write $Oille of bis ideas and much to my

[Sigma) delight and ama~ment,he arrived at Session 19 with the folloWÎDg tluee

blurbs wbich he had tid~ &&Staci's Bear TaIk", &'CP!" and "Imaginary Friend".

After describing each one briefly, he read them to us.
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"Staci's Bear Talk u
• As Ferrari œad bis "document", Staci held Cotton

Candy in her lap.

Stacl'. Bur Talk
On the 8eventh sessfon of DRG, Staci said that ahe was having

conversations wIth her bear. At fim ft _ms a litlIe funny but then ft kind

of mak8s vou thlnk for awhile. On the dey of DRG when Staci told us

about having discussions with her (stuffed) bear, Ileft me walking home

with a lot of thought. Il was very Interestlng because we could tell that she

wasn't lying about what 8118 W8S saytng and 1 made people very

confused. We know Ifs Impossible for a bear to talk, but the 'IB/ that ahe

was saytng ft made ft very Interesting. She explained thet one moming

she .oke up and asked her bear, -Are vou hungry?- and the bear

answered, -Ves.- We didn't believe her at first We knew she was making

the answers ln her head but to her il could be Uka the bear's actually

saying ft.

The reason why rm writlng about 1 for our -DATA FILE" Is

because people would Iike to know why 1 believe al what Stael

said ••• For a conclusion, 1would Just lilce to say that l'm nol sure about

what 1wrote on the map discussion where 1wrote a llne from CPI and

made a bubble and ln il 1wrote one person. Of course yeu know 1could

be wrong. 1 could be a two nwa diSCUS8lon and thafs why 1decided to

write about Staci'8 talking bear.

(D1S1a+1I3.01.23S8IDRGICoRlFerrartlHW--stacr8 BearTalk"]

ACter Ferrari finished reading, Staeî told the group anotber Cotton Candy

story after wbich 1commented on the 'document' Ferrari had produced. 1 marveled

at how in bis blurb he had "laId a story", 1 told my co-researcbers a littIe bit about

the relatively œœnt recognition of narrative in the academic world, and 1 thanlœd
Ferrari. 1 also remarked on how the discussion had stayed with him a long tilDe

since it bad occumd in Session 7 and we were now in Session 19. And 1 said 1

hoped others would be inspired to bring in DRG-œ1ated tbings they might tbink of

doing off-site•
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In tbis bis first researcb blurb dated Saturday, January 23, 1992 (sic),

Ferrari wresded witb the diIemma tbat Staci's stary about ber bear's ability ta taIk

presented 10 the other co-researchers.

In the first paragraph he demonstrated bow be was prepared 10 suspend

bellef in the face ofan idea tbat al fûst "seems a Iittle funny" and he admitted tbat "il

kind ofmaes you tbink for awhile". More tban meœly tœat il as an amusing ide&,

bowever, he recognjRd tbat "it Ieft me waDâng home with a lot of thought". He

found it 10 be "very interesting" becanse of Staei's credibility and he included otber

co-researchers in tbis assessment when he said, "We could tell she wasn't lying

about wbat she was saying". Saying tbat tbis "made people very confused", he

went on ta explain the dilemma. FlISt he stated wbat they did know ("We know it's

impossible for a bear to ta1kj and then he noted tbat il was '~ way sbe was

saying it" that "made it very interesting" (my italics). Next he provided a taste of the

bear story itselfand the reaction of the other co-researchers te it: "We knew she was

making the answers in her head". And tben he created a theory tbat could

accommodate Staei's interpretation: "but 10 her il could be lib the bear's aetuaIly

saying it" (my italics)•

In the second paragraph he loOk a reflexive, meta-Ievel look al why he

wrote tbis blurb and provided a resetlrch rationale for il when he explained why he

wrote about Staei's bear for the Data Flle. Then, concluding bis blurb, he wrote

explicitly of how the research discussion about Staei's bear bad prompted bim to

have second thoughts about what he bad written on the œsearch map in Session 17

and he explained the connection between thase second tbougbts and bis writing

about Staci's bear talk.

"CPl." In a second œsearch blurb, written al home and dated Sunday,

January 24, 1993, Ferrari did more work on bis understanding of "cpr' and

whetber il is something tbat cau he done by one persan. In this one he speculated

on the importance of tbis for our DRG œsearch.
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CP•

\Nhd CPI stands for il CoIlaborative (more than two)

Philosophical (philosophy) Inquiry (demanding questions). The reason

why l'm writing about this is because 1thlnk that CPI could be one person

because when vou ask yourself a question, VOu usuaIly answer il by

yourself. 1 yau've heard the expression, Thlnk before vou say or do

something. When yeu're thinking, yeu',. getting two points of view. What

your braln thinks vou should do and your mind. Having a discussion wfth

yourself la almost llice what most of us do. Answering your own questions

has happened at Ieast once or twice in philosophy, for example lers say

we were in philo8ophy and vou ask a question then VOu get onto the llat

again to answer il Hu that ever happened to vou?

Maybe to someone who hasn't thought It over yst about CPI

maybe wouldn't get the point of view that 1get about CPI Maybe what 1

wrote down could change the whole map about CPt.

[DIS1a+J93.01.24SulDRGlCoRlFerrarilHW·-C.P.1.'

Ferrari began tbis second research blurb with a clear statement of the

IDe8D iDg of CPI: "CPI stands for: '-conaborative (more tban two) Philosopbical

(pbilosophy) Inquiry (demanding122 questions)". Then he immediately explained

tbat he was writing about this because he lOOk issue with the idea that CPI is for

"more tban two". In a detailed explanation he provided severa! examples ta support

bis view and then he speculated tbat he may be onto sometbing impottant for our

research purposes ("Maybe wbat 1 wrole down could change the whole map about

cpr').

"lmaginary Friend". The third research blurb 'document' that Ferrari

wrote al home, this one un~ was inspired by Aracbnid's suggestion in the

previous session tbat everyone try inventing tbeir own imaginary friends. In this

blurb Ferrari provided vital statistics for bis imaginary friend and tben went furtber

122 Ferrari's use of the phrase -demandlng questionS- is worth noting since we did
not use such an expression in OAG. Since, as French Immersion students, my
c~researchers spent 80 much time thinkfng and leaming in French. and slnce
-demander- in French meana "to a.t'. il is conceivable that his use of
-demandfng questionS- is a carry-over from French.
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and tbeorized about the point ofhtlving an imaginary friend and its œlevance to our

phüosophical research.

Imagina" Frlend

Nam.: Dick Franky

Age: 10

Sex: Male

Fevourlt. Food.: ltalian, Chinese

Culture: ltaIian

Blrthdey: July 30

The point of having an imaginary friend il ta have discussions

with your friend but ifs really you thars asking them. Your lmaginary friend

could aJso be your conscience because you could have a good slde

friend and a bad side frlend. Usually these Iwo people come in handy

when your gonna do something wrong and something right. Uke in sorne

TV shows, when they have to malœ a decision elther what to do when

something is wrong. The bad conscience stands on the right side of your

head and the good conscience on the other side. New what this has ta

do with philosophy il that we'ra doing a map discussion in ORG We'ra

trying to figure out what CPI Is. We figured ft out and ft means ta have a

discussion with two people or more. But with one persan ft wouldn't be

doing CPI. Now what we're trying to research with our DRG group is trying

ta find out if having an imaginary friend would be a two man discussion.

Arachnid came up wfth the idea, but an imaginary frfend Just can't come by

making ft up. For exemple, if yeu say you want an imaginary friend, ft won't

just corne ta you like thal 1 wI come llice this. •• If one day you notice

yourself talking ta yourself and being answerad. thars when you know

that you have an imaginary friend. My imaginary friend came to me by

talking to myself and getting an answer. Thars when 1found out 1truly do

have an imaginary friend. But an imaginaJY friend can't pfck up things in

his hancls but if your friencl cen, ifs probably an illusion.

[D1S19f93.01.27WelDRGICoRIFerrarUHW·-lmaginary Frienc:r]

Wben Ferrari explained the point of baving an imaginary friend, he

provided two diffeœnt interpœtations: one was similar to the Cotton Candy case

C'to bave discussions with your friend but it's reaIly you that's asking them") and
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the other was a moral interpretation (C'could also he your conscience becanse you

could have a goad sicle friend and a bad side friend"). This second one was a point

he bad raised when we were construeting our first research map in Session 17 and

here he look the opportunity to explain and explore it in more detail in writing. Next

Ferrari articulated 'twhat this has to do with philosophy" specifically in relation te

the work we were doing in DRG. Of interest bere was bis desire 10 understand

better the present research issue Le. whether certain kinds of discussions counted as

CPI.

Doing DRG tbomework' was not part of our DRG project arrangement and

the fact that Ferrari loOk the timc and initiative 10 do this work at home is an

indication ofjust how sustained an interest he bad in working on these ideas.

New equipment and interviewing. Afœr a brief demonstratiOD of the new

audio recorders, 1 made some suggestions about how we might use them, one of

which was for interviewing. Tben, following up on observations we had made

ourselves in Session 9,123 1 inttoduced the research practice of USiDg interview

guides. 1explained that these documents consisted of a pjece of paper witb a list of

questions drawn up beforehand. And 1 suggested that wben someone had a guide

that was ready, we ought to do sorne test runs with co-researchers before going te

anyone outside of the group.

Map-making. Next, instead of suggesting tbat we move into the hbrary and

continue working on the master map as 1 had planned, 1 reaHmi that my

c~researchers would rather make their own choices about wbat 10 do today so that

we could begin 10 use the new equipmenL So instead 1 ended Startup by talking

about the value of map-making in general and 1 suggested that once every two

weeks we work on the map we started using colour coding to distinguisb the dates

we made additions.

123 See S09a: Refleetfons on Interviewlng Praetfce - Einsteln's PhilosophicaJ
Intervlewing Agenda in Storles 2: PhllosophlcaJ -Blossomlng-.
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Independent Research Activities

At this point he co-researchers worked at different aetivities with Einstein

filming what everyone was doing. Daisy was working on an interview guide.

Arachnid was working on a list of bis own which was inspired by the "What's the

SameIDifferent...1" list wc worked on in Session 12 and which he explained

this way:

Arachnld Iim working on - a Iist. Ifs about - ail kinds »> of forms of
discussion. (Reads fmm a paper he has ln his hand.)
Examples are: 'quarrel', 'debate', tg088ip·. And you have ta
put - what you - what the definition la and what you
thfnk la the same and whafa the dlfferance? (Points to the
computerscreen.) And what rm doing, rm putting a bit of
comedy in il? (He ffJIIds ftOm the scf88n.)

And Joey waited lo review a video tape he had made of an earlier session as camera
operator.

Two impromptu interviews

Fe"ari Interview: "What il 'DRG.'? Next Einstein moved back inlo the

h"brary where, without an interview guide, and video-taping al the same time, he

condueted an impromptu on-eamera interview of Ferrari who was sitting fonnally

at a Ubrary table. After asking Ferrari for bis name, Einstein began by asking him,

'~at is ORO?"

F.rrarl »> DRG is»> -Discussion Research Group· that we're
helping Judy - paeudonym?: Alison - to get her Ph.D.
[Einstein: Okay] ln our DRG group, »> we're tryfng ta get
- research whlch - liIœ (SrniUng) - -No man has done
before.-

Eln.teln And »> 1hear that you're tryIng to research »> what the
»> phllosophical discussions »> how they are different
tram »> nonnal discussions. Am 1correct? [Fenari: Yes.]
Okay.

»> what do you do - exactIy? Do you use computers or
something ln DRG?

F.rr.rl »> We have - elght different computers for everybody.
Two computers W8 can't use but - everybody has their
own tirne card which they can use - for- computers.

Elnateln And what do you do on the computers?
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Ferr.rl wea W8 have Reaearcher Profiles »> Nonnally »> what
you would want to do - If you wanted to wrlte sorne 
really wIcked - blurb or something -1'88I1y interesting that
you would lb to put down on disk - then you could do
that if you want

Einstein Okay. Thank you, Jaguar. 1mean, thank you, Ferrari.

The 'iime cards" Ferrari mentioned were the computer 101 cards on

which we traeked the amount of time each co-researcher logged al the computers in

an effort to be fair about who got to work on them when.124 When they finished

this interview, retuming ta Room 10 with the camera, Einstein playfully

interviewed Cotton Candy and Staci. Whoopy, meanwhile, said she was organizing

the computer log cards and explained how. Mariah said she was reviewing the

video of the discussion Joey had filmed and that she was "trying ta find things we

should change". At Einstein's request, she read part of the list she was working on.

And Jaguar was working on bis Researcher Prame al a computer.

While Einstein was interviewing Ferrari, 1 [Alison] was in another part of

the room and ooly saw this rather professional-looking and sounding interview for

the fmt time when 1 [Sigma] reviewed the video tape later. It made me wonder

about the need for an interview guide at all. On the other hand, 1 a1so wonder what

this interview would have been like if they had used an interview guide. As is, it is

really an infonnation providing sort of interview - the kind one might expect from

a raving news reporter perhaps. Worth noting is Ferrari's portrayal of 'research' as

what ''No man has done before". This suggests that he understood 'research' and

what "we're trying ta get" in ORO in ground-breaking or conbibution-to

knowledge tenns. This goes weB beyond the ldnd of 'researcb' he might have done

for a school project such as the $Chaol Science Fair which, by comparison, are

reports on other researchers' work.

124 For an example of a computer lime log card. _ Figure 18.
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• Daisy Interview: nWhat U. an interview guide exactly?" As she worked

al a computer, Einstein conducted a mini interview of Daisy on the subject of

interview guides.

Elnat.ln
Dalay

Elnat.ln
Dalay
Elnat.ln

What is an -interview guide" exactly?

(Continufng to wotIc on the computer and ta/king al the
ssme tlme) LUce »> 1 1want to interview for example »>
yeu -1 would use this »> so 1could figure out »> what 1
wanted.

What you want to say and ail that stuff?

Yeah. exaetly.

Oh ifs sort of Iilce a list of questions ta Interv(ew somebody.
(Daisy: Yeah.] Okay. Thank you.

•

•

This mini interview, also conducted without a guide, is another example of

interviewing for information. This lime Einstein either repeated what Daisy said or

he put words in ber mouth. The concept of an interview guide that they articulate is

rudimentary at best as was my [Alison's] introduction earUer in that session that an

interview guide "is simply a piete of paper with a list of questions on it". Daisy,

however, hinted at more when she said, "1 would use this »> so 1could figure out

»> wbat 1 wanted". This suggests a researcber agenda whicb the interview guide

would serve. Einstein, however, interpreted ber to mean tbat it belps her ta figure

out "'what you want to say and ail that stuff?" whicb may or may not suggest a

researcher agenda.

Knowing my students' capacities for asking philosophical questions, and

witnessing their enthusiasm for the aetivity of œsearch interviewing, 1 was less tban

satÎsfied with the interviewing in tbese two examples. 1 was more interested in

ensuring that our interviewing served philosophical research purposes and as such

empirical information-seeldng was not enough. However, at tbat particular point 1

needed to leam more myself and 1 was hOPeful that qualitative research üterature on

researcb interviewing in depth would belp.
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Reconstructing Map 1 - CPI

Later Ferrari lOOk over as camera operator and he and Einstein went into the

horary whcre, witb Map 1 - CPI spread out on a Iibrary table, Einstein

reconstrueted what wc bad donc.125

Einstein •s explanation. Einstein began bis description of how wc bad

made this map as follows:

(Looking Into the camera) Hello, Ferrari. What W8 have here lB a

map of our thoughts. Vou see we waAl mapping our thoughts - of the

two things. (Points ta the ~ DISCUSSION~bubble on the left) The main

subject here - Is -Discussion-. And over here (Points ta the

1LEARNING' bubble on the right.) - is -Leaming-.

And discussion - hom 1 DISCUSSION ~we get ~ CPI' (follows a

fine wIth hls finger ftom ~ DISCUSSION1up ta CPI at the top of the map.)

Our lines here - represent - whafs attached on to 1DISCUSSION ~ And

over here (Points to the dght slde of the map.) our lines represent what is

attached on - ta ~ LEARNING ~

(Polntlng atl DISCUSSION ~ and tumlng to look Into the eatnBra.)

From discussions W8 gel what WB eatllcpl' And CPI - lB - collaborative,

philosophical, inquiries. Sc thafs 'collaborative' - Il means more - two

or more. 'Philosophical' Is philosophical - like philosophy cIas&. And

'inquiries' are Iike ideas. blurbs, thoughts, essaya.

He continued with an cxplanation of an the other subcategories of

discussions.

(Tumlng back to the' discussion 1side of the msp and painting

to .chbubble as he mentions It.) And - from discussions W8 &Iso have

llarqe group 1and 1smaI group ~ (Painting ta the lines that link these

two bubbles ta CPI al the top.) And J smaI aroup 1and' large group ~

are aIso CPI And from l smaI group 1we aIso have' DRG 1which is our

Discussion Research Group which we are worldng on now »>

125 To Hst follow Elnstein's reconstruction, ... his computer graphie version of
Map 1 in Appendix B: Co-te.earr:hinl1 Stones Re_rch Maps.
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(Polntlng st the line Ilnking 1discussion 1to thsl one person 1
bubble on the left.) There's a ~ discussion 1- ~ one person ~

because there can be a on.person discussion. (Sitting down at the table

beslde the map.) Thars what we're tryfng to find out Uke a one-persan

discussion. Uke 1could taIk to myself. Uke, ~il - (swiwIs on his chair

·pretendlng to he IWO dilferent people) - Hi, Einstein. Hay man, did you

know that e-mc2? - Sure.- Okay, anyway.

Einstein provided this reconstruction without hesitation and with an air of

authority - an indication of how weil he felt he understood the relationships wc

drew on this map. He wu al ease with the concepts and relationships the map
represented as he explained what the words in each bubble and the lines tbat

connect them meanL And he showed that he wu aware of the fronder of our

inquiry when he œached the , DISCUSSION - ONE PERSON1bubble and said, '-ntat's

what we're trying ta find out" - i.e. whether there can be a one-persan discussion.

However, there were a1so some holes in bis explanations.

(Standing up and painting to the mBP.) From ~ ONE PERSON 1we

can gel r DIALOGUE WITH A BEAR 1whlch was brought up by Stad, and

, IMAGINAfRV FRIEND (src) OA ANIMALS ~

And tram r ONE PERSON 1you can &Iso get 1HAVING At
PSCUSSION WITH VOlJA GOOD SIDE OF VOU AKJ THE BAD SIDE OF Yôg

W'O VOUR MIND. THAT'S THREE qHINGS) ~ - So you know like

conscience.

And , ONE PERSON 1aIso leads up te CPI (Tumlng to look inta

the camera again.) Weil thars what we're tryfng to figure out. Like, la il

'collaborative' taJking ta yourself? Because VOu are only one persan.

As he continued, Einstein made incrcasingly subtle înterpretations. He

acknowledged which co-researcher brought up a key point (''which was brought up

by Staci") and he offered a furtber interpretation of the 1HAVING A DISCUSSION WDij
NOOR OOOD SIDE OF YOU AND mE BAD SIDE OF vou AND YOtJIl MIND. mATS nnŒij
fuûNOS) ~ bubble when he said, "So you know like conscience."

(Moving over ta the otherskie of the map.) Over on this side, we

have' LEARNING ~ (Painting to the Une Ilnldng LEARNING ta CP1J Leaming

is aIso CPI - because you Ieam how to do il ln 1LEARNING 1you get
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l RESULTS ~ And our l'88ults W81'8 - • you and 1did, Ferrari - W8 did a

1RAP~
And then from 1LEARNING 1W8 &Iso get 1PROCESS ~ And

'process' is - things that we process - from leaming. Uke »> ~ MAXI
PSCUSSIONS ~126 Those 818 the processes - thars one thing that we

process 'rom leaming. We &Iso gel1THOUGHTS I-and thoughts lead ta

, MAXI DISCUSSIONS1- and thoughts lead ta IIDEAS ~ - and Ideas

lead ta J MAXI DISCUSSIONS1- and ideas lead to 1BLURBS 1- and

blurbs lead ta 1ESSAYS 1- and blurbs and essaya d lead ta 1MAXi
PSCUSSIONS ~

(Painting ta the lines I/nklng • series of bubbles ln .~) And

from ~ PROCESS ~ W8 &Iso havellDEAS 1-' BLUABS 1-J ESSAYS l
And-

At this point, Einstein had reached the part ofmap that Ferrari (and Whoopy
earlier) had said that some of the others had trouble understanding. So, still

operating the video camera, Femri took this opportunity to ask bim about il.

Questioning Einstein's mapping. Up ta this point, Einstein did bis
reconstruction of the map without heing interrupted. By this time Daisy, who bad

been working on her interview guide nearby, gradually moved closer to the table ta

observe and 1 [Alison] was also standing by, watcbing.

'emnstein," Ferrari interjecte<l politely, "1 have a question for you." Einstein
stopped and said, ··Sure".

Ferr.rl Vou had' PROCESS lleading to 1ESSAYS ~ When yeu do
an essay, what is it - (He adjlJStS the position of the
camera 50 he can see EInstein wh/le he talks ta hlm.) What
does il mean - by having an ESSAY ofn - 1don't
understand what you mean by PROCESS golng to
1ESSAYS ~ When yeu write an essa~what kind of process
are you getting - by dolng that?

•
128 'Maxl discussfon' is the term we used in class phllosophy ta refer ta an in

depth discussion that couId last for many clau philosophy sessions -depending
on how long the students sus1ained thelr interest in it. We usually began such a
discussion with a broad tapie or question, we did -Questions Arising- to
generate questions we thought that we Ihould address ln a discussion on that
tapie and then used those questions as points of entry into the discussion.
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Einstein Irs a proceas of 1LEARNING ~ (points to 1LEARNING1on
the rnsp) - because - you leam - in essays - cuz Iike
- Vou leam how to do Il Vou Ieam ft. Uke VOu Ieam - an
essay - vou leam fITJm an e_y. An -.ay il somethlng
you have to leam. Vou have to ~ And 'essay' means try.
So yeu have to t'Yand write something _.

Ferr.rl Weil [EInstein], when you do an essay, you don't exaetly 
leam somethlng from il Irs aImost lika writlng another
story.

Einstein But you can leam something from Il

When Ferrari asked Einstein about '1 PROCESS lleading ta 1BSSAYS t' he

picked two bubbles wbich were on opposite sicles of the 1LEARNING1sicle of the

map such that the "leading to" relationship between 1PROCESS 1and 1ESSAYS 1was

based on a daisy-chain of links ta and tbrough other bubbles. Although Einstein's

response ta Ferrari's question had a quality of 'thinking on your feet' ta it,

undaunted by the question, he responded with confidence and as he did so, he

played with subde shades of what it might mean ta 'leam' (i.e., you leam in essays;

you leam how to do essays; you leam it, you leam /rom an essay, and because

'essay' means try, you also leam to try or you leam by trying). And when Ferrari

was still doubtful, Einstein added the nuance tbat you do not necessarily leam but

that you can leam from essays. Then he tumed back ta the map to resume his

reconstruction.

Einstein Okay. AIso we have trom' LEARNING ~ HOWTO DO CPI
because - you Ieam MW ta do CPt And HON TC
~ _da to MAXI DISCUSSION And LEARNING aIso
leada to MAX. DISCUSSION

Ferr.rl Veah but - when yeu Ieam - you don't really need to
have a maxi discussion - bet:ause-

[At this point 1 [Alison) came bacIc Into the Ubraty after
havlng left for a moment ta checIc out a noise that came
(rom the otherco-reseamhefS ln Room 10.)

Einstein But VOu leam how to do !hem. Vou leam how to do them 
VOu Ieam how te>-

Ferr.rl So »> Should ft be - fllpped by the other WII}J around
because - having a nmi discussion - leamlng a maxi
discussion shoulcl be - 'Maxi discussion is leaming 
because you're leaming !rom dolng a maxf discussion.
you're not leaming how to do a mmd discussion. Because
in other wonJs, if yeur teacher saie/, -00 a composition in
phllosophy »> ft would be dolng »> a rnmd discussion.
It would almost be llke dolng a discussion with your group•
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At first Ferrari questioned whether tbere should be a link between

II"'""LEARNIN---o-I and ~ MAX( DISCUSSION ~ al ail since baving a mui discussion is not a

necessary condition for leaming. However, when Einstein replied that there is a

reIationship between these two because you have to '1eam how to do" maxi

discussions, Ferrari adjusted bis objection ta include Einstein's point by DOW

questioning the direction of the relationship between Iearning and maxi discussions

("Should it be - flipped by the other way around") becanse "you're leaming from
doing a maxi discussion, you're not learning how to do a maxi discussion".

Then Ferrari produced an example which 1 [Judy/Sigma] interpret by

ret1ecting on what he might have meant in tenns of our cIass philosophy

experience. When he said, "00 a composition in philosophy-" 1 interpœt that ta

mean write a 'bIurb' since the term 'composition' is one he might have used with

bis language arts teaeher but is not one we used in philosophy. And when he said

"It would almost he like doing a discussion with your group", he might have been

referring to how reading our blurbs aloud would often lead 10 a discussion of the

ideas in it. Einstein, however, heId his ground.

Elna'.ln But leaming is the main thlng because we couldn't get a
maxi discussion 1 we didn'f leam how to do 1 - fim of
ail. .. »>

By now the argument came ta resemble that of 'Which came ÎllSt, the

chicken or the eg?' and that MaY explain why Einstein held bis &round.

, LEARNlNO l"is still the main thmg" he argued in favour of retaining the relationship

the way it was on the map, ''because we couIdn't get a maxi discussion if we didn't

leam how to do it - first of ail."

Asking Alison. Alter tbis exchange, Einstein took over as camera operator
and 1 [Alison] moved around ta the other side of the table. Daisy meanwhile had

pulled up a chair and was sitting at the table at the top of the map such that she

could sec it upside down. Pointing 10 the Iines on the map and looking al Einstein

who was behind the camera, 1interjected to explain how you can write on the lines

which link the bubbles 10 describe the relationships they had ta eacb other.

Ferr.rl 1wu saying W8 could write ra le.din to 1PROCESS ~
and why process leads to MAX. DISCUSSION see but 
if W8 Imew that before we started off we could've made
straighter Unes which could have - we coulet have wrote
on top because now [Einstein], here where you wrote
curved (ines we could still do ft - but -
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1 offered to go and get a pen 50 that we could do that now.

Fe"ari's interpretation. Convinced that the way we had done the map was

not good enough, Ferrari was intent on making changes to it to make it beuer. Of

particuIar inteœst is how, despite bis doubts about Einstein's rendering of the

relationsbips on the map, he was not pressing to over-ride them or to delete tbem

and start over. Rather he was interested in exploring what Einstein had in mind and

then fmding a way to make appropriate modifications to the mapping Einstein had

done. It was not sa much that Einstein was wrong but rather that bis map was

inadequate.

•

Ferr.r•

•

Ferrari was standing on the same sicle of the table as Daisy 50 he too was looking al

the map upside down. As he spoke he extended both anns as if he were a salesman

demonstrating a new product as he pointed 10 each clement on the map and their

linking lines. The more he said, the faster he spoke.

It was oot only that Eiostein's mapping left sometbing 10 he desired in terms

of content, but a1so in terms of process. Ferrari was botbered by the fact that

Einstein had nID away with the bail as it wcre. He had done tbis part of the map on

his own and without involving the other co-researchers who were present. If he

had, he might have avoided the Pr0blems Ferrari was identifying of everything

being linked to everytbing else to the point of losing meaning. However, even al

that, he still did oot ntle out the possibility tbat Einstein might have a plausible

explanation and 50 again he asked him to explain. Einstein did of course have an

explanation and he did not hesitate 10 offer il again. In terms of persistence, these

two were a match for each other.
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As he ta1ked, Ferrari's used bis hands in an animated way and he used the cap of

the red marker to move around the map touching each bubble and tracing each line

emphatically to help make bis point.

For Einstein, it seems, the relationships between ail these concepts were

reciprocal. For Ferrari however, each represented something different in a way tbat

precluded reciprocity. The more Ferrari pressed Einstein, the more it became

apparent that he bad an agenda of bis own and one about which he bad strong

feelings. Bach time he asked Einstein 10 explain bis actions, it was as if he was

looking for Einstein to give in and admit that tbeœ was a problem. Eventually

Einstein began to express an inlerest in how eue he could have done ît.

Elnateln Weil ifs because »> Weil how sise did VOu want me to put
Il on? Because 1rœan 1can't put il O"to - 1can't put
1THOUGHTS 1onto1DISCUSSION ~

Ferr.rl Vou could have made another- bubble -. Okay listen 
.'re gonna - (waIts a moment ta say something to Alison
who is ta/king ta someone else)

A Iikely reason why Einstein said, "1 can't put 1THOUOHTSl ooto

l''''"'''D-IS-CU-SS-IO-N-r' was that 'thoughts' was under 'leaming' - i.e. on the other sicle of

the map from 'discussion'. Now tbat Einstein was sbowing signs tbat he might

consieler modifying how he had done the map, Ferrari had a suggestion to make.

But first he wanted ta check with me that it was alright ta make changes to the map.
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F.rr.rl

AII.on

Ferr.rl

Eln.teln

F.rr.rl

AII.on

Ferrari

AII.on

F.rr.rl

Alison - May lask you a question? 1wanted ta know if 
maybe we could - make a Ifne gofng &Cross here (he
motions wIIh hIs hand a possible dMdlng line above the
1PROCEssl and ~ MAXJ DISCUSSIONI bubbl.) - golng
lika lllat - and make a line leadlng to 80mething else.
Because thls - over here -1 you look al ft V8lY carefully
- every single thlng is attaehed ta 1LEARNINGJ - every
single subject here ia attached to-everythlng elae.

And they shouldn't be?

No -1 doesn't make sense because - Vou don't leam
1THOUGHTS Iwfth IIDEAS ~ Weil ifs almost - you could
because - when you hear someone else's Idea il gives
you thoughts. But here, VOu can't getl RAP ~from - (to
Einstein) Am 1blockfng your view?

No. From J RESULTS (- but Judy told me ta - that you
get rap from result8. Because rap Is a reault.

..-~......- ...
Veah okay. But look over here. Vou went PROCESS to
1THOUGHTsl-tol/DEASI-But to BLURBS -When
xou pet an idea - yes, sometimes VOu make a blurb but 
j ESSAYS ~ Essaya la the same thlng lika a blurb.

Each one you',. dolng, you',. talklng yourself Into it.
(Chuck/es.)

But now - essaysl - you're addlng al the WI1Jf ta
1PROCESS '(he traces the ".".,along the bottom Ilne
on the msp) - which 1PROCESS Ils added to l MAXI
PSCUSSION ~ Ifs making Ring around the Rosie.

Ifs saying too much do VOu thlnk?

Il'a -trs too much Information, 1mean - one wotrl could
maIœ al these (points ta THOUGHTS-IDEAS-BLURBS
ESSAYS) •

•

Try as he might, Ferrari could not get any of bis objections ta stick - not

even for bimself. First he objected ta the ünk between l'I1IOOO1RS 1and ~ IDEM 1and
saon self-corrected when he reaJjzed that someone else's idea could give you
thoughts. So then he tried objecting ta the link between ~ RAP 1and 1RESULTS l but

when Einstein said that 1 [Judy] had S8Detionecl that one and tbat rap is a result,
Ferrari conceded that point too. So then he went ta how Einstein had lînked

1PROCESS 1to ~ nlOUGHTS1to' mEAS 1to ~ BLURBS 1ta , ESSAYS 1until he reaIized tbat

these links too made more sense than he bad thought. And even though he

recogl1Îzed that there was sorne merit in them, he still maintained that what was
problematic was how they wcre mapped.
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Alison's suggestions. Next, using the analogy of map insets which are

enlargements of particular portions of a (arger map, 1 [Alison] suggested that wc

could try ta make a map of just one connection. However, tbis did not reaIly lead

anywhere. Reassuring bath Feaari and Einstein that tbis was '~ust the beginning"

and that "tbis is maybe the ftrst version and that we might scrap this one altogether"

1 [Alison] suggested that we not worry 50 much about this al this point. "But this

one will teaeh us how to mate a better one. [Fenari: Yes!] And that better one will

teaeh us how 10 make an even bener one." Then, as this session came to an end,

we taIIœd about practical matters regarding how we should continue to do our

mapping.

S20: ProcessiContent & Sigma Stalling Tactics

My baving produced the new audio and video equipment the clay before

revived my co-researchers' interest in doing researcb interviews which we bad last

done in Session 9. However, 1 bad not had time ta investigate techniques of

research interviewing. So now in Session 20 the very next day, in more moments

of Sigma tension, 1 [Alison] continued ta re5ist my co-researcbers' enthusiasm and

tried &gain to bold them back.

Sc"iqn 2Q • Th"rlW. 'qnURa 28. 1993.8 Co-rclcqrcherl127

To begin this session, 1 [Sigma!Alison] explained the distinction between

process and content in our researcb work. In a session whicb 1 described in my

Sigma Notes as a '6J»rocess Session", we reviewed another one of our video tapes

and we taIIœd about how we were conducting our researcb and bow we could

develop our œsean:h practices. Then we spent most of the session collecting,

identifying and dating documents for a data fl1e. We taIIœd about how best 10 use

the video camera for researcb purposes. We tbought about confidentiality issues

and the importance of using our research pseudonyms on cverytbing.

Wc also talked about how best to proceed with research interviewing. When

it was my tum al the end of Startup, as one of eight items to bring ta my

127 Unlesa otherwlse Indlcated, the data for thls session are from the verbatim
transcript of the video tape for Session 20. Thursday, January 28. 1993.
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co-œsearcbers' attention, 1 made an explicit request to delay conducting researcb

interviews until 1could spend more lime pœparing for it.

With regard to doing interviews and uslng the littIe, new tape

recorders »> 1need Just -th18 weekend »> to F88d - up on Il. »> 1

think only »> Daisys interested at the moment so n Just »> taIk to vou

- about ft today; but anybody else - wei until 1do a littJe thing - with

vou - about interviews - œfore VOu get started »> with that sa that

can come later.

But. 1looked al Il Iast night and ifs more complicat8d !han we

think. Because we have to keep - Il has to be about thls (points to the

'content' Map 1: CPI-Discussion for Leaming, which Is taped to the white

board behind)- 1 can't be about - vou know - -Do vou like

phUosophy?- because - thafs not - thet has nothing to do with 

what's the difference between certain kinds of discussions.

We dld that when Monica was here. Right? Because W8 dld- 

we jUit wanted something to talk about and ahe didn't know VOu - and

she didn' know whatto talk about sa ahe said that And that wu fine.

And for praetfsing to do that »> the interview guides that we

make need - to - be - very specifie - and thafs why we neec:t to work

on the map - on a regular basis.

Daisy intenupted with a point of information saying tbat she thougbt the

people we were going 10 interview weren't going 10 be from ORO and if SO, tbat

would make it bard [to work on our ideas from the map]. To this 1 œplied tbat they

migbt be people from my other philosopby classes. However this did not address

the issue she was concemed about. Latet Mariah wondered if we could interview

at/ults instead of kids. She had in mind people Iilœ Monica or somebody from

McGill who might be invited 10 wateb us work on the map and then we could

interview them afterwards. Thal in tum led me [Alison] to suggest tbat we might

consider interviewing their own parents alter our up-coming philosophy

demonstration class planned for the end of the ycar. Unfortunately, despite my

c~bers' enthusiasm for these ideas, we Dever did actually carry them out.

My co-researchers accepted my request for a delay and, tbinking about my

concems, and keeping in mind my cali for interviewing for DRO map-related

research ideas (as contrasted witb survey questions sueh as "Do you Iike

philosophy'l"), they made suggestions about who else we migbt interview. Still, 1
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•

remember being aware (and not proud) of my stalling taetics and 1 was not happy

about standing in tbeir way.

S21: Exploring 'Philosophical' (Map 2)

Ferrari', Tb,plY

Philosophy is ...

liA lamily 01 ils own in which everything makes sense".

The next two meetings of DRO were canœUed due ta Parent Interview

evenings and when we resumed a week liter for Session 21, we made our fml

'sub-map' (Map 2: Col-labor-ative Philoso.pbical Inquiry) as we began to explore

how discussion for learning is philosophical. Wben 1 taIked 10 my cCHesearchers

about the difference between 'content' and 'process' in our DRO research aetivity in

Session 20, 1 said that bath were important. And because in the previous session

we had been mosdy caught up in 'process' activity, for Session 21 1 suggested and

my co-resarcbers agreed tbat we spend tbis session on 'content'. Which content,

however, we could decide together.

Sellion 21 • WednCId4,y. F,brugr.Y 10. 1993· 4 Co-r"earcherl

In a session 1 think of as the "lollipop" session, wc (Alison, Ferrari, Joey

and Mariab) met in the Library so tbat we could spread out our big research map
chatt paper on a library table. Savouring lollipops which were the refresbments 1
had brought for this session, we sat on chairs around the table facing each other for

discussion purposes and also so tbat we could easily add contributions to Map 1:

"CPI-Discussion for Leaming". Mariah operated the video camera and did not

contribute to the first part of the discussion.

When we began, 1 reca1Ied that what 1 wanted to get al in the research

project was whether there is anytbing special about our class philosophy

discussions, "Or are thcy just Iike every - any otber discussion you might have

any other time, any other placeT' Then 1 revicwed my reasons for the phrase

"Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry" 1 had devised saying, ''because tbat's wbat

it's trying to be".
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AII.on But 1don't know whether you - whether the students in

the cIass »> S88 il as »> 1 fl'a anythfng differem? - Vou
might not because you've 8Iways had - philosophy in
schooI 50 il might not seem IlIce, -Oh "'f goodnessl This is
really differentl-

Joey asked, "And "inquiry"? What's 'inquiry'?" And 1 replied briefly that inquiry is

where you "sort ofexplore and ask questions and try to figure out'.

Jo.,
Ferr.rl

Jo.,

Sa thafs what we·,. doing. We're doing philosoph- 
we're doing -

Thafs why she gave us the name. -COllaborative
Philosophicallnquiry"

Yes.Thafsrightl

Comparing and Contrasting

•

At this point 1suggestcd that theœ were a couple of ways we could look al

tbis, one of which was "to do a -contrast. Lilœ - sec what's different between

what we do in class and other things - liIœ debating, for example". However, 1

did not know what exPerience my co-researcbers may bave had witb debating 50

instead 1 suggested t.v. talle shows tbey MaY have seen.128

Tel'. talle shows. Using the show Sally Jesse Raphael as an example, we

agreed that they discuss things. Then 1 asked, "Now do they do it the way we do?

Or is there something - different - about what they do?" Joey said they have an

audience and we agreed that in class philosophy discussions wc too have an

audience because, as Ferrari put il, ''Ves, becallse when we taIk - people lnten."

and Joey agreed saying, "Yeah, exaetly". But then Ferrari Doticed tbat tbere are

differences. Altbough people do raise tbeir hands to speak on a taIk show, they

OOn't have a name recorder list or an overhead projector the way we do in class

philosophy.

•
128 For more on what the co-researchers had to say about the slmilaritles and

differances between clau philosophy discussion and deb&tes and talk shows.
see S05: Research Discussion -PhllotlophlcaJ Discussions. Debates and Talk
Shows ln Storle. 2: PhllosophlCIJI -Blossomlng- above. HerB we directed our
attention specffically to IlmilaFlUes and dlfferences ln relation to doing
phltosophy.
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• Alison

Ferr.rl
Okay. Now why not - do VOu suppose?

Weil trs a tBJIc show. See - when you do philosophy trs
aImost li.. - trs - ifs -. •• 1cent flnd the good words
to put ft - Irs afmost lilœ we're doing Il - lilce on purpose
Iilce - we're doIng - philosophy- lika .'re not - doing
-8 debate - we're doing phllosophy. [Alison: Okay.] So
doing a debate would be - doing a debate and - doing
philosophy would be dofng philosophy.

loey, meanwhile was beginning to think aloDg a different line as he wondered

aloud whetber what they do on the Sally Jesse Raphael show is 'discussing' or

'debating'. Acknowledging tbat that was a good question, we did not pursue it al

thattime.

News shows and interviews. Next 1 asked about news shows on which

there were interviews with people and when Ferrari responded to that, he amused

us with a Iittle parody of what it would he Iike if the news were done in a debating

fasmon.

•
Ferrari Weil that', almost »> that's - almost -'inquiry' - [Joey:

Yeah.] - and askfng questions [Alison: Uh-hmm.] Sa ifs
Inquiry. But ifs not debate because If the news forecast
»> man says, "Tomorrow ifs golng to be 20 degrees· you
don't see sorne man .y, -No Il fan'tl going to be 20
degrees1 [We sllaugh] ifs going to be 19f »> That's
debating.

That was not quite what 1 meant, however, and when 1 asked them if they ever

watehed news shows '~here they bave a whole bunch of people around and they

talle about - the issues - tbey talle about what's going on in polilies - ? Or

something like that'?", Ferrari and loey shook tbeir heads and 50 we moved on.

Family shows. When we tried to think of other kinds of t.v. shows, loey

said that he only watebed family shows like Roseanne.

•

Alison

Joey

Ferr.rl

Yeah, weil okay. But let's lookat Roseanne. - Do they talk
- about things?

Weil sometfmes - There's aIways an issue to Il [Alison:
Yeah.)

There's always Ru - not Oka - There's always a tnOI8Ito it.
Uke al the end of the story there aIways has to be
something that - that she cid wrong [Joev: A fable] and
the mother has ta say- no 1mean the Idd has to say, ·Oh,
l'm sorry" - You know the,.'s aIways a moral ta Il
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This reminded me the show Doogie Howser in which the main character ends each

show by actuaIly typing the &'issue" or "moral" of the show mto bis computer and

we took a moment or two to imitate and appreciate how he clid tbat and how, as 1

put il, &They make you think a Iittle". Joey and Ferrari agreed. But then Ferrari

compared tbis example to debating.

Ferr.rl

AII.on

Ferr.rl

But he'. not - but he'. not 8IWays - but - r. not really
dBbating - Oka - when yeu 888 - news l's not really
debatlng. Ifs »> collaboratJve - no, no. Collaborative
means uh- what does Il mean?
Worklng togethe,•••

Worldng together. When vou work together ta find out
what - the - fol'8C8St la going ta be so l's collaboratfve.
But Ifs not philosophical. [Alison: Uh-hm] Secause once
yeu',e up - cuz you get up in the sky wtth a helicopter,
thafs how VOu find out the forecast. »> - l's not
philoaophical. And 'inquiry' - yu VOu could ask questions
• •• IIke•••Well you don't ask questions ta your Lv. but
- 1don' think you'd be asking questions because 88 saon
88 you find out the temperature, VOu see Il on the news
forecast.

•
In making these observations, on bis own initiative, Ferrari was using the

tIuee CPI concepts ecoUaborative', 'philosophical' and 'inquiry') as an inquiry

tool.

Still not yet having decided what tapic we were going to concentrate on for

this session, tbinking of one possibility, I asked:

AII.on Okay. So what - do we want ta make a map maybe of the
difference between - CPI - or »> what we do - weil 1
mean we can cali it whatever VOu like-

This time it was Joey who suggested a conceptual approach and this in very clear

tenns.

•

Joey

AII.on

Joey

AII.on

Maybe we can Just do like uh Collaborative =, and then after
Philosophical =and Inquiry =.
Weil we could have four different pages.

• • • We need three.

Th....? 'CoIlaborative'? 'Philosophical'? and 'Inquiry'?
[Joey: Yeah.] And then use - use thase other things, like
the news or whatever just 10 throw light on whatever il fs
that we are trying ta say?
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• At this point loey started ta tbink about Roseanne again saying that it is

6&aIso liIœ family Iife a bit" wbile 1 was still trying to work out which new map we

should make for our second map. Wben 1 asked which of the concepts we should

do - wbich would he the ea5iest to start with, Ferrari was also thinldng about

other t.v. shows and tbis lime he thought of Coach. When 1 said 1 bad never

watehed that one, he gave us a brief account of an episode he bad in mind and tben

concluded, u_ so - 1 find it's debating. »> It's debating. But it's not

philosopbical".

It was when 1 asked him "Why not?" that, using a 'family' metaphor, he

began to articulate the beginnings of a tbeory about what pbilosophy is...

In maldng tbis observation Ferrari was maldng a conccptual analysis exploratory

move of trying to say what something is by trying ta say what it is 1IOt. In this case,

by comparing and contrasting using a variety of examples, the best Ferrari could

say was 50metbing like this: wbatever pbilo5Ophy is, it is not debating. And

because he was finding it 50 difficult to find what it is, he said, &'It's just - itself"

and "...philosophy - bas its' own family". Then uttering a classic example of a
'tentative' conclusion, he said, "Let's just say lib that. Tbere's notbing else that's

almast like philosophy". But then, aImost in the saBle breath, and in a self

corrective move he added, "- just - maybe - debating". Then he retumed ta his

earlier conclusion: "But philosophy is philosophy".

•

Ferrari Weil in philosophy-. Philosophlcal la - is aImost Iike - is
like another-It's like - ••• Someth- -Ifs like - Ifs just
- itself. There's nothing that - that - that la another word
for 'philosophy'. »> IIIce philosophy - has Ifs own family.
Lefs just IS'/ lb that There's nothing else that's almost
Iike phllosophy - just - rnaybe debating. But philosophy
ra philosophy. (Alison: Okay sc we could -.]

Beginning Map 2: Collaborative _ Inquiry

"ar.ah 1think -, okay. 1think philosophy - can be - »>
anything. Uke - Just _ long _ you're - talking - and
yoLtre »> having - okay.

•
When Mariah. who was operatiDg the camera, made this couunent 1 Doticed

that we seemed ta he gravitating towards &pbilosophical' as a tapie for our nen map
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•
and 50 1 said, "Well let's put same things down just about philosopby then. We'll

just do 'philosopby'. And tben we'U figure out the teSt - from tbere. 00y7 So

wbo wants to start?" 7"!1e .

Ioey thougbt 1should start (the map) and so, witb no objection from anyone

else, 1 loOk a moment 10 work out with tbem bow and wbere we sbould start - al

the top? in the middle? Did we tbink it would 'go wide' or 'stay narrow'? Then,

alter considering various alternatives, using a red marker, 1 wrote 'Pbilosopby'

across the top of the page and saiel:

Next a drew a short line down from 'Philosophical' and a long horizontal line

across under the word 'Philosophical' in the style of a family tree and 1 asked,

"Sball 1 write along this whole think, 'Family of its own'7 Wheo Ferrari said ta

write a "bubble", 1turned the horizontalline in10 a long narrow rectangle and wrote

'':amily of its own" inside il in black letters. Theo 1 said, "And 1 want to know

who's in the family" al which everyone chuckled while Joey said, "We're stuck,"

and Ferrari jokingly started to name ail the co-researchers.

•

AII.on

Ferrari

And then .11 put - Uke a famIy tree - (Ferrari: Uh-hm]
and we'll put 81 the thlngs that we can thlnk of that - !hat
phJlosophy rNkes us thlnk of - thafs part of phllosophy
- and 1hope that Mariah la not golng to forget what she
just said a minute ago because 1dldn't - Okay. So we'll
write here, 'Philosophy'. [Wtftes Phllosoph- and stops.) Do
1 want ta put 'Philosophlcal' or 'Philosophy'? [Ferrari:
'Phllosophical'; Mariah: 'Phllosophy') [1 hesltate a moment
and then finish the WOtrI by wrlting 'Phllosophlcal'J. Okay.
Alrighl 80••• [to Ferrari] 1heard you say, -It's JUst itself'.

Yeso •• Uke a family of its own.

IlPhilosophy con be anything". Theo 1 tumed to Mariah and asked ber

what sbe had said before.

Mar'ah

AII.on

Weil thought that »> that philosophy should Just be Iilce
»> is anything as long as you're havlng a discussion with
two people. Uke - kind of liIœ »> a quarrel or something
_129

So - can be about anything.

•
129 This example of 'quarrel' that Marfah gave may have been inspired by the

discussion ahe wu Involved ln with others in 8essfon 14 when they worked on
the SamelDlfferent Ifst. see 814 Making our F1rst Video Tape under 81 3-15:
Beginnlng to Make our Progress VIsible ln Stones 4: Uvlng and Leam/ng.
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Mariah agreed 10 my interpretation of what she was ttying to say as tbat philosophy

cm he about anything and 50 1 drew a line down from "Family of its own" and

joined it to a bubble in which 1wrote "cau he about anything".

Uln philosophy anything ma/ces sense". At tbis point Ferrari interjected

with a related point.

Ferrari And &Iso in phil080phy rw leamed that anything makes
sense in philo80phy.

Whüe 1 was still writing Mariah's idea, 1 asked Ferrari if he wanted to write what

he bad just said on the map but before he could answer, 1 needed to taIk to Mariah

some more about ber idea.

As 1continued to write on the map, 1remarked that '.,-ms is going to he Iike rules of

the game". Meanwbile, using a green marker, Ferrari made a new bubble on the

otber sicle of the map 1 wbicb he wrote: "Anything you say in pbilosopby makes

sense".•

AII.on

Mar.ah

AII.on

Marlah

AII.on

Marlah

»> Mariah, cfld you say - do VOU want to say. MMust have
- at least two peopIe'r' Or-

Yeah.

Or must have discussion? Or

Must have two people.

[Ta Matiah.] Two people or more?

Yeah. Two people or more.

By this lime Ferrari and 1were writing on the map at the sante lime and 1 suggested

to Mariah that she move around witb the camera and tape over our shoulders as wc

wrote. Then 1 asked what else we wanted to say.

Even an imaginary friend? Ferrari read the bubble 1 had just made which

saiel, "Must have two people or more" and, thinking perbaps of our Cotton Candy

discussion, he exclaimed, "Oh - no!"

•

Ferrari

AU.on

»> Now we have to start everything again. - Remember
»> [Alison chuckles.] - having a discussion with
yourself? 50 - tram -must have two people or morer you
could write. Wfmaginary friend"? And under 'maglnary
trienef' Mite, IIf1ave a discussion--

50 the -people- [CiICfes the won:I people' i1 the -must
have Mo people or mG"- bubble and dia_ a joIning lins
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• Ferrari

AII.on

ta a ntIWbubbIB andsays aJoud as sile W1ft8s) - ·could be
fmaginary frfend"?

lmaginary friend.

-COuld be - imaginary frfend" - okay. »>

After 1 cbeclœd with Mariah tbat the camera was working properly, Ferrari

continued saying, "Okay from - 'could be an imaginary friend' - we could write

'your conscience'''. Then, making a conncction witb a bubble he had wriuen earlier

he went on: uAnything you say in philosophy malœ$ sense" even "could be an
imaginary friend".

Ferrari Okay 50 [maJeing a connectlon wfth a bubble he had wrftten
eaJ11et) - ·anything vou say in phflosophy makes sense
even ·could be an imagInary friend". So do you think 
should we make a line ail the way here? [Alison: Hnm.] Cuz
·could be an imaginary frfen~ malœs sense.

•

Then we took a few moments ta work out just how to write this on the map.

Maybe the 'must' should say 'usual'y'? Up ta this point we had becn

thinking up what to write and putting our ideas on the map without really

discussing them. Now, in view of Ferrari's remark about having to stan ail over, 1

wondered aloud ifmaybe the word "must" in Mariah's idea was too sttong.

AII.on

Ferrari

AII.on

Marlah

AU.on
Marlah

AII.on

Ferrari

»> Okay... But 1 think we need to work on this
more. •• Maybe the ·must' should say ·uIuallY-.••

Okay, la circle -ntusf'-
Or do we mean by ·must - Mariah, do you mean 'has
to'? •• We can't - possibly do il with 1858 than two
people?

No. 1don't think 80.

You don'!? Not even with an fmaginary friend?

Yeah.. With an lmaglnary friend.

That COunts as a second person. Weil what about your own
conscience?

Your own conscience fa MO people: the good side and the
bad side. -It would be three people. sa circle ·musf' 
uh no, circle -..0- - and il could be your conscience?
[Alison: Uh-hmm?] And mak8 a line and say -your
conscience- »> your good side, and the bad side of you..

•
1circled the word "twott in the1must hâve two people or more1bubble and attacbed

a new bubble in which 1 wrote1Vour conscience....gOOdl6âd side ~ Then 1 asked

Ioey ifhe felt like drawing on the map yet but he said he did not.

284



•
Philosophy is about jiguring out good and btId? At this point Ferrari said

be bad anotber idea about the consciencc-and-goodlbad-side issue but it tumed out

to be a false start and be soon abandoned il. Seizing the opportunity, 1 asked a new

but related question: &'00 you thinIt wben we do pbilosopby tbat we're trying to

aIso figure out - what's goad and wbat's bad?" Taking my comment ta be an

observation, without responding to il, he immediately looked ta bow we could put

it on the map. However, 1wasn't satisfied with that and 1suggested that we try and

tbink. of some discussions we'd had and sec if in tbose discussions we were trying

ta figure out what's goad and bad. Ferrari remembered one about violence on

television and 1 remembeœd one on bomosexuality. But be did not respond to my

question 50 1tried again:

•

Alison

Ferr.rl
AII.on

Ferr.rl
AU.on

Ferr.rl

AII.on

Aren't W8 soit of - even though we don't say that ifs good
or bad, isn't that soit of what .'re doing? •• lB 1 okay to
be homosexual? lB 1 okay to have &1 th18 violence on t v.?
Is it bad to have-

Thafs up to the producers-

l'm sayïng that when we do 8 phllosophJcal discussion 

Oh, VOu mean do VOu think It's bad-?

- whatever topie we're dolng. 8ren' W8 soit of working on
- whether something 18 good or bact? Or whafs the good
ofit?Or-

SC from -good- and -œcr WB could do -discussion and
phllosophy".

Weil 1just wondered if (points ta Mo existlng bubbles]
lb 11ft could be about anything', -must have Mo people-,
we could have another one that says, Ys about whafs
good and bad"? - But It's net, la ft?

•

Instead of responding to my question, Ferrari &gain was all set 10 put my idea on

the map as-îs but 1was not happy witb that and began to consider tbat maybe to bim

philosophy is not about wbat is goad and bad.

At this point in the discussion we began to tbink about sorne of the subjects

that we talked about in class pbilosophy ta sec if wc thougbt philosophy could he

about "anything" as MariaIt suggested, or whetber it is about "figuring out goad

and bad" as 1[Alison] wondered. As we œcaIled different topies we bad discussed,

we also said ifwe thought tbey weœ about good and bad and most of tbem seemed

bad. So tben we tried 10 think of ~good' tapies and tbat lOOk us to the Puie novel.

However, alter reca1ling a few 'good' examples, we aIso œcalled the Slbling rivalry

in Pme and tbat led us back to figbts and violence. We continued by recaJJing
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Harry subjects too and then added diffeœnt ones to the map as examples of ~good~

or ~bad' subjects tbat count as part of ta1king about 'anytbïng' in pbilosophy.

What ma/ces this 'philosophy'? At tbis point 1 sai~ "We still need ta

figure out - what mates Ibis ~philosophy' - even if it's ua family of its own" 

because you can taIk about all of tbcse things - and have it not be philosopby. Can

you?"

Ferrari Weil when yeu talk about these things ifs not - when Vou
taIk about these thinga - outside of philosophy. •• we
don't have . •. ra »> Just not the ume. 1don't think ifs
- Irs Just - not - the sarne. Because when vou talk
about 1 »> Iet's say outaide of the school yeu 1aIk about
violence on lv., l's Just IlOt the same because yeu don't
have»>

•

Reaching for '~batyou don't have", all Ferrari could tbink of was a name recorder

or a camera lady or an audio cassette player. Not satisficd with this answer, we

tried comparing it with other discussion or taIk aetivities in schoal and spent sorne

time comparing pbilosophy 10 the discours oral they had ta do in French whicb was

similar but not the same. From theœ we bpt working at it for the œst of the session

and sorne of the observations we made weœ that philosophy:

• cornes from your minci; you don't reaIly bave ta do
research...to answer a question [Mariah]

• not ail the information's in your mind. You usually have to
think but in philosophy wben we write blurbs~ we just - write
what we think about- [Mariah]

• a discours is talking about (something] but you don't debate on
il. You don't - You ask questions but it's totally different from
philosophy. [Ferrari]

• in your discours you have ta make sense when you taIk -in
philosophy you cao say anything and »> you could kind of
change it and put it »> make it make sense. Does that make
sense? [Ferrari]

• anotber thing about philosophy»> you ask questions and you
comment. [Ferrari]

Is it Iike other questions and answers in schaol 1asked?

•
Ferrari Yeah. But irs really dlfferent from philosophy. Because in

philosophy - ra - just - totaIIy differenl Irs like 
there's an arimBI that l'a a famIy of ils own. Uke the [???]
bird is the faniIy of the eat. But philosophy. Thera's
nothing else like philosophy. Philosophy is philosophy•
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•

•

With tbat we CODtinued exploring 'philosophy' and cbarting our explorations on
Map2.

S22123: Exploring 'Leaming' (Maps 3,4 & S)

A week later, in two back-to-back sessions on two consecutive c1ays, we
turned our attention 10 the 'Ieaming' part of 'discussion for leaming'. We were six
co-researchers the first day (Wednesday, Febtuary 17, 1993) and four the second
(Thursclay, February 18, 1993). Only Alison and Ferrari were present for both

sessions. In Session 22 we started two new maps: Map 3: "Leaming what. . ."
and Map 4: "Learning is...tt And in Session 23 we CODtinued working on Map 3

and began a fifth, Map S: "Model-Borderline-Contrary Cases" ofLeaming.

524: Pot Pourri Computer Work and Interviews

In our next session the following week, we decided to bave another "Pot
Pourri" session in wbich everyone could decide wbat researcb activity to do for the

session. As saon as Startup began, in an attempt to give us a sense of diIection. 1

[AlisonlSigma] lOOk my tum first and taIked for awbile about wbat kinds of things

wc could he doing next. Commenting on bow mucb we had been CODceDtrating on
content recently through our research mapping work. in the Previous few sessions,
and anticipating that there would he a desire to do moœ interviewing as soon as

possible, 1 drew links between research mapping and intervieWÎDg and also
hetween research mapping and writing research blurbs.

sense ofdirection. Alright. a couple of things Just to give us »>

a littIe sense of direction - where - .'re golng. We've been doing

quite a lot of contentwork -lately -those of us who've basn here but

we haven't ail been here. But most of yeu have been, aclUaJly - but not

ail atthe seme timethough-Iike today-which is good. So we'va been

mapping - and crlSCussing - whfch has been good. Which has been

wondstful aetuaJly••• and 1think we need ta do - mote of that -1 you

can - manage that - because 1think the more we do of that (painting to
Afsp 1 which is taped ta the white boan:I behind) - the b8tter watll have

interview questions when ft cornes time to interview•
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•

•

FtOm mspplng ta IntetYiewing. And "'f thoughts al the moment

- and you can get on the Dst to tell me 1 you think they'ra not good

thoughts - la to have as interviewers, people who have done the mast

work on the map - because - thls la the main part of the research - and

when we do the Interviews, we go out to find out what other people think

- aboutwhat WBW been talldng about - only to gel people - who 

haven't baen part of the research. So W8 coulet Intetvlew other DRG

people - who haven' been hera - about what theythink as their W8!I of

joining in - to our map discussion.

Beto,. we do any interviewfng - wiIh the IlUe tape recorders 

what 1want to do next la 1want to mak8 an Interview guide sheet - which 1

talked about - and 1came 8Cf08S an article ln a part of a book that shows

us how to do that.

At this point 1explained that 1would have more tilDe ta concenttate on ORO
work and tbat tbey should he getting a lot of things for tbeir falders "sa it should

start -Iooking -Iike - more research". Then, for today's session 1 said that if

we could do more mapping tbat would he goad, or if tbey wanted desperately 10

wateh sorne video 1 had some with me - but tbat they could choose their own

research activities. Then 1remembered something else 1wanted to say.

From mapplng ta writlng reseateh b1ulbs. Ohf And the other thlng

Is -1 had this thought - and 1hope It'a not a horrible thought. (Makes a

face ln anticipation.) It occurred to me - that when we do the mapping

-ail the thlnkïng that .'ra dolng la - thinldng - out loud - thinking.

cali il 1hinking on your teer. And 1thought il would be f8IIIly good - if we

could - match that up wiIh - research blurbs - DRG blurbs. Uke pick

one aspect - and stlut our DRG session wiIh a on.minute, or Iwo

minute - eve~ - Some people could do il on computer if we have

enough computers - whera we al do a blurb on one question. Now

thera was a question thet Amber brought up in the lest video tape that

was reaUy good. She W8S questioning »> tacts. Because we were

saying - we wera Iooking et leaming -Iast time. And we were saying 

one of the things W8 wera saying was that we were leaming facts 

[Einstein: Yeah. 1ramernber that.] - when we wera having discussions

and 50 on. And then Amber th...w in a twist - when she said - -Is

everything••• thafs true - a tact?" - or something Iike that. [Einstein:

No she said. .. everything we Ieam a tactrl Weil we could show the
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video and find out exactIy what &he S8id. [Daisy: No. she said everything

that's tnJe. Because 1safd - 1remember 1said -) She didn't say. lB every

fact true. [Einstein: No. no. • was sornething about sucking in icIeas and

taking in idees and »> ) Weil that was intalce of ideas.

Then 1 went on ta suggest tbat we could piek one question tbat everyone could

write a blurb about and start the session that way. Having just mentioned il. 1hoped

tbat one clay we would decide ta do tbat.130

During Startup Ferrari wanted to tell us about sorne research 'afterthoughts'

he had about leaming words without their meanings, something we bad taIked

about in the previous two sessions. He had tbese tboughts while watebing a
program on televisiOD and was reminded of the discussion we had been having in

DRG. For this session Arachnid decided ta spend time worldng on the computer

and watcbing one of the video tapes that he bad been camera operator for. Whoopy

operated the camera and worked on printing out her Researcher Profile. And

Mariah, Daisy and Ferrari did sorne more practiœ interviews usÎDg the littIe tape

recorders.

S25: Video Discussion

The nen day. Thursday, February 2Stb. in our last session before the

SpringB~ we decided to wateh and retlect on one of our videos agam. We

chose the video from Session 21, Febmary lOtb and watched for about fifteen

minutes and then bad a discussion which was inspired by what we had just seeo.

Issues we explored further were the similarities and differences between debate and

discussion and the meaning of 'Jabor' in 'collaboration'. We did oot map this

discussion and at the end Whoopy said sbe thought we should have.

130 We dld ail wrlte research blums one day but not until Session 44. see Research
Blurb Wrlting under 844: Whafl the 'e- in CPI? ln Stories 6: Collaborating
Cooperative/y.
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826: Interviews-Dialogues &

Cao Leam from Anything? (Map 6)

Startup. In Session 26 on Wednesday, March 10, 1993, our first session

after the MarchB~we were ten co-researchers.

Interviews-Dialogues

During Startup when Einstein asked, "When are we going to interview

people?" 1thanked Einstein for mentioning that because 1 had interviews on my list

for Startup and it was the next thing 1 wanted to taIk about. First 1 told them tbat 1

had watehed the video tapes of the last two sessions. Then, acknowledging my

stalling tactics about research interviewing, 1 told tbem about a ~discovery' 1

thought 1might have made about interviewing while listening to the audio tapes of

the interviews Mariah, Daisy and Ferrari had rec::orded in Session 24.

•
AII.on »> 1have been trying ta sort of put you off but vou are

super keen and you keep - keep »> jumping ahead of
the game - But 1think 1made an interesting - and
important discovery - when 1was watching the tapes 
Iast night - 50 1want ta tell VOu about that And - il was
those people doing the interviews that made ft possible for
me to make the discoveries. So - il wu an important thing
that you did that - and the WI!I/ in which you did that But
you may not be happy with the dlscovery - that 1made 
that 1thlnk1made.

Einstein said, "Uh oh." and "1 was the one who taPed the interview". Alter

reminding people to get on Amber's list if they had anything to say, 1continued.

AU.on »> what 1notfced was »> first of el 1noticed the Idnd of
exchange ilwu - was question and answer. And - thafs
what interviews are. They are question and answer.
And what my big discovery is - 1thfnk we don't want
interviews - for our research - because - if ifs - the
kind of - The kind of interviews people were doing were
good for a different kind of research. And that different
kind of research is for - finding out -

•
At this point 1gave them an example that was very close ta what we might he doing

but wbich was nota It was the example of a schaol board that might do a research

project about the Philosophy for ChiIdren program ta find out if it is a good

program. They might want to know if the kids Iilœ it or if they think they leam from
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it. '''Then we would do - interviews of the kind the people were doing in the

library - and we would ask - kicls - if they liked it and what they lilœd about it

and - and that kind of thing.ft

•

Allaon

Elnateln
Alison

Elnateln
AII.on

But thafs netwhat thls research project - is about. (Points
to Map 1 whlch Is taped ta the whlteboarrJ ta the left.)
Although il sounds lik8 il - sometimes -lice when 1ask
you to - What klnds of discussions do W8 do? Are they
klnds of discussions thet we leam tram? - rm not asklng if
vou personally leam from it -l'm 88kfng it - askfng - the
question Is - Is thls a kfnd of discussion which is good for
leaming?

So it's dlscuuion in general.

Thars right. - So what »> my big discovery was - It's
not that W8 shouldn't do interviewy Idnds of things - but
thet W8 should do what we do best - which fa not do
interviews but do dialogues. - So that - two people
could SIIU go ln - to the Ibary - and could still - do
something on tape - but inatead of one persen asking
another person yes or no questions - {nst.ad you could
- take a question from here - and work on il together. Do
vou know what l'm sayfng?

Yeahl

Just IIIce the dialogues that yeu have - in cIass
- sometimes - -1 want to comment on so-and so -- only
you just - the two of VOu wouId go and wodc on il - just
IWO people worklng on il until they-

To illustrate this point 1 talked about Staci's bear. "Now does that bear talk

or does that bear not tall?" [Voice: Yeah.] Two people could go in there and

they could »> take the little tape recorder - and they could - question each other

- in a sort of interviewy lcind of a way - but we wouldn't he doing interviews al

alla And what 1think is imponant about this - is we may he ml/enfing a new kind

ofresearch when we're doing this. So 1 think tbat that's -that's one thing that 1

wanted to say.tt Then 1went on to try and articulate what 1 thougbt migbt he sorne

differences between standard research interviews and a research dialogue.

Allaon So basically what you would do - is - A dialogue would
be differant - from an interview - Interview - is - is 
when an inteNiewer wants to know something trom the
interviewee. Righi? - But in a dialogue - ifs whera the
two people are trying to figure something out - together.
And they still use questions and answers and comments
and so on. So thafs one thing.

•
That was all that was said about this on this occasion and 1 am Dot sure if it

wu a major 'fineling' or not. It certainly felt like progress (to me) al the time and 1
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wondered if it migbt explain al least sorne of my resistance to interviewing tbat bad

produced so much Sigma tension.

Map 6 - Cao Leam from Anything?

ls everything you leam that's true

afact?

Amber

Alter Startup we had another discussion for the 'Jeaming' side of discussion

for leaming. This lime we began another map, Map 6 which we tid~ "Can leam

from anythiDg?". It was a very ricb discussion as we worked with questions sucb
as the following:

• Cao you Jeam from anyone? [Amber]

• Cao you Jeam from anythiDg (e.g. talkingcomputers) [Mariab]

• Is there anytbing you can't leam from? [Alison]

• Cao anybody Jeam from anybody? [Alison]

• Here's a tbing. Wbat can 1 leam from it? [Alison]

• Cao you Jeam from yourself? (e.g. from your mistakes)
[Amber]

• Cao you Jeam from a blank pieœ of paper? (e.g. if it's recycled
ornot) [Amber]

• Cao you leam from the world, the universe? (everytbing on or
in il) [Tracy]

• Cao you Jeun from places? [Tracy]

• Do you know when you're leaming? [Mariah]

• Cao you Jeam from dreams? [Amber]

• Cao you Jeam from everytbing? (e.g. science) rrracy]

By tbis time Amber was belinning to wonder wbetber you could leam from

everytbing. Looking al the grey blinds in the window sbe said you could Jeam from

them that they are pey. But if you look al tbem again, tben you already know tbey

are grey so tbat âme you do not leam from them. In response to tbat 1 said tbat

maybe you canJeam from everytbing but you don't always leam from everytbing.

And sa we continued right to the end of the session.
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S27: Exploring 'lnquiry' (Map 7)

When we met for Session 27 the next clay, we moved away from our

exploration of 'leaming' and tumed our attention bact 10 the bigger question of

whether my expression 'coUaborative pbilosophical inquiry' is a good description

of our class philosophy discussions.

At this point, we needed to post our six œsearch maps sicle-by-sicle for an

overall view. This would help us decide what 10 do next and enable us to add ta

different maps. Since useable wall spaœ was lacldng, 1 suggested that we put our

other maps up on the bulletin board in the corridor outside Room 10. We decided ta

abandon our special colour-coding sincc the video taPes would indieate the order in

which items were added to the maps. In addition 1 suggested that camera 0Perators

focus on research discussion and mapping aetivities in particular, and that they

make sure they capture wbat people are saying adequately. Then 1 pointed out tbat

Map 1, our original "master map", provided an overall view with the subsequent

white chatt maps being equivalent to city map 'inserts' on road maps.

s"non 27. TbWltJay. Mqrch Il. 1993. 7 Co-r",qrcMrs

Since 1 [Sigma/Alison] bad no specific plans, we used our usuaI Startup

procedure to work out what we would do. We began this session with our original

research map (Map 1) taped 10 the bulletin board in Room 10 for easy reference

and, alter talking about bow 10 adjust our research mapping and video taping

practices, 1 [Sigma/Alison] asked for suggestions for today's session. First 1

suggested that we continue our work on our latest map (Map #5: Leaming

from ... ) and we refresbed our memories about the contents of the bubbles

under' Gaming ~ on Map 1.131 Then, pointing to another' [earninll area on the

master map, 1 suggested that we could look at a bubble we bad not yet explored:

1how much we coûta leam without kiiowing that we're leaming ~

We examined several possible activities and tapies and 1 reminded them that

our projects and discussions must he "for research purposes". At this point, the

co-researchers were busy with various activities: reflecting al the computer (Staei

was composing ber document calIed "Talking Bears" about her bear and

• 131 See Map 1: CPI-D4L ln Appendlx B: eo-re.archlng Stone. Research Maps.
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communication), putting up the white maps in the corridor, video-taping the various

activities. Then, seated in the corridor, we started our research discussion.

''DRG in the Hall" (Map 7)

Alter bringing Map 1out into the hall and before beginniog our discussion

tbat was ta be about "something completely fresh and different", 1 tried ta review

what we had done so far. Then Mariah suggested tbat '-maybe today we could do

- 'Inquiry'" and 1added that we could compare it "ta 'Ieaming' - if it's the same
or different " .

Conceptualizing 'inquiry'

1. 'Asking for information'. Ta begin 1 posed the question, "What is

inquiry?" and when there was no immediate response, 1suggested that we write the

word in a bubble and tbink of an everyday use of the word 'inquire'. Then, in a

bubble joined by a line to l Inquiry ~ 1wrote 1askiDs for iiîfonnation ~

My starting with an everyday use of the words 'inquire' or 'inquiry' was a

standard conceptual analysis move. However, 1 was not interested in simply

making a map which would be the equivalent of dictionary definitions of the term

'inquiry' and when 1 asked, 'CWhen we do CPI, aIe we doing 'inquiry'? YetT', 1
was trying ta advance our exploration by tyiDg il 10 'inquiry' within the context of

'discussion for leaming' or 'collaborative philosophical inquiry'. Not wanting ta

lead us ioto simple yes or no answers, 1pushed the issue further still when 1 askeel

if there is "anytbing cIse we do - in CPI - that would count as being 'inquiry' 

that anybody cao think of ...1".

2. 'Aslcing questions.' Whoopy continued by coming back several times ta

the word 'questions' and, with a nudge from me, she made a distinction between

the neighboring concepts of 'asking questions' and 'asking for infonnation' saying

tbat the fllSt expects "an answer" could be different from "information". Thal

prompted me ta suggest that we look for different kinds of questions - sorne of

which might expect 'answers' and others 'information' - or indeed any other

distinctions we might make.
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3. 'Asting questions' - 'As/dng for information'? Wbile Whoopy was

writing "asking questions" in a bubble above and to the right of1IDguiry ~ Mariah

asked, "Isn't 'asking questions' sort of 'asking for information'T'

1 replied that it reminded me of our practice of saying, "Point of

Infonnation" - a class philosophy convention whereby people could interrupt a

discussion to provide relevant information. Sometimes it would be information one

participant knew that others did not or sometimes it would be infonnation someone

had looked up in a dictionary or other reference source while the discussion was in

progress. That prompted me to ask further wbether we could tbink of questions

which do not necessarily ask for information in such ways.

4. 'lnquiry'- a special lcind of aslcing? Next Joey produced a useful

example ("Cao 1 rent a movieT') which provided us with a specifie kind of 'asking'

(for permission). Before writing it on the map, 1 [Alison] 1 wanted us to figure out

whether or not we thougbt it was a "special kind of askin('. Then, alter suggesting

we use our class philosophy and/or DRO experience as our guide, 1 used our

example of 'asking for permission' in a class philosophy context and askeel if il

could count as an 'inquiry' .

Joey, however, was aware of the problem of trying to decide on whether

sometbing counts as 'x' without having fmt accepted criteria for counting

sometbing as 'x'. Wben he asked if 1 already knew the answer, 1 replied tbat 1

probably knew more than they did, and tbat 1 thougbt that part of the problem was

that we rarely used the word 'inquiry' .

5. 'lnquiry' - 'inquirer'? Dcspite an obvious sttuggie with the words

'inquire' and 'inquiry', using the example of The Nationallnquirer, Mariait was

still able to make a useful distinction between the 'just gossip' (of The National
Inquirer) and the "You - ask questions" of our interpretation of 'inquiry'. 1

clarified the terms: inquiry, a noun and inquirer, a person who inquires before

adding, "So The Nationallnquirer is a newspaper that thinks it inquires".

Mariah's "just gossip" distinction and Joey's "sorne of it's not true tbougb

- most of it" observation next led us to consider wbetber they were just 'playing'

with the word 'Inquirer' [Alison] and whetber wc should take a closer look al. wbat

it is to ask questions [Whoopy: "They're not reaIly asting questions though; tbey're
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kinda Iike - responding to questions that are not true."]. loey seemed 10 suggest

tbat not just any questions or answers will do when he said, "No just making up

their own questions and answering themselves".

6. 'lnquiry'- and truth? When 1asked ifOprab [Winfrey] and Sally lesse

Raphael," weœ doing 'inquiry', loey introduced the element of 'truth' into the

conceptual equation. It is not clear whether loey was making such a conceptuallink

or whether he was simply hoping that what was pomayed on these television

shows was true. Even if it was just a wistful hope, in a collaborative inquiry

setting, loey's "Yes but- 1 hope they're telling the truth" served a research

purpose by articulating an element ('truth') which bad been hinted al in our

consideration of The National lnquirer but wbicb we had not yet addressed in

explicit terms. We could now ask the question whether to count as 'inquiry', the

questions being asked must he seeking the 'truth' - or would any question do?

7. 'lnquiry' as 'as/cing for information' - revisited. Whoopy questioned

our ORO idea of 'inquiry' as 'askîng for information' because, taking The National

Inquirer as an example she said, "they're not rea1ly asking for infonnation because

they're giving things [not 'askîng'] that are rea1ly false [i.e. oot 'information']. So

perhaps we could be wrong about bath 'asking' and 'information'. She then

cooceded that sometimes tbey do 'ask' but that they change what people say.

Then sbe made an intriguing sbift from looking at wbether this was

'asking' or 'infonnation' to whether it was 'askingfor information' ("it's not reaIly

for infonnation it's for - it's ta - mix up the information for other people to

read") - tbereby sbifting &am wbat counts as 'asking' and 'information' to the

intent or purpose of 'asking for information'.

Cbecking my understanding of what Whoopy was saying, 1 [Alison] made

thœe distinctions between: asking for information, doiDg sometbing with the

information, and whether or oot something rea1ly is infonnation. Agreeing with the

first two (uYeah. It's not the same.") Whoopy suggested that instead of being

information, '1t's kind of Iike gossip" - thereby referring to another item on the

SamelDifferent list we had worked on in Session 12.

8. 'lnquiry'-Cleads to .romewhere'? Next 1 wondered whether these

distinctions could belp us to decide wbetber we should characterize our class

pbilosophy discussions as 'inquiry'. Whoopy tben added the idea that inquiry leads
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you "into something else". Below and ta the right ofllnguiry ~ on the map, Mariah

added a new bubble: IlëâdS to somewbere ~

9. 'Inquiry' as 'looldngfor the truth'? On my oext tom 1 aslced ifwe could

say tbat we use inquiry in philosophy 10 try to figure out what's true, but Joey

wasn't sure. We decided that tbis idea oeeded furtber exploration.

10. 'Clearing things up'? Mariah added the idea of ioquiry heing ''trying 10

clear things up" and added1clairing ïhiDgs up 1(sic) to the map. She had made the

observation that it is not Oprah (the interviewer) but ratber the "psychiatrist" (the

guest expert) who does the 'inquiring' on taIk shows. By doing this, she went

heyond 'inquiry' as asking questions (interviewing) 10 what the expert

("psychiatrist") is trying to accomplish ("trying ta clear things up") - a meta-level

activity which Mariah associated with doing philosophy. In sa doing she moved

our own inquiry forward by proposing a new criterion ("clearing things up") for

what counts as 'inquiry'.

11. Not 'trying to /intI the truth'? Mariab's point about 'ioquiry' as

'clearing things up' MaY bave prompted Aracbnid ta return ta an cartier one about

'inquiry' as 'fmding the truth'. Taking The National Inquirer to he an example of

'inquiry' , Arachnid tried 10 qualify the point tbat 'inquiry' is about 'looking for the

truth' by saying that it is not always 'looking for the truth'. Thal in tom led me ta

modify myown point by saying tbat 'looking for the truth' is only part of what we

mean by 'inquiry' and that it matters more tbat we are looldng for the truth tban

whether we succeed in finding it or oot. Theo, using an example from class

philosophy, 1 made the further point "it goes without saying" that when we are

'inquiring' ("Iooking for something") in class pbilosophy we aœ looking for the

truth.

Aracbnid was satisfied witb this. With a "completely different" point, he too

moved ta a meta-level wben he proposed tbat the 'truth' tbat might he the object of

an inquiry migbt he oot 'infonnation' but rather wbether or Dot someone was

telling the truth. In arder ta he able 10 asœrtain this truth, one would have ta

already know the trutb in the infonnational sense. ["Altbough you're still asking,

it's not for tbat information"]. This move opened a new direction 10 our inquiry in

tbat it required us to think beyond 'inquiry' as 6100king for the truth' 10 baving ta

specify the kind of truth one migbt he seeking - in tbis case whether the
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information is true or whether the person providing the information was teUing the

truth.

12. Looldng for truth in different ways. Mariab added a whole new level

of epistemological complexity ta our discussion wben she taIked about how

difficult it might he for inquirers to know whether someone was teUing the truth or

not. We had said tbat they would have ta know the truth tirst in order ta judge

whether someone was lying or not. However, Mariah pointed out that they would

also have to know that tMy know the truth. They could he wrong. 1 [Alison] noted

that although this observation did not undermine the point tbat inquirers are looking

for the tnlth, it did destabilize our confidence in how one would know whether or

not one had 'found' it. When Arachnid suggested that we put something about

'knowing it's the truth' on the map, he insisted that, more than just 'looking for the

truth', we also include something about ''ta he sure". When he suggested ''more

than one opinion", 1 hesitated and suggested instead tbat "in many ways" might he

better and he was satisfied with that.

13. 'Figuring things out'? Next 1 suggested tbat "we're trying to figure

out what 'inquiry' is ... so we're inquiring into 'inquiry"'. Sînce this met with

agreement, we added 'figuring things out' as a new bubble to the map.

14. 'lnquiries' and Cinquests' In my second point, using examples 1

thought my co-researchers migbt have heard about on the news, 1 introduced the

idea of legal inquiries and inquests as 'model cases' for comparison purposes and 1

mentioned how such inquiries result in recommendations. 1 suggested that for our

map purposes, an 'inquest' "would be an emmple of an 'inquiry' 1 guess." Then

in the top rigbt corner of the map 1 wrote 1e.g. Inm into...(bus safety) land

invited my co-researchers to think ofothers that they might know abouL

15. Getting new information Arachnid and Mariah had been concemed

with who and how we cao tell what information is true. However, when Whoopy

worked with a similar example, she look all the information ta be 'true'. In 50

domg she was able ta advance our understanding of 'inquiry' by taking us away

from interpreting 'inquiry' in truelfalse dichotamy tenns and towards a more

inclusive 'new/additional information' interpretation. Latet she added a new

~ getting new iDformation 1bubble and Iinked it ta the 1âSkiDg for iDfonnation 1
bubble on the map.
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16. lnjunction? In response ta my calI for examples of other kinds of

'inquiry', Whoopy brought up an example of a local episode which had occurred

when parents had to line up ovemight in mid-winter in order 10 register their

children into a popular alternative school. However, her example was Dot of an

'inquiry but of an 'injunction'. 1 treated this as a 'neigbboring concept' which

served a useful conceptual purpose in that it belped us to see that not ail matters

dealt with by a court would count as an 'inquiry'.

17. ffInquiry about the justice?" Daisy raised quite a different issue about

an inquiry into the "law ..• Iike asking information - about justice or something?"

Not quite sure wbat she meant, 1 questioned ber further about whether there was a

connection with our philosopby discussions and she answered in the affirmative

because "we're asking a question ta fmd out the answer" though the answer may
not be a facto It's as if she was distiDguishing between 'answers' in tenns of 'facts'

and 'answers' in terms of 'reasons'. Not able to really clarify things much further, 1

asked Daisy about adding a bubble from - [lookiDg for the bUth 1ta ~ loo§ foij

pïe answeij and she agreed.

Although Daisy was unsure of what she wanted 10 say, she did know what

she did not want ta say. In a demonstration of intuitive hunch-like tbinking, sbe

moved our inquiry beyond 'filUring tbings out' or 'asking for information' ta more

abstract and general - more philosophical - considerations. When asked

explicidy about that, ratber than deny the philosophical connection she embraœd it

while al the same tilDe acknowledging the tentativeness of what sbe was trying ta

say. Also worth noting here is the ambiguity in Daisy's use of the tenn 'answers'.

We get 'answers' when we ask for information and figure tbings out, but these did

not seem ta be the kind of 'answers' that Daisy meant. Althougb she did not reject

such answers, wben she said tbings like "Inquiry into justice" and "Inquiry ioto the

law", it was as if sbe saw the fmt kind of answers as instrumental and useful for a

wider purpose.

18. 'lnquiry' with yourself? Mariah changed tack when sbe asked if "it's

possible that you could inquire al yourself ..• for example, 'Oh is this Monday'!'

'Yeah. It is Monday"'.. 1 was amused and excited by this idea becanse of how it

echoed and transposed the recurring issue of 'communication with oneself' (Cw1)

ta "inquiry al oneself". Then she asked if it would he like "asking - for

information"..
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My excitement DlOunted as 1came 10 see more connections with earlier lines

of inquiry as represented on the research maps in front of us. It was "almost as if

we're doing the same thing to 'inquiry'" as we bad 10 'leaming' 1 said, as 1 pointed

10 the 'Leaming' maps on the wall. Just as we added a1terations and created

additional 'leaming' maps during our exploration of what counts as 'leaming' from

discussion, l hegan 10 tbink we might do something similar with our 'inquiry' map
and 1 saw more connections 1 bad not seen before.

When Mariah wondered further if it would count as 'inquïry' witb yourself

if you asked yourself such a question while consulting a source outside yourself

such as a dictionary, this gave me yet another idea. This dialogue is an example of

how a young cCH'eSe8tCher can stimulate the thinking of the adult co-researcher.

19. Not necessarily 'in many ways'. Arachnid drew on bis own life

experience from three to four years in the past wben he made bis observation tbat it

is not how many people have an answer that makes tbat answer right - (or wrong

as Daisy was quick 10 add). He went further when he considered the implication

that, "No matter wbat you do - you migbt not he able to get the rigbt answer."

Using Arachnid's points 10 tbink about 'inquiry', 1 [Alison] did not follow

the trail in that direction. Rather tban be concemed about /intIing answers

(knowing), l concentrated on the loo1cing part (Dot knowing) and, bringing

Mariah's dietionary example ta hear, l came out witb 'inquiry' as 'wondering' 

mucb ta my own surprise. And when Aracbnid gently reminded me about

dictionaries Dot necessarily heing rigbt, 1 was able ta integrate tbat point by adding

that as long as one is not satisfied, one cao still he said ta he inquiring. Arachnid

was satisfied enough with that to add the fruit ofthis labour to our 'Inquiry' map.

20. 'lnquiry' - 'wondering'? Next, Daisy produced a question (UHow do

you recycle paperT') wbich aIlows for a variety or a range of possible ways (to

recycle paper). The 'answer' need not necessarily he a matter of wbich is 'right' or

'wrong' . Different people could answer the question differendy without necessarily

being 'right' or 'wrong' . Furthermore, it May not he a matter of 'wondering' either

since aIl respondents might 'answer' the question witbout necessariIy wondering al

aIl. It could still caunt as 'inquiry' if questions are asked and (a rangelvariety 01)

answers given. So although 'wondering' migbt on occasion he part of 'inquiry' t il

need notbe.
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In this segment, following Daisy's lead but in a different direction, 1 went

on my own thought trail without paying attention ta Daisy's attempts ta joïn in. 1

responded ta Daisy's fint point (''Let's say 1 would ask ail you gays a question,

and let' s say 1had an answer. But the answer was wrong.") without addressmg her

second point (that the answer might not he wrong but rather different). Taking ber

fint point, 1wanted to see bow it fit (or not) with wbat 1 bad said earlier about the

importance of looking for an answer. Using Daisy's example, 1 worked out that as

long as one thinks one bas the answer, one is not (or no longer) inquiriùg. If

someone else thinks the answer (1 think 1bave) is wrong and keeps asking, they are

inquiring. Inquiry stops, perhaps, when satisfaction that one bas 'found' the

answer sets in.

21. Inquiring about 'inquiry'. In this segment Daisy asked, ''What about

inquiring about 'inquiry'?" and in so doing she made the refiexive observation that

we were doing what we were taUdng about. This is of particular interest because

she had only just joined the group and had not been present when the point bad

come up previously. Her raising it al this moment prompted an arrow-adjustment

on the map thereby recording a move tbat we had made but not represented on the

map.

22. 'Inquiry' - loolcing for a reply. Jaguar suggested tbat we use 'reply'

instead of 'answer' and this was useful because it addressed the ambiguity of usmg

the word 'answer'. He had obviously been 1istening closely to what we were

saying and seeing the problem with using the word 'answer', he produced an

alternative. He too had only been present for the discussion for the latter part of the

time. On the map, Jaguar linked a ~ LôôkiDi for a reply ~ bubble to the 1LôôkiDij
@'ôr the answer1 ~ bubble already there.

23. 'Inqu;ry' -1cnowing the answer. Mariah was the last one on the list for

this session. She began by taking issue with the points bath Daisy and 1 had made

with regard ta 'inquiry' depending on wbether or not someone knew the answer.

By taking our examples and pointing out tbat there was a sense in which both

protagonists knew (or al least thought they knew) the answer, she argued tbat

neitber was inquiring according ta tbat reasoning. As a result of Mariah's

intervention we added a new bubble to say that it is ooly 'inquiry' iflwben someone

does not know the answer.
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However, Daisy soon found a flaw in that as well when she argued that,

since someone could think they know the answer but the answer could he wrong,

we would bave ta go a step further and say that it is oo1y 'inquiry' when someone

Icnows that they don't know the answer. Then, when Mariab objected tbat when

you think that you know the answer, you don't know that it's wrong, Daisy

adjusted further when she said that you could still he inquiring if you thinlc you

Icnow the answer but you are wondering whether you do or note And she even

added another twist tbat an answer could he right while still baving sometbing

wrong in iL So, with our lime for the session expiring, we settled for, "Oo1y when

you tbink you don't know the answer" - only then are you 'inquiring'.

Sigma reflections. What amazed me when we were working in tbis session

and when 1 worked with the video taPe and transeript later, was how far we came

with the concept of 'inquiry' in one session. From not knowing the meaning of the

ward beyond its existence in the title of The National Inquirer tabloid, to a basic

level beginning understanding in terms of questions and answers, we progressed ta

multiple layers of subde and complex reasoning as we tried ta sort out what might

count or not count as 'inquiry' for purposes of this research. The session was Dot

animated or dynamic. On the contrary it seemed plodding and pedantic. We had

many distractions from witbin (co-researchers coming and going) and without (the

cleaning lady and the Chess club in the hërary next door) - and still we advanced

our mutual understanding to a profound level. We used our researeh map to

document our progress and ta situate this inquiry in relation ta other work we had

done as represented on our other research maps which were visible.

My co-researchers' lack of familiarity with the tenn 'inquiry' served as no

impediment to their practic:e of 'inquiry'. Indeed they proved ta he adept and

demanding judges of wbether or not something should count as 'inquiry'. Rarely

satisfied with what we were coming up with and therefore constantly pushing our

own enveloPe, we finisbed the discussion with much more textuœd concepts of

inquiry tban those with which we hegan. And although we oo1y touched on

whether discussion for leaming should count as 'inquiry' and whether the tenn

'inquiry' helongs in 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' (my alternative expression

for 'discussion for learnïng'), our exploration of its meaning in relation ta our

practice gave me no reason to consider removing il.
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Stones 6

Collaborating Cooperatively

Like the ward 'inquiry', the term 'collaborative' was not one which we

used together. Rather these were two pedagogical concepts which 1 [Judy] used in

the implementation of Philosophy for Cbildren without necessarily talking about

tbem in ways my students would remember or recognize. They were part of how

we discussed without heing what we discussed. In tbis sixth and final series of

Co-researching Stories first 1 retum to Session 2 to œca1l how we hegan by not

using the term at all; how in Session 9b wc gradually became interested in what il

means, how in Session 21 we began 10 explore it tentatively; and then how,

beginning in Session 38 and making use of our research mapping skills, we

embarked on an intensive examination of its conccptual nooks and crannies as we

tried ta sort out whether it was a suitable adjective to characterize 'discussion' (for

leaming).

S02: 'Collaborative' Starting Point(S)

When 1 checlœd the data 10 sec when we began to use the tenD

'collaborative', the first instance 1 found was on the Session 2 transparency on

which we recorded our co-researcher questions [C-RQS). Under the "Discussion for

Leaming" title of the transparency 1 bad added "[Collaborative Philosophical

Inquiry]" as a subtide. The words "Leaming" in the tide and "Inquiry" in the

subtide are circled, indieating tbat we taIked about the subtide in spite of my

[Sigma] resolution to use only the phrase "Discussion for Leaming" with my young

co-researchers. However, because we did not record the brainstorming which

preceded our preliminary discussion of the co-research questions, 1 was not able to

trace any uses of the tenn 'collaborative' duriDg the first part of that session. On the
rest of the transparency not one of the~h questions contains any variation

of the term 'collaboration'; and the verbatim transcript of the preIiminary discussion
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contains no refeœnce ta collaboration. It is Dot until Session 9 that the tenn

'collaborative' occurs again in the data.

[DTJS02J92.10.29ThIDRGlSIgmaID4I-CPq

S09b: Back to the Subject(s)

On Tuesday, Deœmber 1, 1992 we were twelve co-researcbers present

and, after retlecting brietly on our interviewing practice in earlier sessions, 1

[Sigma) suggested that it was time ta ,et bact ta the researeh subject(s). As

reported cartier, it was al this point tbat 1 cbanged my mind about not using the

phrase 'collaborative pbilosopbical inquiry' and decided to sec wbat would happen

ifwe did pay explicit attention ta it as a way of cbecking whether my co-œsearchers

agreed with me tbat it was anothcr way of referring to our pbilosophical

discussions. As we revicweel our understanding of the five conceptual elements of

our research tapie ('Discussion', 'Leaming', 'Collaborativc', 'Philosophical' and

'Inquiry') we found tbat wc had a limited mutual understanding of the term

'collaborativc' and its derivatives.

In a teacherly move, 1 [AlisonlSigma] tald my co-researchers what the 'c'
in CPI stands for and askeel ifanyone eould say what we mean by il

AII.on

Eln.teln

AII.on

Ferrari

AU.on

Ferrari

AII.on

»> C - the C stands for Collaborative. Does anybody
know what that stands f- what thet means?

Yeah. Workfng together.

Working together. Would you agree that in our discussions
we work together? (8everal voices: Ves] Even when 
you',. IWo would you cal thet coUaborative? [Chorus: Ves]
Yu. When you',. -

When you're by yourself Irs collaborative because you're
working wfth yourself.

'Cuz yeu're working wIth you self [sic].

Veah.

Vou, yourself and L [OtheIS comment too but
unlntelliglble.]

[VT1S09I92.12.01TulDRGNerbatim Tranacript)

••
Altbough 1 was impressecl with my co-researchers' definitive responses,

nevertbeless, at tbis relatively carly stage of our researcb, 1 felt it was premature to

descn"be our elass pbilosophy discussions as 'coUaborative' until we bad worlœd
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out in more detait what we meant by that tenn - work which we reaIly only lOOk
up in Session 21.

S21: "What does 'collaborative' mean again?"

Between Sessions 9 and 21 we worked on the concept of 'communication'

which underlies tbat of 'discussion' (S10). We bad two sample researcb

discussions (S Il. S16). We examined similarities and differences between our

concepts of class pbilosophy 'discussion' and other forms of discussion (S 12). We

engaged in independent research work using the computers (Sil. S13, SI4). We

reviewed some of our own video tapes and worked on our camerawork techniques

(SI3, SIS, S20). Wc began ta think about bow ta ''maptt our discussions and

explored a variety of ways to track our progress (SI3. SI4). Wc CODStrueted our

first research map (S17, S19) by beginning with the foUowing:132

Figyre 3 From Map 1: -CPI-04L?'

We oPened a Data File in which to put copies of our data documents (S18). And 1

taugbt my CCH:eSe8I'Chers the difference between 'content' and 'process' in our

œsearcbing aetivities saying tbat bath weœ important (S2O).

As reportedearlier, for Session 21 on Wednesday, February 10, 1993, the

"loUipop sessiontt, we were four co-researchers (Alison, Ferrari, Joey and Mariah)

and we met in the hDrary this time 50 tbat we could spread out our mapping cbart

132 Bee Map 1: CPI-04L ln Appendix B: eo-reseatt:hfng Stod•• R••arch Maps.
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paper on a hlxary table. We sat on chairs around the table facing each otber for

discussion purposes and aIsa sa tbat wc could easily add ta Map 1:

"ePI-Discussion for Leaming" which we bad started in Session 17 and coutinued

in Session 19. In the pracess of deciding wbicb new map to do, we touched on

'collaborative' briefly wben we reminded ourselves of the five conceptual elements

Map 1 represented ('collaborative', 'pbilosophicaI', 'inquiry', 'discussion' and

'leaming').

•

Joe,
AUson

Joe,
Alison

Ferr.rl
Alison

Ferr.rl
Alison
Joe,
Alison

Joe,

This is DRG - session 21, February 1Oth.

Alright. So lets »> work on a MW rT8p today - and go
back to our original question whfch is - Discussion - for
Learnlng •••

Veh. What does it stand for again?

»> the other name W8 have for ft 18, ·Collaboratïve [wlth
Ferrari) Phll080phlcal Inquiry" •••

Now we could take Just - we could do a l'11IP of Just one of
those won:ts -like we could take - 'Discussion' and then
wecouldput

'Discussion' - or 'Leaming.'

'Discussion' - or 'Leaming' or - and then W8 could put
the maps ail together - or 'Collaborative' or 'Phllosophicaf.

Or 'Inquiry'.

Or 'Inqulry'. We've gal five.

What doea 'coIlaborative' mean? 1forget

Weil 'coIlaborative' - 80 far people have got the 'co-' part of
Il whIch means 'WIIh other people'. And then W8 talked
about > > > Ilke we have CCH)p8rate, coIlaborate,
cc:mnunicate - and we were getlfng Imo - on thet other
map we dfd WB were geUing Into that idea about > > >
whether VOu could do 1 wIIh yourself, you know? [Joey
and Fenarf chuclde ln amused f8COllectIon.] 1 VOu could
have a diSCU88ion with yourself - or communate wlth
youfself-

Veah. Wfth the bear-

[VT1S21J93.02.10WeNerbatim Tranacript]

•

My [Alison's] suggestion to my co-researcbers tbat "we could do a map of

just one of tbose words "was an invitation ta engage in conceptual analysis. loey

asked for clarificalion of "discussion for leamiDg" and wben 1 [Alison] offered the

altemaJe phrase, Ferrari answered Joey's question witb me piggy..backing on

everytbing 1 saiel. Sometimes he spoke for me or completed my thougbt 

indieating that the term "collaborative pbllosophical inquiry" bad become part of bis

œsearch vocabulary. We were together on tbis. But tben loey asked for
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AII.on

Joe,
AII.on

Joe,
AII.on

• Ferr.rl
AII.on
Jo.,

AII.on
Joe,
Ferr.rl

•

•

clarification of "collaborative" tao and in my response 1 said tbat "so far people

bave got the 'co-' part of it wbich mesDS 'with other people'". 1put it in the context

ofother co- words: e.g. "co-operate, collaborate, communieate" and 1œca1led how

we were even getting into wbether you could bave a discussion or communieate
with yourself. Ioey's response, ''Ycab. With the bear-" was a œfeœnce to the

Cotton Candy story and was an indication that he œcognized what 1 meant .

What does 'collaborative' mean? Before deciding which of the conceptual
clements to choose for this session, we needed 10 œcall what they ail were. Wben

we tried to respond to Joey's question about wbat 'collaborative' means in the next

dialogue segment 1 [Alison] tried to zero in on the root word 'Jabor' in 'collaborate':

»> there'. also, in 'coIlaborate' there's &Iso 'Iabor.' Do you
know what labour 18?

When you're in labour?

{Chuckles and repeats.} There's when yeu're 'n labour" 

There's Labour Day. What does Labour Day celebrale?

»> ifs »> Monday - ifs usuaIly on a Monday.

That's right Ifs the first Monday - ifs the first holiday you
get when you gat back ta school.

Oh yeah.

And you don't know what it celebrates?

»> maybe ifs for - trs for »> Americans, right? - or
something?

No, ifs for us tao. - Ifs for -tabourers..

Hhm?

[?1?PeopIe that are in labour?]

lVl'JS21113.02.1OWeNerbatim Transcript]

In this segment 1 [Alison] used a conceptual analysis strategy when 1 broke

the word ioto its parts (eo+labour) as a way ta make sense of the concept. In order

to do thal, Joey and 1 used another conceptual analysis strategy when we tbought

ofeveryday examples of uses of the component terms (e.g. being in labour, Labour

Day) in arder to bring to bear what we alrcady knew to help us make sense of what

we found to he puzzling. However, we were not getting anywheœ with this. My

CCH'CSe8lChers did not DOW what 'labour' was and 1 was not able 10 explain very

weU. And none ofus seemed to know what Labour Day, the first school holiday of

the year, was for! Back to square one, 1 thought.
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So in a teacherly moment, 1 [Judy] decided 10 just tell tbem wbat 1dùl know

and we reacbed for more everyday examples 10 help us understand sometbing we

tbought we already knew .

AII.on

Ferr.rl
AII.on

Ferr.rl
Joe,

{Chuckles] Oh isn't thla Interesting. It's ""Y interestlng. 1
means -WOrk" - A -labourer- la a -WOrker.-

Ohl They come back to work or somethlngl

It's supposed - 1don't even know the history of ft but 
It's about uh - ifs a day off for people who - work.

Ohl

Thars nice.
[VT1S21113.02.10WelVerbatfm Transcript]

'Ccrresearchers'. In the very next sequence, Ferrari made a coMedion

between what we were talking about (co+labour) and 'co-researchers'

(co+researchers) and tbis gave me [Sigma] an opportunity ta explain my rationale

for considering them 10 be co-researchers. Then, in a retlexive moment, we

explored and clarified our co-researcher relationship.

•

•

Ferr.rl
AII.on

Jo.,
AII.on

Ferr.rl

AII.on
F.rr.rl
AII.on

Jo.,

Co-researchers.

Co- - Thars rlght! - becallse - and - and the idea wfth
the -co-- there -/put the ·co- on there to put - to say
that 1wasn' researching you - you're - you're not the
subjects of rny research -

Yeah,lt'strue-

- we're wor-/researchlng together. So we're
cc>researchers.

Wei if vou think about that co- - you're researchlng us, it
aImost makes sense because you're - you're - ••• wail
- you're re- - when you're researching us it kind of
means Iike - you're taking Ideas from • • • - okay,
n8vermlnd - anyways. [Joey chucldes]

Weil, 1-YES. Uhm-I'm finding out what you think.

Yeah, 50 thafs research.

Yes. 50 ln that sense - And, people when they research
kids they find out what they think.

But rm &Iso tryfng 10 do ft in a WB:{ where - we think it
through together. So that we'lB looldng al what WB do in
the classroom together. But what 1do and what you do can
be different - in the diScussions, 1think - because rm
leading the discussion or fin - monitoring il, you know,
maIdng sure il goes okay and that vve actL8IIy do
philosophy - but al the seme time 1 partidpate in the
discussions - tao.

rmJ
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AII.on

Jo.,
AII.on

Joey

Ferr.rl

Joey

Yeah. And uh what 1wanted to get al - Î"'I the research
project lB - il the,. anythfng special about those
discussions that would rnIke them be - dfffereni from
otherdlscu8sions? Or 818 they Just liIœ every - any other
discussion that you might have env other time - any other
place?

And - so when ~ L- 1deVised the name for ft, _ uhm ,
-cotlaborative Philosophical Inqulry" because thars what
irs ttyfng to be. But 1don' know whether you - whether
the students ln the cIass - uh - see il as- _ if Ifs
anythlng dffferenl? - You mlght not because you've
aIways had - phllosophy ln school sa Il might not seem
liu. -Oh my goodnessl This Is really differentl-

And 'nqulry"? Whats 'fnqulry'?

Inqufry is where you - sort of explore and ask questions
and try to figure out.

So thars what we're doing. We're dolng philosoph- 
we're doing -

Thars why ahe gave us the name, -COllaborative
Philosophlcal Inquiry"

Yeso Thars rightl
[VT1S21193.02.10WeNerbatim Tranacript)

•

•

In this sequence Ferrari used the conceptual analysis technique of taking

wbat you think you have worked out 50 far (eo+labour) and applying it to a related

case under consideration (co+research). At first he questioned my claim that 1 was

not researching them ("Well ifyou think about that co- - you're resean:hing us, it

almost maJœs sense becausc you're »> when you're researching us it kind of

means like - you're taking ideas from ... "). However, secming to think it was

a false start. he backed away. Then, with sorne further explanation from me (during

which 1was exploring my own meaning as mucb as explaining), and a quick œcaIl

of the meaning of 'inquiry' t Joey and Ferrari recognized what we were doing as

both 6philosophy' and 6rescarch'. Next we decided to do a map of 6pbilosophy' for

this session and we moved on to that (sec Map 2).

Aftertbis initial encounter with the notion of 'coUaborative' in Session 21.

wc did not retum to it until Session 38 as part of a second round of theoretical

sampling visits to each ofour five conceptual elements.
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522-37: Varia (Maps 3-10)

Between Sessions 21 and 38 we spent the next two sessions exploring and

mapping the concept of 'leaming' (S22 & 23 - Maps 3, 4 & S). We bad a 'pot

pourri' independent research session during wbich some C<H"eseaIChers resumed

interviewing eacb other (S24). We œviewed part of the video tape from Session 21

and bad a follow-up discussion (S25). We continued our exploration of the concept

of 'leaming' (S26 - Map 6). We explored the concept of 'inquiry' for the tirst

lime (S27 - Map 7).

With Cotton Candy, Staci's stuffed bear in attendance, we began a second

layer of mapping by focusing and expanding on the 'noughts-Ideas-Blurbs

Essays" bubbles of Map 1 (S28). We bad another independent researcb session in

wbich we reviewed another video tape and worked on reproducing our maps on

computers (S29). And we bad two sessions in which we began with independent

tesearCh activities and ended by continuing the Session 28 discussion on

"Thoughts-ldeas-Blurbs-Essays" (S30, 31 - Map 8).

We (only four co-researchers) had an independent research 1 housekeeping

session on April Ist wbile a major snowstorm raged outside (S32). And we had a

session in which we tried played a word-association pme around the idea of

'Collaborative Pbllosophical Inquiry' as a way of pulling 10gether our ideas 10 this

point (S33 - Map 9).

We tried 10 continue the "What is CPI?" discussion of the previous session

(834). We tried out a new fonn of dialogic research interviewing based on our

insight from Session 26 (S35). We brainstormed questions and had a cunent events

'sample discussion' in a small group on the subject of the storming of the Branch

Davidian compound in Waco, Texas (S36). And we revisited the 'pbilosopbical'

dimension discussion (for leaming) by asking ourselves what was philosophical
about our class pbilosophy discussions (S37 - Map 10).
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838: Discussion as 'Collabtuation'? (Map Il)

By the lime we œacbed Session 38 wc were ready to revisit the question of

whether we consiclered discussion (for leaming) to he 'coUaborative'. In this

session we concentrated on the 'Iabor' in 'co11lbg[ation' and we asked ourselves if

we thought our class pbilosophy and DRG discussions counted as 'work' given tbat

they involved mostly talking.

S,,1Ùm 38. WCtlnCldqye May Se 1923. 7 Co..rclcarclJcrs.1@3

The seven co-researchers present worked on Map Il: Col1abg[ative

Pbilosopbical Inquiry. Staci, Tracy, 10ey and Jaguar lOOk twenty-minute shifts

operating the video camera and Staci was the cartograpber.

Is Discussion (for Learning) 'Work'?

The question: ln CPI are we 'wor/dng' together? Mter having worked on

the 'co-' part of 'coUaborative' last time, following my suggestion, this time we

decided to revisit the 'Iabor' part of the word. In other words, did they sec wbat we

were doing as 'work' 1 wondered as 1 asked, "... are we worldng together? - Or

are we just talking together but not working together? - Or are we taDdng and

working together? "

Staei remarked that this was "getting confusing" but ber observation neither

derailed the discussion nor prevented ber from getting thoroughly involved in this

exploration. (In class philosopby, as a matter of policy, 1 [1udy] bad taught these

students tbat confusion is not sometbiDg 10 fcar or avoid. Rather it is something

with which to engage and it is olten a silO tbat now we must be 'doing

philosophy' .)

Brainstorming 'wor1c'? From where she was working on the computer,

Mariah was tirst to respond:

133 Unless otheMf.. indicated. the data for th" session are from the verbatim
transcrfpt for Se..lon 38. Wedneaday. May 5. 1993.
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Mar.ah Weil, yeah, WB work together because ·collaboratlve- - it

means workfng together. And sometimes -Iïke when we
come Mre? - W8 lice brafnstonn? - and that's Iilce
working together? - 80 1think Irs work.

•

•

Mariah's 'brainstorming' as an example of how we work together (and therefore

colJabg[ate) in DRG went uncballenged and was tberefore tacitly accepted.

am talIdng he wOTk? 1 [Alison] responded ta Mariah by saying tbat as a

teaeher, 1 always gaL .."the very clear impression from kids, from students tbat

writing is work....And taIldng im't ". 1 mentioned that nobody in the group

ever chose ta write texts (sucb as blurbs) other than "doodle-y type" tbings. My

observations were greeted with recognition and Staci began ta think more about il

WOTk is something you lJaK to do? After two time outs, Staci retlected on

whether writing is work in the context of class philosophy. She made a distinction

between 'work' and 'not work' based on !Wo different ways teacbers 'make'

students do things. One way was by requiring ('work') and the other was by

inspiring ('not work'). When Staci said, "we mate them talle" she might have

been referring ta how class philosophers engaged each other in dialogue thus

'making' eacb other talk. Or she may bave been refelTÏDg ta our class philosophy

practice of having students who take charge of discussions in class philosophy as

discussion "moderators" to mate sure we followed agœed procedures and lœpt

moving. When she talked about what bappened to ber wben 1 [Judy] talked in class

philosophy, sbe was using quite a different sense of 'make'. Teacbers 'ma)œ'

students do work in the imperative sense tbat teaebers' wisbes are students'

commands. But here Staeî was suggesting 1bat wben 1 [Judy] ta1ked in class

philosophy, sbe felt compelled ta write as if1were triggering something in her that

'makes' her want ta write: '''Cuz when you're taIldng, 1 want ta listen - but you

make me want to write something down".

Then she went on to say tbat this was not 'work' in the sense of

'homework'• Using conceptual analysis techniques witbout their terminology, Staci

thought of written philosophy as a conttary case of 'work'. 1bat is, although

writing in class philosophy may loole lilœ work, it is not work. Then she compared

it ta model cases of "bomework and stuffyou have ta do for classes". And, instead

of looking al why those were contrary or model cases, she tried ta say why

pbilosophy is different. She then produced an alternative interpretation when she
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tried ta say what eue philosopby is: "But pbilosopby is sort of just like - Iike 

organizing your braïn."

Next, building on Staci's bomework example, 1 [Alison] made it barder

wben 1 did a 'wbat if' move and took 'something written' that we do in class

philosopby eblurbs') and asked ifit would still he 'not worlc' ifl [Judy] assigned

tbem for bomeworlc. (As a matter of policy, 1 did not assign class philosopby

bomework.)

Jaguar i111lJWÜaœly responded, "Ob! 1bat would be work" and Staci

agreed. While 1 [Alison] repeared their words, Sfaci made anotber conceptual

analysis move when sbe analyzed ber own response and tried ta say why 'blurbs'

are not work in tbe context of class pbilosopby but are work if assigned for

homework. In so doing, she invoked a philosopbical notion of 'fœe will'. 1bat is,

whetber or not sometbing caunts as 'worlc' may bave more ta do with whether one

does it of one's own 'free will' than it does with the nature of tbe activity itself.

This would also apply ta the distinction Stacî made earlier between two quite

different ways a teaeher can 'malœ' students do wort. It is 'worlc' if it is not of

your own free will; it is not 'worfe' if it is of your own free will - if you,

yoursel/, feel compelled ta do il.

Our philosophical discussions are not 'collt:llltlrative' becauae they are

not 'work'? Ncxt 1[Alison] related wbat wc bad just donc to our researcb question

when 1 wondered wbetber we sbould he using the tenn 'coI1lbmative' to descnôe

discussion for leaming ifwe would not descn"be 50ch activity as 'work'. 1 [Alison]

tben asked wbethcr wc should reconsider using the ward 'collaborative' to describe

discussion for leaming. Staci tried to define the word and, in yet anotber conceptual

analysis move, she did so in relation to 'cooperative' a neigbbouring concept and

we almost settled on 'Cooperative Philosopbical Inquiry" as an alternative

descriptive phrase for discussion for leaming. But then in another conceptual

analysis move, Whoopy paid attention to ber own feelings of underlying anxiety134

and askeel me why 1 bad cbosen the word 'collaborative' in the first place. 1

responded, ''beanse 1 tbink you are working". 1 explained my interest in

•
134 For a summary of this and other conceptual analysis moves (Wilson

1963/1987) r see Conceptual Analysis Questfoning under 4.3 ldea Building
Research Acta in Chapter 4. Surfacing Reaearch Acta •
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alternative explanations and raised a new question ("but maybe you don't tbink

you're worldng. Could you he working but Dot thi7l1c you are?'').

Work and trying? While Whoopy started ta gel impatient, Sfaci continued

by sbifting the exploration away from an eitberlor dichotomy (either it's 5work' or

it's not) ta part/whole thinking when she said, "in some parts it's work and in some

parts it iso't". Immediately elaborating on this point, sbe offered a reason for saying

it is work ("-because we're working ta find answers"). Theo, keeping track of an
earlier thread, she look our exploration away from the dichotamy into different

conceptual territory when she considered the earlier establisbed 'have 10' criterion.

'Working to rmd answers' is work, 'but it's Dot like we have to' (i.e., it is work if

you have ta do il, but may or may not be work if not). Then, continuing the

exploration, she made yet another conceptual analysis move wben sbe considered

the practica1 results: "If we don 't, then we'lI just get a bad mark". 1bat move led

ber to suggest that 'work' is Dot only about something we have to do, but 'work' is

also about how we do what we do ( "-we try"). Thal is, trying can itself malœ

something be 'work'.

At tbis point Mariah interjected using the class philosopby interruption

procedure of saying ''point of information" and asked Stacî 10 say wbether sbe

meant you have to find answers. In reply Staci explained ber point about being

'made' 10 work by a teacher who malces you want to work even though you do

not have to (uniess you want a good mark or what 10 try and find out new things

whicb amounts ta making yourself work). Apparently satisfied with tbis, Mariah

did not pursue ber question furtber.

Talking and writing are both 'work'. Now, finally, Wboopy could have

ber say and she went back ta an earlier question about wbether talle is work. Sbe

made the point tbat taIk is 'work' just like wridng is 'wort' and, elaborating on ber

point by comparing bath talking and wriling in relation 10 'work', sbe detennined

tbat talking is easier work tban writing and sbe provided reasons for what she saïda

When she said that they are bath work but tbat one is harder tban the other~ she

expressed the relationship as a matter ofdegœe.

Work: wanling Io? - enjoyment? - pay? Next, Staci provided another

model case that we could readily recognize as work. Attnbuting the idea ('-mat itts

5 work' when you don 't want to? - but it could he work - when you want ta -
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sort of') 10 someone else (Whoopy?) Stacî then bullt on it by introducing a new

model case (cleaning your room because your mUID makes you) ta test the theory

we bad generated so far (that work is what you have 10 do becan5e you are made to

do it). It was an example she could he confident tbat we would recognize and agree

with. Then she adjusted this new example by considering the saDIe example

(cleaning your room) in a new way (not because your mum makes you but because

"you want to clean your room youTsel/JI
). By replacing the "have tofmade to"

factor with ''want ta yourseIr', sbe found that it could still he 'work' and so she

adjusted the theory by adding, "it depends on how you look at it". Sa even ber

model case was not cut and dried. "It depends" - but on what?

Next, 1 [Alison] continued the exploration with Staci by focusing on the

don't like factor. Staeî introduced two new elements: 'going ta wort' and

'enjoyment' ("because people go to work and sorne people enjoy their work").

Aclcnowledging the new 'opposite' element (enjoyment of work), 1 realized that we

could no longer make 'wanling or not wanling 10 do the task' a defining factor of

'work' . Looking for another interpretation ('ISO then what eue is workT') 1built on

Staci's element by adding anothernew element, (getting "paid for going 10 work").

However, when together we (Staci, Alison and Joey ) related these new elements to

the theory we were working on ("but you don't get - paid - for cleaning - your

room - too bad"). we realized that this criterion would not he useful if people do

not ,et paid for cleaning their rooms.

While tbis excbange was happening, Tracy was Iistening and noted the

following in ber stenopad without saying it out loud:

Some people clean their rooms and do not get paid.

But some people get paid.

[DIS38I93.0S.05WeJDRGlTracylReeearch NotesflBlurbs + Ide"

Who rays 1 have to? Using Staci's example of cleaning one's room,

Whoopy further adjusted the theory by proposing what else il might dePend aD.

That is, she amended the 'have to' criterion to say in effect that if it does not dePend

on whether you have to or not, maybe it depends on who says you have 10 and she

supported this interpretation with an example (Ifmy mum says 1 have ta, 1 consider

it work; if1 say 1 have to, 1 OOn't consider that as wade, "1 just do if'). Jcey, who
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was operating the camera, related Whoopy's point to our earlier criterion e~ou
wanted to do it"). Then, as Wboopy continu~ she genera1ized out from the

example of herself and her mother ta what "people" do. And she came back to

StaeÎ's original point about "fœe will" which loey translated ta, "If you/eel Iike

doing it".

When 1 checked my understanding of Whoopy's point by saying in effect,

'if free will, then not work?', Whoopy replied that it is work, but tbat tbere is a

difference between work (that someone else tells you ta do) and work (that you tell

yourself to do). Then she stopped as if wondering if it makes sense ta taIk about

'telling oneself' what 10 do ("if you're the one who's te1ling yourself 10 do il, then

you really can't tell yourself"). In response 10 this 1[Alison) added that people even

ma/ce themselves do allkinds of things.

On closer inspection it seems that Whoopy was saying that whether one

likes doing something does not help us 10 decide wbether it counts as 'wort' or

noL They are separate issues. Sometbing cau be work and we may or MaY not like

il. St8Ci had made a similar point earlier wben she said that something could be

work even if you do want to do il: uIt depends on how you look at it". 1am not sure

we caught this at the lime.

Enjoying work and talking and writing as work. Next, in an example that

had double relevance for the theory of 'wort' wc were building, Whoopy brought

us back 10 the ideas of enjoying work and the differences between talking and

writing as work. She told us about her mother who enjoyed her wort as a clay cale

teaeher becanse ushe works with kids and sbe likes kids" and ushe doesn't really

consider il work". On the other hand, Whoopy continued, there were pans of ber

job that ber mother did consider work. namely parent-teaeher meetings. And one of

the reasons Whoopy gave for that was the distinction between writing and saying

things to parents. Saying was better than writing it down and letting them read it

because "they don't œaIly take it the same way". This example had double

relevance to the theory of what counts as 'work' tbat we were building. It was

relevant ta Staei's point about enjoyment and aIso ta the issues regarding talking

and writing as wort.
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Is meditation work? After two more âme outs, Stacï brought us back to

the idea of 'work' with a new idea that our discussion bad prompted ber to wonder

aboUL

Stacl •••But - my unele meditates, okay? And 1 wu
wondering 1 that's r88IIy work•• .1 think, yeso ••Cuz you
have to sort of concentrale and 1 think VOu have to
concentraIs to work.

This was a borderline case for us to work on. Stacî provided a reason

(concentration) for saying meditation ;s work and then iJ11DJMiately related tbat

reason to the concept of 'work' we were developing. Then, without skipping a

beat, she added a model case of a teaeber concentrating in arder to be able to do ber

work thus providing anotber example in support of ber notion of concentration as

work.

Concentration - cleaning your room. Next, 1 [Alison] took Staci's new

criterion of 'work' (concentration) and tested it by asking how it related ta cases we

had already considered. When we tried it out on the case of cleaning one's room,

Staci thought that this chore did require concentration whereas Whoopy was not sa

sure. Moreover, Whoopy pointed out tbat in the example of her mother working al

daycare, concentration "doesn't reaIly sbow" because of her motber's sense of

humour.

'Concentrative t Philosophical Inquiry? Despite the inconclusive results of

this line of inquiry, now 1 [Alison] wondered if perbaps we should change the 'c'
in Collaborative Philosopbical Inquiry 10 an invented word: Concentrative.

However, intertwined with my wonderings, Whoopy was still not happy with the

criterion of concentration as work in relation 10 the example of cleaning up your

room and her objections led us away from that line of inquiry. My reaction was ta

reach for a counter-example and 1 tried ta start over by going back ta what 1 thought

we bad establisbed earlier.

'Work' depends on what you aetually do? Undaunted, Whoopy foUowed

up on ber earlier remarie that wbat counts as 'work' "depends aetually wbat you

do n rather than whetber you conœntrate. She retumed to the example of cleaning

up your room saying that it was work and agœeing with me that it involved "domg

sometbing"•
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Discussion is doing? This led us to coDSider the 'doing' aspects of

'discussion' to see if our discussions could COUDt as 'work' according 10 tbis new

criterion of 'domg'. First Wboopy suggested 'talking' as something we do in a

discussion and Staei joined in and suggested 'thinlcing'. Then, after we paused ta

tbink about whether tbinking counted as 'doing' sometbing, Staci reminded us of

the logje tbat Harry bad discovered in the lAPe novel-qua-text, Harry
Stoulemeier's Discovery. She tried to apply "Harry's Rule" to what we were

working on wben she said, '1f thinldng is doing - then doing is tbinking" and 1

[Alison] cbuclded appreciatively al the carryover from class philosophy.

If it were Harry, he would bave said sometbing like the foUowing: "AlI

[instances of] thinking are [instances of] doing". Wbat Harry had 'discovered' was

that ifyou reverse the subject and predieate phrases ofsucb sentences, they become

false such tbat Staci's statement reversed would become: "AIl [instances of] domg

are [instances of) thin/dng". Wben al the end of this part of the excbange, 1

[Alison] said, ''Doing is...not necessarily tbinking. Not all doing is thinking". 1

was trying to malœ Staci's attempt resemble more closely the "AIl" fonnat of

Harry's rule.

Thin/dng but not doing? This last mave by Staci led me next to try a

contrary case in which someone might be tbinking but not doing.

AII.on Ali thinking is doing? How 'bout your coma?

•

My refeœnce to "your coma" must bave been a carryover from class philosophy

and it reminded Staci of a book she bad read in which the main cbaracter was "sort

of in a coma and be went back and he was like in the future".

Stacl •••So thafs what - llice 1was basically saying in my
[reflectfon?) in cIass? - That - VOU can -like your brain is
sort of traveling - to a dtfferent time.

By thinking of the storyline of the book, Stacî considered the possibility that even

in a coma, theœ is still brain activity. It was a possibility on wbich 1 [Alison]

pounced with, "Oh. And is that work?" to see how it fit with our theory of 'work' .

Not able to answer my question, Staci said, "1 don't know-". Then sbe took an

epistemologjcal tum wben sbe tried to say wbat il would take to know such a thing:

"1 ggess you cao only really know if youtre sort of conscious - wbile you're in a
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coma". However, Ibis was eDough to lead me to make a distinction between two

kinds ofactivity: doing and happening.

Next, Staei used the activity-distinetion 1 made between 'doing' and

6happeniDg' and transformed it into a distinction between two different Idnds of

6working': in the coma, "He wasn't working? - but 1 think bis brain was

working". 1 then askeel ber 10 apply tbat ta the 'worlting' tbat we do in our

discussions. We arrived al the interpœtation tbat in discussions, we (Dot just our

brains) are 'working' ''because we'œ talIcing and we're writing _" in a way that is

not bUe of someone in a coma.

Meditation is fUll work. In our final three minutes of tbis session, Wboopy

caIled our attention ta a goad point that Jacy had made regarding wbetber

meditation is work. He bad bied 'making a living' as a minimum criterion for

counting sometbing as 'work' on the grounds that wanling ta do something was

oot eoough - or at least il was grounds for saying something is not work.

However, someone said, "No!" to this and then, in a œt1exive move, Joey

provided an example from our mutual experience ("It's just Iike coming to ORO") to

support the point saying that since we come to ORO when we want ta and because

we want to, it is not work either.

Meditation U work. Both Staei and Jaguar were eager to reply to Joey's

poiot.

Jaguar [Operating the camel8.]lrs work - ifs work of the - mind.
[Joey: Yeah.]-Cuz we're dec/ding if vou want ta go or
note

•

Contrary to the point he had just made, Joey agreed with Jaguar tbat meditation is

'~ork of the mind" and Staci joined in with a story about her unclets special form

of meditation: astral projection. She told the group, "My uncle cao do astral

projection and he can Iike fly and stuff. It's really weird."

Jo., He can fIy?

Stacl Yeah. He's going ta teach me when l'm aider- But »> it
ha ta be work ta do asIr8I projection because vou have to
lilce - yeu have to get yourself rnto a certain state of minci?
- so vou can go•••

Not surprisingly tbis elicited Iively reactioos.
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Jo.,
Stacl
AUson

Stacl

»> But - you »> Actually, the thfng that's strange about
ft is that - you don't concentrate. Vou concentrate but Vou
don't concentrale. Vou're supposed to llice - just Iike -

Vour minci is cIear-

Veah.

Weil medltation is Iilce that. Vou're supposed to just -let ft
happen.

Veah.

•

•

Staei thought about her point in relation 10 our earlier criterion of concentration and

called our attention 10 the apparent contradiction that meditation could require and

not require concentration al the same tïme. My observation tbat "you're supposed to

just -let it happen" put our earlier distinction between ~doing' and ~happening' in

a different Iight. However with time Nnning out in this session, we did not pursue

these points.

Meanwhile, Joey still wanted to know how high Staci's uncle could tIy and

how long he could stay in the air. Mariah, who was listening while she was

fmishing up the blurb on DRO sbe was writing for the class yearbook, said, "You

shouldn't stay for - too long, though". Whoopy laughed and Jaguar said, "Splat" .

Staei responded, "Oh! Not for Iike two seconds. You cao stay for Iike »> f1fteen

minutes," and Jaguar was surprised. By tbis lime 1 (Alison] announced that time

was up for to-day and Staei asked ifwe could come back to tbis subject.
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S39: What is a research map? (Map 12)

The next two DRO sessions wcre canceDed and wben we met again a week

and a clay l&ter, we decided 10 taIk about our researcb maps, about bow we would

describe themand bow they belp ourresearcb (ifthey do).

WhGt is G "'GJI?

A map is a series of questions put together to lome an

answer. When we get carried away it is very good. If we didn't

,et carried away the discussion we wouldn 't get anywhere. Like

in Seinfeld when we get carried away it can get confusing which

letUIs to humour.

[D1S38I1993.05.13TulDRGlCoRIDaisylWhat la a map?]

ScslÎOll39. T",sdQy. May 13. 1923 • 6 Co-r"cgrchcrs

Ouring Startup wc took some lime to work on the text for the l'Memories of

DRG" y earbook blurb we were preparing for Stepping Out, the class yearbook and

we wanted to add a paragraph about our DRO map-making activities. However

Mariah, who was working on revising the blurb text, said she was not sure what ta

wrÎte. So, after working out how many more meetings we could fit in before the

end of the year, and after talking about whether and how we might continue to meet

after they had 19raduated' in lune, for this session, wc tumed our attention to our

ORO map-making. loey was the DaIlle recorder and Jaguar was the 'cartograpber'

for this session.135

What is a research mtlp? After getting out ail our maps and putting tbem

around the room, 1 invited my co-researcbers to look al our own experience of

making maps and see wbat wc could say about them. Daisy suggested that wc make

a ncw map which we did, calling it a "Map Map". Consulting ber 'What is a map?'

135 Thla account ia reconstructed tram notes 1 [Sigma) wrote in the DRG
Catalogue entry for thia session.
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research notes she bad a.lready written in ber stenop~ Daisy began by saying that,

"A map is a series of ideas put together" .

"How did you explain it to us?" loey asked me and in œsponse 1 said that it

is "a way of sccing the connections between our ideas - our ideas and the

connections - ta mate our icleas visible". Tben 1 asked, ''Why do we do that? Do

they belp usT' 1aIso added tbat they "help us to come up with ideas" and that they

are "a way of ma/dng ideas, or making connections". And then 1 asked, "What if
we didn't have maps?" Mariah replied that she thought we'd come up with the same

ideas but that we wouldn't rernember what other people said. When 1 asked if they

thought we did maps in class philosophy some said yes, sorne said no, and others

said ail the tïme. 1bat made us maJœ a connection between the overhead

transparencies that we did use ail the lime in class philosophy and our research

maps.

Next 1mentioned Daisy's map designs and the Step Chart they used in one

of their discussions. However someone mcntioned that it was bard to know when

to change steps and tbat it might bave been better ta make the map after the

discussion. Then, consulting ber "Wbat is a mapT' notes again, Daisy said, UA map

is a series of questions and answers put together to form one big idea" and then she

changed it sligbdy when she added, "a series of questions put together to fonn an

answer". And 1 [Alison] noted how ua research map grows with the discussion".

Getting carried away. With reference to Daisy's point in her research notes

about getting carried away, Mariah commented tbat she tbat that it was goad when

Einstein got carried away (when we made our first research map in Session 17) and

Daisy agreed noting how on the television situation comedy Seinfeld that "they get

carried away" and that it is good.

Doing research without maps? It was at this point 1 asked, "What if we

did the research witbout mapsT' loey replied that he tbought we would "run out of

topies or that we'd "forget everything we've done" and someone else said that it is

"somethîng to do", that it is "fun", that "we enjoy it" and tbat the maps help us get

"more topies". Mariah said that she thought it "wouldn't make a difference because

before we didn'r'. However, tben she added, "But now it's even better". And, still

tbinking about geUing carried away, Daisy admitted tbat, "Thele is a point when

you caB get too canied away".
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What's bail about mtlps? 1 [Alison) al50 asked my co-œsearchers to see if

tbey could tbinlc of wbat migbt be bad about making maps and 1 gave the example

of how it happened tbat "we start[ed] out with a map but then we stop[ped]" and

tbat sometimes it I&cau he too bard 10 mate maps of sorne ideas"? Daisy said tbat

they are not good wben they "get too confusing" witb "too many Iines going round

and round, Iike a labyrintb". 1 asked if tbat meant tbat it was "too confusing when

we get carried awayT' but Daisy repüed tbat it "depends on bow carried away you

get" and then she added that "colour can belp".

What ma/ces a good map? Daisy said that a good map is ''not boring to look

at" and I&you cao follow it". 1 taIked about bow on a good map we cau use

"different colours to show different relationsbips Iike on a road map". And Mariah

said tbat colours were good ''oot only 10 lœep it from being boring 10 look at but

a1so to separate certain things".

Maps and confusion. Retuming to the points about confusion and getting

carried away, Daisy related an example from Seinfeld pointing out that it was "so

confusing it's funny" to which 1 commented, "So confusion can lead to humour".

Then, using the road map analogy, Daisy remarked that it is "goad to bave colour

but not good to have confusion".

At this point 1 turned to Mariah and asked if arter our discussion sbe would

now be able to write a paragraph about our map-making for the yearbook blurb and

this is how it appeared in the final version:

ln DRG we make maps to map our discussions and by March we

had made six maps. A map is a series of questions put together

to fOTm an answer, and it grows w;th the discussion. We have

maps to help us from getting too carried away, but it ;s auo good

to get carried away.

323



•

•

•

840: Exploring Examples

'Collaborative' or 'Cooperative'? (Map 13)

Two more sessions weœ cancelled alter Session 39 so by the âme we

œached Session 40 it was almost thœe weeks after the Session 38 'colJlbg[ative'

discussion that captuœd Staci's interest and which she had requested tbat we

continue.

S"'ipn 40. Tu"MY. Mqy V. 1993 • Z CO-c"cgcch«,la

The same seven co-researchers who had worked on Map Il: Colllbmative

Philosophical Inquiry in Session 38 were back. During Startup time we taJked

about issues such as the lay-out for the "Memories of DRG" yearbook blurb and

how to include a photograph of Map 12: "What is a research map?" and also about

making sure that as many Researcher Profiles as possible were completed.

Otherwise 1 had no Sigma plans for tbis session other than ta spend lime

photographing ail our rnaps. Staei (cartographer), Jaguar (video camera operator)

Joey and 1 [Alison] began the discussion and as it progressed, others who were

working 00 other research activities joined in at will. We recorded our deliberations

on Map 13: '~ve' -'CoIJaborative', the research map Staei was making.

When 1 [Alison] asked if anyone else had ideas of what ta do, Staei

suggested continuing the map about what a philosophical conversation is. 1 wasn't

sure which one she meant and suggested tbat a few PeOple have a discussion using

the tape recorders as we had done before and that way she could have the

discussion she suggested. She really wanted ta continue the map, so 1 suggested

that maybe Staci and 1 would have a discussion while others could do other things

and join in, in the background.

At tbis point Whoopy wanted ta say something about the meaning of

'philosopby' based on notes she had taken during class philosophy when 1 [Iudy1
bad appareody said that 'lJhilosophy is baving a reasoo for tbings". 1 thought a

üttle, tben said that "1 think 1 might have done a lime out and said, 'It's oot the

opinion that's important, in philosophy, it's the reasons tbat you bave - we look

136 Unless otherwise indicated, the data for Ibis session are from the verbatim
transcript for Session 40 on Tuesday, May 25. 1993.
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al the reasons'" and smiled al Whoopy in appreciation of ber report tbat sbe was

making DRG observations during class philosophy. Consulting ber notebook.,

Whoopy added "tben the second one was - 'H it's »>'. Il was getting

confusing? So »> "tbis must he philosopby". 1 laugbed bearing Whoopy play

back sometbing 1deliberately say in class pbilosophy. Alter saying to Whoopy tbat

it was good she waskeeping an eye on me, 1 replied tbat " ... the next question is,

Do you apee with that?" Fmally Staci asked ber question.

•

Stacl

Alison

Jaguar
Alison
Jaguar
Stacl
Jaguar
Stacl
Allaon

1know thla Is - this mfght be really dumb but »> Did the
persan who invented phil08ophy. i8 his name Phil?

[Chuclc/lng). No. Do vou want to know where the word
'phllo80phy' comes trom? 1never-

[Inaudible] 1know-

Goon-

Plato

Playdoh

The philosopher. Plato

Oh.

fin not sure he fnvented the word. The word is Greek.
'Phllosophy' is Greek - and »> [slgh8) - 1aIways get
them mixed up. Philo- means one thing and sophia
[Stacl: Thars a narne.] meana another - and It means 'love
of wlsdom'• [Others say "Oh- and "'m'

•

Stacy continued witb a statement about not having to love wisdom to do

philosophy and a remark about some people in philosophy wbo don't really take

part in class. Inspired by Whoopy's reference to ideas sbe had written in her class

philosophy notebook, Staei put the camera on the tripod and went to retrieve ber

own class philosophy notebook in wbich she too had a collection of quotations and

a cutting from Seventeen magazine conceming wbat philosophy is.

After this exchange, since 1 knew 1 could photograph the maps some other

time, and for tbis session 1 decided it would he better ta follow Stad's lead and

have a discussion with ber instead. Meanwbile, Whoopy and Mariah chose to wark

on finalizing the DRO blurb for the yearbook. Tracy and Jaguar worked on their

researcher profiles on the computer. Stacl, Joey and 1 [Alison] decided to have the

discussion that Staei requested. At first, Staci did not want to start a new map 50 wc

searcbed tbrough our research map collection and our catalogue of sessions and

settled on putting up paper for a new map. Theo we tried ta refresh our memories

by looking al Map Il and Staci remembered that the session sbe wanted ta continue
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•
had been about ~collaborative'.After looking caœfully al: the map, 1 œmembered,

"It was the meditation one".

Staci was standing al the blank map taped ta the white board ready ta write

and she suggested tbat we work on '''Collaborative7' Wbat does it meanT'. But 1

[Alison] was not so sure that was whal she bad been so interested in al the end of

Session 38. We discussed severa! possibilities and then 1said that 1had an idea that

came to mind while 1 was doing the transcript for this discussion.

•

Allaon

Stacl

Allaon

Whafs the dlfferance between 'cooperative'
cooperative and collaborative. (Staci thlnks.] - If any.
• • • because at one point during here (paInting to Msp
11 off-camera) W8 were saying weil why don't W8 ay that
IfsJust a coop--Ifs a cooperative discussion instead of a
collsborative. Weil why would W8 use - or why would /
choose to use 'collaborative'?

Now, 1can tel/you why (1 can play teacher on vou) 
Okay.

Irs because the word 'labo" in thera makes It sound like
we're working. Okay ••• ? So that's why 1wanted to see
If you st!lN - the wor· - When we have discussions, do
you consider that to be 'work'? Does it fee/like work?

What does 'eollaborative' mean?

In order to investigate whether we should use the term 'collaborative' in

CPI, first we examine<! its close neighbour 'cooperative' and tried to say wbetber

we tbought tbat doing philosophy was a 'cooperative' activity. Then we went on ta

examine 'collaborative' ta do the same tbing.

'Cooperative': wor/dng properly; working weil with others

'Cooperative'. Befoœ we began, we tumed our attention to Jaguar (wbo

was operating the camera) to make sure he knew he could contribute too when he

had something to say. He did - right away.

•

Jaguar

Stacl

Weil »> 1don't want ta fnterrupt or anythlng - [Alison:
Yeah] - Weil, what 1wanted to saywas that »> sort of llke
what you said »> -(abour"? Irs sort of like woflt But
'cooperative' fs - when - fika vou work properly. Like
you're not-

Sioppy?
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• Jaguar
Stacl

Nof Not thatl Uke you work weil with others.
Oh thafa good because -

Thinking about the word ~cooperative', Jaguar made a distinction hetween 'work'

Oabour) and 'workingproperly' or 'working weil with others' (cooperatively) and

when Staei understood wbat he meant, she expressed ber appreciation for the point

he was making.

Wondering how Jaguar came ta make that distinction, and reca1Jing the

"Cooperative uaming" pedagogical strategy which 1knew was heing implemented

by my co-researebers' EDglish teacher that year, without using the technical tenn

for it, 1 [Alison] said, "Yeah - you do cooperative »> stuff with [your English

teacher] don't you in class?" Eager ta move on, Staci replied, "Okay DOW, wail,

wait-". TheD, Dot ignoring my remarie entirely sbe added, " No, no, not really,

but-" .

Philosophy - is lU2.t 1cooperative'. Next Staei led us on a detailed

exploration of distinctions between 'cooperative' and 'coUaborative' in relation to

our experience of doing philosophy.

• Stacl Okay. - You know in philosophy »> you don't always
agree. you have 111(8 different aides. So -1 can't really be
'cooperative' because vou don't cooperate together.

As soon as Staei said that, sbe and 1 [Alison] worked on bow ta represent this idea

on Map 13, our researcb map for tbis session. Staei liked my suggestion that we

start with the abbreviations 'Coop.' and 'Collab.' by placing them on the map
separated from each other and then "see if they link up for sorne things and they go

in different ways for other things".

•

EJsIYre 4. From Map 13: ·Coop.-Collab.-

Alter she had written the abbreviations, Staci wondered if sbe should have used

different colours. 1 suggested that we "start out with them the same to begin

with-" to which Staei added, "and then should 1 branch out in different colours?"

We agœed that she could and, remembering Jaguar's work as cartographer on
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•
Map 12: Map Map, 1 said tbat Jaguar, today's camera operator, "bas wonderful

ideas about colour scbemes and bow ta arrange things 50 - use bis expertise".

-okay, wait," Staci S81d. -rhere's one thing thet 1wantecl to say

before•••• What was it again? Oh yeah. If vou cooperate - Ifs not -

••• Cooperation isn't philosophy".

Wondering what else Staci would say about thls, 1[Alison) replied

tentatlvely, -okay - uhm" and another co-researcher volee W8S heard

sayfng, -Ifs true" •

Then, tuming ber attention 10 the map again, Staci suggested a way to do it by

writing' philo50P6Y] in a bubble joined by a line drawn from 1coop. ~ on which

sbe would write the word ''oot'' 10 indieate the idea that 'cooperation' is not

pbilosophy.

•
Figure 5. From Map 13: -Cooperation is not philosophy."

•

AII.on
Stacl

Allaon
Stacl

Allaon

Stacl

Okay, "Not philosophy" why?

Uhm-

Because we disagree? Because -

Different opinions - different ••• Different points of
view.

Okay•••• and ••• You can't have different points of
view and cooperate?

No, because cooperate ••• Okay. [She writes stralght
ente the msp and Alison chuck/es sppreciatlvely. Stacl
wtites -Aggree· [sic] in a bubble jeined to "Coop· by a
lins.] Ohll put il wrong•
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•

Philosophy - ù. 'cooperative'? At this point 1 [Alison] took the fust part

of what Staci said and tried substituting ~cooperative' for ~collaborative' ta see if

what she said migbt apply to bath•

•

AII.on
St.cl
AII.on
St.cl

AII.on

St.cl

Jo.y

Agyr. 6. From Map 13: Staci adds -Aggree- (sic)

It doesn't matter. Ifs the Id..

Thars what Ifs supposed to be.

When cooperating we agree. Okay.

Okay »> Thars what It mean8. - So »> 1 thfnk
'collaborative' means 'working togethe, but not necessarily
agree/ng'.

Okayl.•.'Cooperative' could aJso mean 'working
together', right1

Weil »> 'cooperate' means - doesn't mean 'working
together' il Just means like »> workin- sort of thinking
together.

So thafs philosophy. [Alison chuclcles.]

•

This move on my [Alison's] part led Staci to make a work 1 not work distinction

between 'collaboration' and ~cooperation' and to do that she described 'cooperative'

as not working together but thinking together. However, Joey observed that

~thinking together' also descn"bes ~philosophy' thereby pointing to how, contrary to

ber earlier view, St8Ci was DOW arguing that philosophy is cooperative (in that it

involves ~tbinldng together').

Loolcing for alternatives. Next, drawing on 'cooperative'rcollaborative'

distinctions 1 was working on outside of DRG,137 1 tried other possible

interpretations of ~cooperative'for my co-researchers 10 considere

137 This refera to a profect 1 was working on for concurrent doctoral work (Kyle
19938; Kyle 1993b; Kyle 1994b).

329



•

•

•

-How about belng together,- 1 [Alison] suggested. Staci

immediately saId, -No becauae you could be together and not

cooperate-. So 1[Alison] trfed another: ·Dolng something together but ft

doesn't have to be phllosophy".

Joey suggested, ·Working together". But Stacl replled, -No, that

would be collaboration·. Then, whlle Joey and 1 continued to wonder

about 'working' together. Staci Interjected, -Hold on, hold on- and

Jaguar alsa notad that 'working' together Is 'collaborating'.

'We're trylng to SH 1 they're the seme or 1 they're different,- 1

[Alison] recalled. -VVell, okay,· Stacl replled and 1[Alison] continued, 'We

started off saying they're different but now everybody _ms to think

they're the same-.

'Collaborative': 'working together' but not necessarily agreeing

'Collaborative'. Next Staci tumed our attention to 'collaborative' and she

combined Jaguar's "collaborating is working together" with her own "without

necessarily agreeing".

-Collaborating would be working together but not necessarily

• •• thlnking,· Staci began, using her eartler distinction between

working togethe" and 1hinklng togethe" • Dtd she mean IfAgreeing-, 1

[Alison] asked. -Veah, agreeing,· Staci replied.

-Working together without necessarlly agreelng,· 1repsalad, just

to be sure. -Is what?- Joey askect. -COllaboratfng,- 1[Alison] repUed while

Staci wrote on the map and others kept thinking.

Philosophy - is coUaborative?

Just as he had done earlier Joey said, "1 thought thal's - that's philosophy

- working together but not necessarily agreeing" and many voices said al once,

"Yeabt9
•

Mapping. Staci, who was working on Map 13, asked how to speU

'necessarily' and Jaguar and 1 [Alison] answered in uDison. Theo, when she

finished writing, she looked al the map and reaumJ that for 'CoUab.' she had

written working together without necessarily cooperating instead of agreeing. So

she struck out 'cooPerating' and added 'agreeing'.
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•

Bgure 7. Staci changes 'cooperating' to 'agreeing'

Do we need 'philosophical'? Turning ta Joey, 1 [Alison] said, "And what

did you say a minute ago?" to wbich Joey replied, "1 said, 'And »> That's also

philosophy, collaborating". "Yes," 1 responded, and tbinking Joey may have been

intluenced by my CPI phrase 1 added, "Weil that's because we call it,

'Collaborative Philosophica1- Inquiry'." Still wanting ta keep our options oPen 1

added, "But maybe we OOn't oeed the 'philosopbical'?,'. lbere were several

overlapping but uniotelligible responses from others to this.

Mapping. At this point, Jaguar pointed out that Staci was writing '~ust a bit

too tiny" for the writing to be picked up by the camera and Joey suggested a zoom

in.

CoUaborating is not necessarily philosophy

Jo., Herdefinition of »> 'collaborating' - is aIso the definition
of 'philosophy' sa but - does that aIso mean -

Stscl No. - Waitl But is I? Because 1 mean CPI is not
neœssarily reaHy - philosophy BIœ they - they are but
theyaren'.

Joa, Well- phUosophy is in that ward.

Here Joey IDÎght have been referring ta the 'P' in the "ward" 'CP!'.

•

Stscl

Alison

Stscl

Huh? .•oh yeah•••yeah but ft might be - you're sort of

WeB philosophy might be more than just - so irs inquiry
too, ifs asking questions too which might be -

Okay.
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Mapping. Joey asked how we should map the point he was trying to mate.• Jo.,

Allaon

Stacl

Jo.,
Stacl
Allaon

Stacl

Should W8 attaeh 'phllosophy' with 'working together but
not necessarily agreeing'? Because ifs almost the same
thfng.

Yeah weil thet one says "NOT" on the line. Do you see il?
[Joey: Yeah. Oh, yeah]

But cooperate - you can cooperate in philosophy but ft
can also notbe philosophy.

Sa ft can be bath.

••• Sa thafs why 1did ft on the line.

Ohl 1 se...e. • •• 1 see.

You know what l'm going ta do? l'm going ta write•••

•

•

Time out: cartographer consultation. Mariah and Whoopy were baving

difficulty interpreting Map 12 for work they were doing and asked Jaguar (who

was videotaping the dialogue between Joey, Alison and Staci) for help. This

consultation al the computer became the foreground aetivity for a few moments.

What exaetly doe. 'collaborate' rnean?

Meanwhile, in the background Staei and Joey continued to work on how to

represent the relationship between 'collaboration' and 'philosophy' on the map.

·80 should we attach ft or nat? Should W8 attaeh it or not?W Joey

persisted • "Thafa what we dld before,WStaci replfect. Still not satisfied,

Joey repeated, MSO should be attach it or not?W JOlY continued. 'What

exactly does 'collaboratlve mean--? Then he added, M_ like what does

'collaborate' - if we looked ft up in the dictionary what would ft say?·

Stacf(?) replied, Mit would ay 'cooperate',· and 1 [Alison]

chuckled.

Taking Staci's suggestion seriously, Joey said, M'Cooperating' 

no but 'cooperating' is the same as 'collaboratfng-.

-No-,· Staci repUed and then, challenging the dictionary writers'

authority she went on, --rhey might - they might think sa but we might

not think sa·.

'Whafs dffferent?- 1[Alison) wondered •
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•

•

Time out: Alison's homeworlc. This taIk of consulting the dietionary

reminded me of the work 1 [Sigma] bad been doing on distinguishing between

'cooperative' and 'collaborative' for the doctoral work mentioned earlier and for

which 1 1uld consulted the dictionary. 1 mentioned tbat 1 would put it on my

"homework" list to bring in for us to use perbaps. We tried to remember what else 1
[Alison] had said 1 would do for DRG 'homework' and Joey, who remembered that

1had to make a copy of something for Jaguar, joked, "-l'm your teacher, 1 assign

your work --1'. '~'s right.... You're a co-researcher," 1 [Alison] replied,

enjoying the tact that he bad noticed the apparent mie reversai. And, continuing to

pretend to be my teacher rather than my co-researcher, Joey replied saying, "- ten
pages ofmath _ft •

Dictionary does not help. Jaguar had switehed the camera back ta our

discussion. 1told the group that the dictionary did not help in distinguishing the two

words and that we use them "as if they're the same Most of the lime" and added that

1was "wondering if they are œaIly the same". Then tuming to the problem of the

map 1went on to suggest that "maybe we want 10 save 'philosophy' and put it in al

the end" .

During this part of our exploration Stacl argued that in bath 'cooperation'

and 'collaboration' people work together and shc distinguished between the two in
terms of agœeing and disagreeing. Thus, in 'cooperation' you work together and

agree wbereas in 'collaboration' you work togetber but you do not necessarily

agree. By the time wc reacbed tbis point, wc were consulting dictionaries and

deciding - again - that they did not offer much help.

'Cooperative'l'CoUaborative': Exploring Five Examples

For the remainder of Session 40, wc collaboratively buüt on each otber's

ideas as we continued 10 work on the difference between 'cooperative' and

'collaborative' by producing and interpreting live everyday examples from our

surrounding culture. Otber co-researcbers joined in the interpretation of these

examples and wc also kept track ofearlier points as we introduced new elements in

our on-going quest 10 decide whetber we should describe philosophical inquiry

using the term 'cooperativc· or 'collaborative' .
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Ezample 1: Songwrlterll,rlcilt collaboration

• Stacl We have to think of something cuz my minet is going blank.

Jo.,

AII.on

AII.on

Jo.,

•

•

Collaboration: YO" need IWo (or more) people to do one thing. Although

eager 10 continue the discussion, Staci bad trouble getting going again 50 1 [Alison]

produced a first example for us 10 considere Saying tbat "1 do research everywhere

- you Imow - whenever 1 find somebody 1 think might know -", 1 told my

c~hers how a friend138 had given me what 1 thought was a good example

of ·coUaborating' when we weœ having dinner one evening.

AII.on »> Vou know people write songs?

Jo.y Yeah.

AII.on - and somebody writes the words -

Jo., The BeaUes-
AII.on - and somebody else writes the music sometimes?

Stacl/Jo., Uh-hmm.

AU.on They always talk about that as 'collaboration'.

Stacl Thafs good.

AII.on And what the person was sayfng to me was !t's when two
people (or more) come together with different expertises
(sic).

Two people do different stuff and - but ft puts their »>
the same things together-

Thafs right

- and ft puis the [1?1] - But vou need both people to do
one thing.

Thafs rightl [Stacfs l'Ob in the background
unintelflglble]

You're »> on a roll today! This is great!

As saon as 1 produced the songwriterllyricist example, without hesitation Iacy

derived a possible interpretation of 'collaboration' from it ('7wo people do

different stuff ...but you need bath people ta do one thing"). Next, appreciating

the examplee~'sgood!") and listening to loey's interpretation, Stacî produced a

cOUDter-argument.

138 1 am grateful to Marilyn Tobman, then Principal of Edlnburgh School, for this
example.
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•

•

•

Wail Wait-wait.- Staci S81d. , think 1have something that can

prave thet wrong- •

·Uh oh. Heh: 1[Alison] replied •

Meanwhile Whoopy, who had herselt been 'on a roll' in cIass

philosophy recently, asked who was on a roi ta which 1[Alison] replied,

~» Joey. Joey. He's coming up with sorne good thingsl- •

When Staci presented her counter-arguments in a way that addressed the ideas 

but not the penon (Joey), whose ideas they were - she made a move characteristic

of class philosophy. She said she was "proving that wrong" not loey wrong.

Stacl Okay, because when we're ln philosophy, W8 mlght have
different Ideas, but we're all- on the same subject. We al
- we're ail expertise <sic) on the same thlng. [MarIah: lime
out?] And we're - puttfng our ideas together. So-

Time out: Computer co-researchers. At this point we were interrupted by

people working on the yearbook blurb at the computer who asked about printing it

out.

Staeï made a fine distinction with regard to the issue of 'expertise' when she

said that in [elass] philosophy, "we might have different ideas, but we're ail - on

the same subject - ...we're ail eXPertise (sic) on the same thmg. And we're 

putting our ideas together'. In class philosophy our ideas might differ but our

'expertise' does not - al least not in the same way as the expertise of a songwriter

and a Iyricist who "come together with different expertise(s)" - one in writing

music, the other in writing lyrics. In class philosophy we are ail engaged in the

common aetivity of producing ideas about one thmg - even tbough the ideas we

produce might differ. And this is in contrast to the songwriter and lyricist who may
also be working on "the same subject" but who are engaged in different aetivities

(one writing music; the other writing lyrics). And in class philosophy "we're 

putting our ideas together' in a way that differs from how a songwriter and a

lyricist "come together" with their notes and words for the song as weU. Perbaps

the songwriler and the lyricist are too diffeœnt in wbat they bring to the enterprise

10 be comparable to how we do philosophical discussion and also it might bave to

depend on whetber the music and the lyric writers do their songwriting work

separately or together.
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•
Two kinds of ~~dilferent expertises". Continuing our exploration, we

foUowed the 'expertise' trail and looked at diffeœnt ways in which people migbt

have and contribute their expcrtise(s).

1 [Alison] responded 10 Staci's counter-argument by describing a variety of

'expertise(s)' that different people bring to a discussion.

Next Joey built on and away from that idea first by tentatively agœeing with

me [Alison] and then by adding tbat there were also expertise differences in terms

of how people contribute to a discussion.

•

AII.on

Jo.y

AII.on

»> l'wt thought about that too -although not quite the
sarœ way yeu put Il and 1Iike how you'ye put that because
Ifs going to make me thlnk IOme more-

But what 1 thought Is that everybody in the classroom.
[Staci: Yeah] - -. a dlfferent persan, with dlfferent lite
experience. They've read different books. they'Ye
watched dlfferent televislon, they have differant tastes,
and 80 ln that sense. thelr expertises are differant. But
then 1guess il would be true for 'cooperatron' too. wouldn't
il?

1agree with Alison? Uke »> eyen though »> when vou
do philosophy? - VOu still can be good in differant parts of
philosophy - lb some people 818 goocl al expresslng
orally? - and some people are good at writing on books.

Cohl Ohl Thars good. - and your idees come out in
cflfferem ways [Joey: Yeah] -lUIt Hke in the music -

•

Staci, meanwhile, was thinking about similarities, not differences, and she

argued that in the music example the 'subject' was the same for aU participants.

St.cl Yeah. but - same thlng - Hke eYerybody's - doing the
seme subject. There 818 two people thet came together.
One would be on the sublect of writing music, Iike writing
the words. and the other one would be - writing the
notes. - So ifs like -

Two people migbt brin, different expertïse(s) and they might have different

expertise(s) in Mw they participate, but they are ail doing the same 'thing' - the

'subject' (of a discussion/song) is the same for ail.
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• 1 [Alison] was not sure of Staci's interpœtation of the 'subject' and 50 1

tentatively suggested a diffeœnt interpretation.

Alison

Stacl

Jo.y

Stacl

No, becau-. No, youve go! the wrong 'subject'.

1sound Iike rm teling you but rm re&l1y askfng, okay? »>
- the 'subject' lB what the song lB about. And the music
has ta fit what the song lB about and the words have to fit
what the song - What they want - do they want Il to be a
sad song? a love song? a fOCk song? a song wiIh a
beat? .•

Okay-1 gel il. 1gel thet but »> ln cIass, ils' sort of liIœ if
you have different opinions, or - whatever because »>
say there was a rocIc(?] song - and you wrote the words to
it and then somebody-

- changed the beat -

- wrote lik8 -lb - a romantic - tune or something -
That would be Iike our discussions because sorne people
agree and sorne people disagree.

•
Staci accepted my [Alison's] interpretation but only when sbe reaUnxf tbat it was

compatible with 11er theory tbat in our discussions people &pee and disagree.

Using this songwriterJlyricist example, we exploted the issue of participant

'expertise(s), in two different ways as we worked on whetber difference in

exPertise is a way to distinguish 'collaboration' from 'cooperation'. Altbougb we

may not bave settled the issue, we did reach a more complex understanding of the

expertise(s) PeOple bring 10 and exercise in œlalion 10 the wbole whether it be a

discussion or a 'song'.

'Cooperation' means helpin, each ot1ler. Next, still using Ibis example,

Whoopy made a new distinction between 'COOPerative' and 'collaborativet
- tbis

time on the basis of 'belping'•

•

Whoopy

Alison

Stacl
Whoopy

Alison

Whoopy

Okay. »> 'Co-operatlve' is when you're helping someone
else. 'Collaborative' is not necessarily that voutre helping
anybody else. -like-

Isn'fit?

Nol

Weil you're not really»> helping them - Irs Iike - you're
working together but ifs not - Iike ifs not really helping
someone.

Oh Oka '1 need your help' kind of help.

Yeah. Irs Iike you're talking - but you're not - [Alison:
Aaahl]
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•
"ar.ah
Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Yeah, but VOU 818 working together, anyway•

•••Yeahl

•••Yeah, but•••'co-operative lB like. •. youlre helping

-like you're agreelng and like-

- yeah, youlre agreeing with everything but 'collaborative'
- [Stad taIks excItedlyat the same time.]

Ohl Ohll've got a perfect - okay-

- and 'collaboratïve' - is llke - VOU don'! necessarily have
ta agree but irs llke yeu have more than »>one persan.

•

•

When Whoopy made tbis distinction, 1 remember being surprised becanse

in ail my tbinking and reading and trying to sort out tbese two concepts, 1 had not

thought of 6cooperation' in terms of Mlping in this way. Whoopy seemed ta sense

a difference heœ but she was also tbinking on her feet. Keeping in mind tbat

'cooperation' is a term that children would be familiar with while 'collaboration' is

not, based on the DRG work we bad done on 'collaboration' 50 far, Whoopy

seemed ta he thinking of it stricdy in terms of '00-' (more tban one person) '+labor'

(working) together. Tbere had been no hint of 'helping' in our deliberatiODS to tbat

point.

For the sake of argument, taking this to he a valid distinction, it is

interesting ta consider the SongwriterILyricist example in these terms. Does each

'help' the other? Not necessarily - in the sense that Whoopy means. To do that,

the lyricist would have to engage in doing what the songwriter does and vice versa

and the wbole point of their collaboration is that tbeir tasks are separable. They may

'help each other' ta produce a song, but tbat is different, 1 think, from wbat

Whoopy was onto bere.

EZlJmple 2: Logic eXlJmple
Cooperative: helping each other

Co"aborative: working side by side

Whoopy's last intervention excited Staeî and wben it was ber tum next, she

presented us with an example which built on the 'belping' distinction tbat Wboopy

had just made. 1 caIl this the "Logjc" example because il is based on a class

pbilosophy eXPerience in which the stodents worked in pairs on a logic exercise.

The aetivity involved eategorization and the childten bad 10 tbink of instances ta fit

categories and caœgory names to fit instances.
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•

Stacl

Allaon

Stacl

Allaon

Stacl
Allaon
Stacl
Allaon
Stacl
Allaon
Stecl

1have a perfect example•

Okay, VOu know in Logic W8 have ftka those things where
you - there's Oka a ti1Ie and you have to name three things
that go with Il? (Alrson: Veah.]

Okay. Vou're worklng with your partner - and - okay. This
does - ·cooperatlve'. Where you're helping - okay. say
the title was »> "FumitUre- and you're helping each other
find -Ince - three things for fumiture.

But, 'collaborative'. Vou can be sitting beside your friend or
something and just be working and talking al the same
time.
So just the tact !hat yeu're sitting beslde each other makes
ft 'collaborative'1

Weil, and dolng work. Vou don't have to be Iike - Iilce
helping each other or whatever - you can just be -

So what if - in 'coIlaborative' you could .ch do yeur Dst of
fumiture. And then - do you have to put the two lists
together al the end to be -1 'Cm otherwise what's the
-co--1 The -co-- is just sitting aide by side.

Veah, just liu - not aJone- ifs nu with 8Omebody else.

But then whafs the 'Iabour'? ••Vou're doing work

Vou're doing work!

- beslde somebody else 

Vou're with somebody

Veah-

So ft fits into the -

•

In class philosophy when the students were working in pairs, their

instructions were tbat they each had to generate their own lists of instances although

they could help each other. Thus. in arder for each person ta bave three different

instances on hislher list, as a pair tbey could work together and think up six. If they

chose to work that way, Staei would say tbat they were 'cooperating' because they

were 'helping each other' with tbeir lists. If tbey chose instead each ta work on bis

or her own list while sitting side by sicle, according ta Stacî this would count as
'collaboration' because they would he WOTkin, - with each other. By producing

this example, Stacî intuitively had us exploring the tenn 'with' in our emerging

theory of collaboration as 'working with other people' .

Whoopy, however, was not entirely happy with this. She sensed tbat

something was wrong with this picture and, in what appeared to he a mix-up of the

two tenns, Whoopy nevenheless beld ber ground with Staei who was dying for her

own intelpretatÎon to hold
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Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

AU.on
Whoopy

Stacl
Whoopy

Stacl

ActuaIIy -1 kind of disagree wfIh »> Staci? Weil - cuz 
'cooperative' - Just bec&use you're sitting beside
someone - and - Just because vou have a partner-
No, thafs 'coIlaboratfve' -

••• Veah, but l'm 

Vou saki 'cooperative'.

Iknowl

Okay, let her finish -

Weil - just because »> Iike coop- »> lilœ cooperative
(giggtes) - Just becauselike - The onay way VOu could be
cooperative la - when you're helping someone else - 50
if vou're - 1 vou have Iwo listB and everything and you're
lika - Just because yeu're lb - wtth someone else and
with a partner, If you're not talking to the partner in 
fumiture stuff, then - ira not cooperative.

No but 1was talking - Thars what 1said for 'collaborative'

Ifs not coUaborative either. [Stacllaughs.)

Huhl [She laughs.] Voutre Oka - We're Iilce an old couple
or something.

•
In logic terms, Whoopy was saying tbat side-by-side is 'not sufficient' to

count as either 'cooperative' or 'collaborative' . And wben sbe said, '-nte only way

you could he cooperative is - wben you're belping someone else...tt in logic

terms sbe was suggesting that 'belping someone else' is an 'essential characteristic'

of 'cooperation' . It would not he enougb just to sil side-by-side. You would have

to talk or do something and by extension the same would apply to 'collaboration'.

Even though Staeî may bave thougbt sbe was eatebing Whoopy on mixing up the

two terms, for Whoopy whicb term was which was iIrelevant 10 the point she was

making.

EXllmple 3: SeSIlllle Street
Cooperation does not only mean helping

Next, Stacî thougbt more about Whoopy's point tbat 'cooperation' is

helping somebody and just as Whoopy argued tbat sicle-by-side was not enough, 50

Staei argued that 'cooperation' is not only about helping. To think tbat tbrough, sbe

produced examples from the children'5 television program, Sesame Street.

•
Stacl But »> for 'cooperation'. 1don' think ifs only helping

them. Vou can be helping them but -Irs Iike - Cuz vou
knowon sesame Street 1don' watch il anymore. But vou
know they're aIways - saying these littIe »> skits or
something about cooperation - and - they say irs lb
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•

»> they're doing - Uke 81Jtf »> yeu have »> this
yeunger sister - and yeu want to play wfIh »> thts Iittle
toy house or 80mething - and »> vou go, ~o 1want Itl
- ~ 1want itr - ~o 1want Ill- - Then, 1 you both »>
share ft - together - then thafa 'cooperation'.

This is an example of a "retroaetive televisioD" referenœ whereby wc

explored ideas usÏDg examples from television. What mates it retroaetive is that the

thoughts we express wben using these examples are here-and-now thoughts and

not ideas that occurred to us while we were warching the show we refer to. It is an

example of putting our television experience to use (just as we would any other lite

experience) as we work 10 make sense of the world

StaeÎ's reach for a Sesame Street example is a variation on the model case

conceptual analysis technique. She thought of an example of teaching ~cooperation'

10 young cbildren as if ta say, if this isn't ~cooperation', then what is? Then,

thinking on ber fcet, first sbe described wbat sbe considered to be a typical instance

and then, interpreting her own example, she produced a new element ('sbarïng') for

our theory. This fit with the theory she was working on tbat ~cooperation' is not

only helping sinœ il is possible 10 ~sbare' without ~helping'. In logic terms, by

producing an example to show tbat ~helping' was Deither necessary nor sufficient,

Staci was chalIenging the point Whoopy made tbat ~helping' was a "necessary"

characteristic of ~cooperation'.

Moving on, Whoopy seemed to think that there had ta he an instrumental

dimension to ~cooperation'and 'collaboration' - tbat il did not really count un1ess

it was to do something.

•

Whoopy

AII.on
Whoopy

AII.on
Stacl

AII.on

Whoopy

Stacl

. . . in dolng what?

Thars cooperation but ifs not helping sameone.

Yeah, but what are you doIng?

Ifs being nice - or something.

n.rs what 1said [she looks st the map) : 'cooperation'
does not mean helping.

It doesn't have to mean lhelping' but il could rnean helping,
couldn't il?

Yeah,but-

Yeah because »> 'cooperation' means -lika-
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• When Whoopy cbal1enged Staci's interpœtation of 'cooperation' as not

helping, ber challenge was based on a need for more information. It was as if she

was saying tbat in order 10 interpret an action, we need to Imow its purpose. The

verb 'helping' was missing its abject.

Example 4: Operation (IIIetlical)
Cooperation is working together to make [the operation] go weil

While 1 [Alison] mulled over Staci's Sesame Street example, Whoopy still

sensed its inadequacy. Staci, meanwhile, kept up ber search for an even better

example and she saon produced another one. This time sbe used the Iinguistic

analysis technique oflooking at the word 'cooperation' in the same way as we had

for 'co-Iabor-ation' .

•

Stecl

Whoopy

Stecl

Okay. Okay. 1have a good example - It's like - in the
word. -Co-- '·operation-. Operation is lika - when you're
doing lilce - ••• Okay. Okay. There 818 these doctors,
okay? And they have ta do thls operation. - And 
they'ra ail working together to mak8 the operation go weil.
- 1 thera is one doctor that saya, -okay, weil he has
appendicitis. rm going to remove his appendix.- - And
then »> the other doctor says, -Oh, weB he has »>
appendicitis. rm going to remove hfs brain" - or
something liIœ that, yeu know? They have to work
together in removing the -

Heh, heh. Poor guy-

-appendix.

•

In conceptual analysis tenns, Stacï just produced an invente<! case, gave it a

social context, and considered its practical results. By inventing the case she was

able te build in the cooperation criterion of "ail working togetber to make the

oPeration go weil". By putting it in the social context of a medical operation, she

made it a case that matterecL Then sbe imagjned wbat it would be Iike if the doctors

did not cooperate. The practical result she imagjned was clearly unacœptable: a

patient whose brain is removed instead of bis appendix. As Whoopy said, "Poor

goy'. If this wasn't a case for 'cooperation', what would be'? Also worth noting

here is the possibility tbat Whoopy's "for what? It insistence had an influence on

Staei's new example which now had a purpose to il.
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Next, 1 [Alison] was inspiœd by Staci's example and as 1 worked with ber

on it, trying to coDDeCt cooperation and collaboration, 1 transformed it into wbat 1
thought, at first, was an even better one.

•

AUaon

Whoopy

Allaon

Stacl
Allaon

Stacl
Allaon

Stacl
Allaon

Ooh. l've gat a good one. rve gal a good one 1think. [Ta
Whoopy who had looked frustrated st not havfng fier tum
estfler.] But did you have somethlng that you wanted ta
saythat-?

No, no, Ws okay.

Okay. Oooh. 1want - this il a good example. »> Some
of the people - around - the patient - ln that operating
room - 818 - ·cooperatfng' - No. Everybodys
cooperatfng, but only same of them are ·collaborating'.

• • •The people who 818 'cooperatfng' mlght be - the 
people who are net aetually-

-dolng-

-doctors?

Yeah, theyare handlng the -

Yeah. - And 1-1 don't want te get sexfst about this and
say ifs only nurses or whatever but there mlght be
technlcians - lb the,. could be somebody who's »>
monitoring the »> equlpment to make sure that il doesn't
go off by mistak8 or something Iike that »> (Staci: Yeah.]
The,. might be somebody 8188 who's makfng sure that al
the Instruments are sterile? There might be sornebody
else who's making sure that the blood pressure is - Ail
those people are co-op-e-r-a·t·i-n-g?
Yeah.

Theyre help-fng ft to go weil. -

What 1 [Alison] thought was promising about this example was tbat it might

help us to separate out cooperation from collaboration if wc could say tbat one was

a subset of the other or that they overlapped al sorne point but differed in other

respects. While 1 [Alison] was having misgivings about my own refinements as

saon as 1 had proposed them, Staci was getting ready with yet another example.

Although my interpretation wasn't useful in the way 1 had anticipated, what it did

offer at tbis point was a refinement of &&maldng" sometbing go weil to helping il go

weil, thereby incorporating Whoopy's earlier hclpmg criterion. Now we could say,

&'cooperation is working together to help [the operation] go weIl".

•
Stacl
Allaon

St.cl

1have another one.

But - only the doctors 818 - collaborating. rm not sure if
- if it's right. Because the -

That's good-
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AII.on

Stacl

AII.on

-operation wouldn't be a suceess unless 81 thoN people
dfd their jobs too, would I? - 1rœan they nHd al those
people. Theyre not there Just -
-Ilice - for fun.

Yeah. - So it might not - Maybe everybody's
collaborating.

Back to square one, were we? Uodaunted, Staci charged on with ber oew example

which was a variation on the earfier (Operation: Medical) one.

Example 5: Operation (pla,,)
One is more helping than the other?

•

Stacl

AII.on

Whoopy

AII.on

Stacl

Whoopy

Stacl

Okay. Weil 1 have another one? - Another »> for
'operation'? - Vou know, IlIce, say you're »> making a
plan to get revenge on sorne boys in the schaol or
something? Your plan is caJlecI an 'operation' sometimes?
[Alison: Heh, yes.] And vou need everybody in the gang
to help yeu make the plan.

So thafs [with StaCI] both cooperation and
collaboration.

Yeah, you're helping - but 

- collaborative-

1think collaboration ra more helping than cooperation is.

Actually -

ActuaIIy no 1don't.

•

Using this ncgatively tinged examplc this time, we lried to look al wbether il

might be a question of degree whereby one was more 50mething than the other. But
we ended op on not very solid ground. In tbis segment Wboopy seemed to monitor

the 'helping' criterion throughout whüe Stacî was sti1I intent on building a theory

that would hold.

By this time it was about 3:45 p.m. a1most time to give up for the day.

Nevertheless wc kept going on sheer momentum. From here we tried to map the

two concepts using Venn diagrams and asking ourselves if you could do one

without the other. Wc wondeœd if you could coIIaborate or cooPerate with

someone you despised (contrary case) and tbat led us into thinking about eoemy

'collaborators'. We produced more cxamples from schaol (working together on

schaol projects) and wc drew a variety of diagrams on the œsearch map. At one

point Whoopy said, "lt's 50 close! - It's too close". And yet we couldn't let go of

it. We worked right up to the end of the session and by the end Stacî thought she
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•

•

had it when shc sai~ "When you cooperate, you have ta collaborate. But when

you collaborate, you don't have ta cooperate". Pleased with this progress, she

asked if she could label il, "Staci's Theory" on the map.

Trying ta make sure 1 understood whal she was saying, 1 [Alison] tried to

reatpitulate what she bad just said ooly 1 did it in the negative: 16 • • • you can't

collaborate without cooperating, but you could cooperate witbout collaborating' to

which Stacï replied, UNo! It's the other way around!". We kept going back and

fortb between the various possibilities, drawing and correcting our diagrams on the

map eacb tïme. We were exhilarated by a sense of progress even though we were

also thoroughly confused about what tbat progress was exactly.

841: 'Invisible' Leaming? (Map 14)

The next clay, on Wednesday, May 26, 1993, we were six different

co-researchers and, after going over final editing of the yearbook blurb, we took

awhile to work out what ta do next. We reviewed briefly what our research

question was again and this timc Tracy said, "What's CPI?". Whoopy said, "What

we do in philosophy". 1 said, "And do wc leam from what we doT' to which

Whoopy replied, "Yeahtt
• 1 continued, "And if we do, wbat kinds of stuff do we

leam?" Meanwhile Whoopy and Tracy sorted out the maps we had made 50 far and

checked their numbering. Then 1 asked, "What sball we discoss todayT'

At first there were no responses. Wc agreed we should save the

continuation of the 'coUaborative' discussion for when Staci was there. Someone

suggested that we discoss the ozone layer, a reference ta sometbing we had been

doing in elass philosophy. 1said 1 really Iiked the 'Inquiry' discussion we had had

in Session 27 and that maybe wc could do another one about tbat and compare it to

what wc said the first lime round. Or, 1 suggested, we could look at the big Map 1

and see if there is anything we sbould go back ta.

Looking at the map 1 remarked that we hadn't donc 'Ieaming' for a long

lime and then, painting ta a bubble 00 the map tbat said lleaming without bowinil

I!J 1 said, "Could it he that wheo we·re having philosophy discussions you could

he leaming without knowing it?" Someone said, "Let's ask tbat" and someone cise

asked if that would be the tidc. We agreed tbat it was a bit long and settled instead
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•

on "Invisible Leaming". That tapic appealed ta everyone and so, for the lemainder

of this session, we embarked on our last 'leaming' discussion.

842: Sorting out our Confusion (Maps 13 & 15)

This was our third consecutive meeting tbis week139 and Staci was back 50

we decided ta continue working on 'collaborative' as we had agreed at the end of

Session 40. We had ended tbat session with a sense of accomplishment while at the

same time feeling tbat we had confused ourselves with what we had just done.

When we retumed 10 our work on making distinctions between 'cooperation' and

'collaboration', using our research maps 10 record our progress and belp us 'see'

what we were trying to say, we tried to sort out our confusion.

SCSsiPll42. Tucsdqy. Mqy 27. 1993. 6 Co-rcscarclu:rs

Sînce we had already decided 10 continue the discussion we had started on

Tuesday, 1 bad no written Sigma Plans. Of the CCHeSe81'Cbers present only Daisy

was new ta these deliberations. We decided ta work without a name recorder for

this discussion and, as Staci suggested, only use it "if it gets out of band".

"Coogerative - ~rative?" (Map 13)

Mappin. ou, Confusion

Sînce, as usual, we had already bad class philosophy that day, and sinee

many of us would he retuming that evening to do a "Philo Demo" (a üve class

philosophy demonstration for parents), 1 suggested tbat if we found that our

discussion "peteœd out" that we stop carly. 1 should have known better. As il

tumed out this was one of our most intensive sessions in pbilosopbical œsearch

terms. To recapitulate the work we bad done 50 far in Session 40, Staeï began by

interpreting the diagrams we had done on Map 13 to belp us work out the

relationship between 'cooperation' and 'collaboration'.

• 139 By !his tfme, wantfng ta reach fifty research sessions. at my co-researchers'
request we were working three tfmes a week whenever possible.
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Map as discussion record

Map 13: "Cooperative-Collaborative?"-I" is the œsearch map wc made al:

the end of Session 40 and it served as the point of departure for Session 42. A

graphic record of a previous discussion, wc used it to remind ourselves how far wc

had progressed and to help us decide where to go next.

Flgyre 8. Map 13: -COOperative-Collaborative- -1

This map was most meaningful for those who were present because of the

process of its construction. For Daisy, who was not present for the discussions OD

which the map is based, it had its limitations sinee she was absent for the story it

tells. For those who were present, it was an instrument for n=caIl and

reconstruction.

•
Stecl

Map as research ownership document

can 1explafn It 'cause itwu my map? [Alison: Sure!] Okay.

0Icay - What 1wantec:l to do. fs 1wanted to explain, weil 1
wanted to try and figure out - what W8S the difference
between - cooperation and collaboration - and in the
words CPI. Okay? So ifs the Cpart.
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And »> 1wanted to find out - what was the difference 
weil »> If there M8S a difference - or If there wasn't a
dlfference - and stuff llke thal

So we started making a map - and - weil, can 1explain the
rnap? [Alison: Hm-hm] [Staci gets up and moves to the
concept map.]

Staci had DOW explicidy claimed ownership of this part of our DRO

researeh. "Cao 1explain it 'cause it was my mapT' she asked. "1 wanted to find out

" she said. But she a1so said, "So we staned making a map . . ." 1

[Sigma] can no longer legitimately cali DRO my project any more than Staci cano

These data provide an indication that it had become ours. The creation of research

maps contributed 10 that process as was a1so indicated in the data for Session 38

when Staci spontaneously labeled her 'solution' "Staci's Theory". The maps were

large documents which were visible ta ail and on which anyone who had an idea

could write. As it happened, in the 'cooperative-collaborative' data sequences,

Staci was very active producing examples and recording her ideas on research

maps. Given these data, her claim that the map and the theory were hers is not

without foundation.

Staci's recapitulation

Staci focused fmt on "Coop.", the section of the map dealing with

'cooperative' which was where wc had begun in Session 40. Then she tumed her

attention to the "Collab."

Stacl Here - okay. [She points to Rgure 5.]

RgU[8 9. From Map 13: Staci interprets Figure 5.

ln cooperation. 1put - on the line 1wrote -nof' - Is
cooperation notphilosophy or if you just go straight down.
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lB cooperation philosophy? But 1don't thlnk il is, sa 1put
-nof' here•

And, when vou cooperale vou agree -

[Polntlng to Figure 7.]

Rgyre 10. From Map 13: -Wotldng together but not
necessartly agree/ng.·

And hare -1 put for collaboration - ·worklng together but
not necessartly agreelng'.

These areas of the map are the graphie equivalent of the points Staei made

then that in ~cooperation' you bave ta agree wheœas in 'collaboration' you do not

because it is understood that people come with different ideas and therefore may

wellnot agree. It is for tbis reason that she stated al that time that "Cooperation isn't

philosophy".140

Map interpretatÎoII 1
When you collaborate you coop- ...

Next Staei tumed ta the left part of the bottom hait of the map which she

had labeled "Staei's Theory". The cùcle on the (eft sbe had drawn in red and the

one on the tight in green.

Stacl And - weil - my theory - lB that - vou - When vou
collaborate - vou coop-? [Looks stAlison Mth a puzz/ed
expression.] -

140 Bee What does leoUaborallve' mean? under 840: Exploring Examples 
'Collaborataive' or ·Cooperative'? (Map 13) earUer ln Stolfes 6: Collaboratlng
Cooperatlvely.
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Staci's
Tbeory

Figure 1,. From Map 13: -steel's Theory"

•

Allaon

Stacl
Allaon

Stacl

We got mbced up at the encl

Yeah.Okay.

See If you can figure il out •.• Confusing, right
Whoopy?

When vou collaborale - you coop- - No•

Waill But then this one wu the right onel •.•

•

Dealing with research map ambiguities. Our research maps were not ooly

a record of our progress. Between the lines theyalso represented our confusion. At

the end of Session 40, after several tries and canceUations which are reOected in the

diagonal lines in both the œd and green circles and the zig-zag linc in the green
circle, Staci had settled on the green one ta express ber idea that ''wben you

coDaborate you cooperate". However, when she tried ta recapitulate her argument

two days later, although she began with a sense of confidence, she becatœ

confused wben she tried to explain the two diagrams agam. My [Alison] response

was just as confused and my comment ta Wboopy was a reference ta ber

observation in Session 40 that UIt' s 50 close! Tao close". It felt as though we were

back to square one again.
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• Map interpretatÎon 2
Ali collaboration is cooperation

but not ail cooperation is collaboration

Next, trying 10 help Staci out with this, 1 put my teacher bat on and as both

[Alison] and [Judy] 1 offered an interpretation using a Venn diagram in which a

circle 'A' (Collab.) entirely within a circle 'B' (Coop.) expresses the relation AIl

A's are B's but not all B's are A's - bence AIl collaboration is cooperation but not

ail cooperation is collaboration.

AII.on Thal »> What the green one says - Ali collaboration is
cooperation but notail cooperation is collaboration.

•
collab coop

•

Bgyre 12. From Map 13: 'What the green one says.•.-

Mapping to try an alternate interpretation. It seemed a straigbtforward

matter 10 me at the time. Since 1 was not the math teacher for these students, 1 was

not sure what exposure they had had to Venn diagrams and so here 1 just tried to

explain the relation the way 1 understood iL We did have a slight exposure ta it in

our work with Harry Stottlemeier's Discovery, the Philosophy for Children

novel-qua-text for this level when on p. 14 there are such diagrams 10 express the

idea "AIl engineers are people who are goad in math" but "Not all people who are

good in math are engineers". Thus, usmg the same diagram, Stacî and 1 were

producing two entirely different interpretations. As the teacher, surely 1 know

better? And it would he just a matter ofgetting Staci to see my interpretation. Right?

Think again•
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Milp interprettltÎon 3
ln cooperation there is collaboration

Confident as can be, Staei imnwUately countered my interpretation by

looking al the two parts of the map in relation to each other. And, since it was my

policy when doing philosophy with children to reverse the assumption that teacher

knows best and assume instead that the cblldren are onto something that maybe 1

can't see, 1followed with interest.

St.cl [Pointing to one.] No because ln cooperation there Is
collaboration.

[Pointing to the other.] But ln collaboration there ia coop-

-.----.--coop........_-
collab

AII.on

St.cl

Eigyre 13. From Map 13:~o because ln collaboration
ther8ls~

Veahl SC 1was right beforel Vou - VOu mfxed me up.

Uhm -1 means -It's nct only in 1 - 1 means »> the
green - the green one -1 don' know - Maybe 1mixed
- myselfup. 1don't want to say that 1didn't - mix us both
up-

Okay wait. 1need something to »> change il because -

•

Mapping to justify an interpretation. By this time 1 was getting confused

myself. It had not occurred to me that there could be an altemate explanation for the

relation expressed in a Venn diagram and 1 was not thinking quicldy enough to be

able to sec what was going on. Staei, meanwhile, quite unabashedly accused me of

mixing ber up in atone which reflected the safety of our co-researeher relationship.

1 was no longer sure that the interpretation 1 had offered was 'tight' and could see

sense in what sbe was saying. So not only did 1not c1eny mixing her up, 1 was a1so

willing to allow tbat perhaps 1 had mixed myself up too. It was one of those

moments teaehers dread. But we were used 10 thîs. It is what happens wben YOU
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trust cbildren's interpretations and in allowing for tbis possibility as a teaeher you

model for them what it is ta aIlow tbat others' interpretations may be better titan

your own. Stacî reacted not by saying, "1 told you sa" but rather by seeing

something she needed to change on the diagram. That is, she too was allowing for

the possibility that ber interpretation may not he entirely 'right' and tbat there may

he a way to make it better.

Mtlp illterprettltioll 4
ln = ail?

Still in teaeher mode, 1 was not convinced that Staei was taking on board the

interpretation tbat 1had offered. Rather sbe seemed to he more intent on making the

map representation of ber theory hold and was making adjustments in it as 1 spoke.

1 pœssed on - willing 10 consider ber a1temate interpretation but only if sbe did the

same for the one 1 bad put forward. Only then would we he coUaborating in this

effort 1 thought

•

•

AII.on

Stacl

AII.on

Stacl

But the diagram - what the diagram says - [Staal
scratches out the bidirect/onaJ anow and the labels -Red
and "Green-on the map. ]

Since the whole circle of coop- - collaboration - are you
folfowfng rre? (StacI: Uh-hmm] - On the green one? 
(Staci: Yeah]

Sfnce the whole circle il inside 'cooperation' ft means that
»> what that dlagl8ln il .yfng - il thet AlI collaboration
- you couldn't coIIaborate without cooperatfng. But you
(Stacf: No ifs this.] could cooperate without collaborating.
Thafs what the green one saya.

No. Thafs what the redone .ys.
Because look - okay. The,.'s this circle. Okay, say»>
thls rs me and »> Pbde or someone - And we're
cooperating. - But whUe W8 cooperat., we're
collaboratlng. sa thafs like insidet Ifs Oka a smaUer thing
than - cooperation. We're coop- No.

We're - Yeah, we're cooperating more than we're
collaborating. But here - yeahl

That means - that in the -more- part - that ifs possible to
cooperate without collaborating. - But because the
collaboration il completely inside the cooperation circle,
[Staci: Uh-hmm] Il means that al the time you are
collaborating, VOu are also cooperating.

Yeah, thafs thls one. Because al the tfme VOu are
collaborating, you'ra cooperating•••• This is very
confusing•
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AII.on

Jaguar

No - that one -.ys - Nol BecaU88 - ifs only the part ln
the clrcle [Alison gels up and mowrs to the tnap..]

This Is like a ctebate now - heh.

•

•

Mapping to sort out contemng interpretations. In a teacherly voiœ 1
[AlisonIJudy] had said, ''wbat the diagram says", as if 'the diagram' were some

ultimate authority, as if 'the diagram' could say anything, as if 'the diagram' could

say only one thing. Because 1 [AlisonIJudy] had confidence in Staei's diagram

interpIetatÎon ability, 1 [Alison] was beginning ta have my doubts about this.. 1 was

beginning ta sec the importance not of the diagram but of its interpretation.

When Staei tried again sbc used a fictiûous cbaracter [Pixie] and invented an

example ta hclp make her interpretation more intelligIble. Staeï was holding ber

ground, however, and that 1 saw that as a problem.. Knowing her as 1 [1udy] did, 1

lcnew that it was often very important for ber ta he right, ta prevail in an exchange

sucb as this and 1 [Alison] was concerned tbat she might be bending ber theory

accordingly. At the sante time 1 [AlisonIJudy] was also holding my ground arguing

only for what 1 took ta be a standard Venn diagram interpretation. It was now

becoming even more important that the contlicûng theorics stand or fall on their

own merits (if that makes sense) and that wc each pay more attention to the theories

of the other.

To 1aguar who was listening ta ail this, it seemed like a debate in which

there are clearly two different sides and neither gives in to the other but ratber tries

to score more points by PreSenting tbeir own argument better and better in an effort

ta 'win' or at least to convince the other. Ifhe was righl, then in important respects

wc were no longer coUaborating (although arguably we were cooperating, if only

just barely)7
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• Differe"t i"terpretatio", of the ,ame map?

Wben 1 continued my interpœtation up al the map now, Staci followed my

line ofargument closely.

•

Alison

Alison

Alison

Ail this stuff in here [Alison points {mistakenly?} ta the
previously ClJflC8IIed 8181 {1} qullid. the collaboration
dm/s.] - [Staci: Uh-huh] - i. cooperation. [Staci: V.ah.]

n-===~=ëlcooOODp-- [3}
~-+--[2J

~P--- {lI

Figyre 14. From Map 13: Alison interpreta the red circle•

Out here [2] - (This circle [3 coop] is inside this circle [2
collabD [Stacl: VeahJ-- Out here [2] is collaboration but not
cooperation. - Because If you're dolng - what.ver
you're doing here [2] - you would be collaborating but not
cooperating because otherwtae you would be in here [1].

And this one'. [Painting ta the green cllC/e] the opposite.

•

~-+--~-- [4}-Collab and Coop.
[5JCoop but not

Collab

FigYre 15. From Map 13: Alison interpreta the green circle•
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Stacl

AII.on

This one il - If you're doing an actIvIty here [4 co1IBb ]
(we need examples that would help us sort this out) 
then you would be collaboratfng andco-operating.

But if you're - If you're doing somethfng here [5 coop] 
you would be cooperating but notcollaborating.

Ohl Because what 1meant is like »> this here [Her bacIc is
to the camera obscurlng the map.] - is llke one - big - cirele
- okay? [When she mows aslde she has drawn a red
squiggly line inslde the cooperation cin:le [5].]

{4J-Collab and Coop.
1·.....- .....----[5JCoop but not

~"""""'-L..- Collab

Bguœ 16. From Map 13: Staci draws a red squiggly Une•

And in the middle of this circle - you have - cooperation
- uh collaboration. [Alison: Uh huh.] So 1see il from a
differsnt point of view than you do.

Yeah, weil !hat-l'mJust trytng to Interp,.t the diagram and
whether the dlagram could say bath things. This could be a
major tinding - we've gol hers.

•

Far from giving up. we each tried to wrestle these differing interpretations

to the ground by zeroing in on the red and green ciIcles and trying to explain them

to ourselves and to each other - again. After these nm-throughs, my interpretation

still made sense to me and Staci's interpœtation still made sense to her too. Trying

to come to terms with the apparent differeDce8 in interpretatioD, and still making

reference to the 'diagram' as if it were an authority, 1adjusted my earlier view when

1 wondered whether it made sense for the diagram to provide the basis for two quite

different (mutually exclusive?) interpretations al the same lime.

What is important here (in terms of this conceptual work as a way 10 do

research) is Dot who or which interpretation was the 'right' one but rather the

intensity of interest and determination we both demonstrated as we tried, together,
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•

•

ta find a way ta &get it right'. Staei settled for a kind of 'we agree ta disagree'

resolution while for me the jury was still out on tbis one.

~~Staci's Formula"
Green - (Coop>Collab)
Red - (Coop<Collab)

Next, without skipping a beat and this time using matbematical symbols for

'greater than' and 'less than', Staci produced a '&formula" ta explain the

interpretation that SM was advancing. Sbe labeled it uStaci's Formula" as sbe wrote

it on the map.

Stacl Uh hnm.-Okay-What-what- This lB my »> sort of
fonnula - okay? »> Here ra - (Slaci Mris III addlng
more IabBls ta the map.]

Sbe went to the map and without explaining wbat she was doing she added more

labels to the map. While sbe was doing tbat, Whoopy noted tbat we badn't set the

beeper for the change of camera operator shift and Daisy said tbat there were about

four more minutes. When Staci was ready she tumed around and said, uSee?

Here." And when we were ready to wateb, she explained ber formula.

Stacl The green is this:

Green

cogg ? collah

While Stacî was still busyt Wboopy was looking something up in the dictionary

and 1 asked if anybody else wanted ta say anytbing. Mariah said, "Not yet" and

Staei continued adding labels to the map.

Staci's
Formula

Green

cogp > collab

Red
COOl! < coUat
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Stacl
AII.on
Stacl

Okay. Does everybody..my fonnula that 1made?

Would VOu llice to explaln ft?

Okay. In the green circle, »> the cooperation is greBter
then »> collaboration.

And rn the rad circle, the cooperation is Jess than
collaboration.

Do you get ft?

Staci bas found a way to express wbat bath the green and the red circles

represent using a simple matbematical 'fonnula' . She was proud of ber

accomplishment and stood at the map ready ta defend it.

Challellgïllg StGei'a formula

As saon as Staci asked if we got ber formula there was a Uttle pause and

then 1said that 1still wanted ta ask sorne questions. Without hesitation, Staci said,

"Okay".

•
AII.on

Stacl

AII.on

Stacl

. .• Even If •• • heh, heh, heh, heh ••• cooperation
is greater than collaboration, does il still mean - that 
accordlng to that theory - when you're collaborating, you
have to be cooperating?

Nol Thars the thing 1said No ta - the other day 
remember?
[Alison: Uh·hmm]

1 said»> il's IDœ the opposite. When »> you're
cooperatlng, vou at8 collaborating, but when you're 
collaboratlng - you don't have to be - See look, you
don't have to be - cooperatlng.

Okay. What If-

Take - just the green one 'cause it wort<s »> they're
opposite of each other - right? [Staci: Yeah.] .•• Uhm
- Show me somebody who's collaborating. »> Which
circle are they operatlng within when they are
collaboratlng?

Wellokay no. - This is lilce one - Dke two people - that
818 - having a discussion. Sa that they're collaborating
into the dlscussion. And then - say»> 1don't know - al
one pornt in the drscussion, they start - [She Is puzz/ed
again.] Wait-

•
At this point Daisy intenupted to say that tbere was one more minute left in ber

camera 0Perator shift and Whoopy, who was still looking for something in the

dictionary asked, &&How come 'collaboration' is Dot in the dictionary?" Wben 1
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replied tbat ,ucoUaboration' migbt not he but 'collaborate' might he" she continued

looldng..

Stacl

AII.on

Stacl

Okay so Mre - You're having this »> 1 don't know,
disagreement with your parents.. But then yeu start to
agree.. - But even - before you started to agree on il
you were -eoJlaborating - because you wera sort of 
Iilce - dorng somethlng together.

Sa - here - [Sire points ta the red cilCle..]- Wail Hold
on..

Okay. SC in the middle - al the end - you end up 
cooperatlng With your Mom or Dad [She COIOUfS ln the
'coop' clrcle on the red clteIe.] But - the whole time you've
been dolng thls [Sire points to the coIlab clrcIe ln the
center.] - so it should be aetually this one [Pointing to the
green cfrc/e..].

[Laughs.]

1guess it could be bath ways.. ('m getting really mixed up.

•

•

Concemed that she might give up at this point, and seeing this as one of those

moments of confusion that are a feature of what it is to do pbilosophy, 1 said, ''WeU

- no because then we're just throwing our bands up and giving up »> when the

- going gets rough. - And we need to bang on for dear life and go for the ride!n

So Staei tried again.

Stacl So shalll try-and figure it out? [Alison: Uh-hmml]

Okay. [Alison: chuckles] What (was Just explaining then
was thls - because - yeutre collaborating - but then you
cooperate. -

So (was wrong about this (the red circle] belng wrong. 
Sa, (can go like this - [She crosses out the Iatge clrcle.)

.....- ..........-coop

Figyre 17. From Map 13: StacI crosses out the large circle..
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Allaon

Stacl

Allaon

Stacl

Veah but you're - the more you do thal the Iess we're
golng to understand what ft was about.

WeB, can 1mak8 a good copy someday?

Vou can do Il right now - on a plece of paper If you lilce
»> vou want a cIean piece of paper?

Where's my bear?

•

•

Laughing, Wboopy helped ber try to find Cotton Candy just al the same lime tbat

the beeper went off signifying the end of Daisy's camera operator sbift and the end

of tbis part of the session.

Althougb wc may seem ta bave been just as confused al the end of this

segment as we were al the beginning, wonh noting is the complexity of the

exploration and the persistence with whicb we trie<! ta resolve our confusion. AIso,

although it was primarily a dialogue between Stacï and me [Alison], the others were

participating with interest each in a different way. AlI were üstening and observing,

Daisy was operating the camera and Whoopy was looldng to the dictionary for

belp.

"Cooperation + CoUaboration" (Map 15)
A ReseaTch Discussion

When we were ready to resume after cbanlÏDg camera operators, we staned

a new map, Map 15: 66Cooperation + Collaboration" and began a research

discussion involving everyone tbis time. Now tbat she was no longer camera

operator, Daisy became more involved in expressing her ideas. Wboopy spent most

of the time studying what the dietionary had to say and aIso some other marerial 1

had gjven ber to look al. Although she did not ever cite any of tbis material direcdy,

it was evident that she used it in fonnulating her own ideas when she did contribute

to the discussion neat the end Stacï and 1maintained our active interest in wresding

with the fine distinction-malting involved in sorting out the difference between

'cooperation' and &coUaboration'. And Mariab and Jaguar shared cartographer

duties.

Discussion overvi~. In this resean:h discussion we approached the

concepts of llcooperation' and llcoUaboration' from a variety of perspectives and we

ftequendy got caugbt op in and by our own distinction-making. The headings 1
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•

used for the different dialogue segments when 1 cbunked the transcript for this part

of Session 42 provide a glimpse of the twists and turns we lOOk.

• Cooperation is helping somebody; collaboration is talking with
somebody

• Cooperating is baving an understanding with someone -
agteeing

• Cooperation is barder than collaboration

• Collaboration with the enemy

• Collaboration is participation

• Collaborating among friends

• Collaborating without knowing?

• Always collaboratiDg (ifcollaboration is participation)?

• Have to collaborate 10 find out secrets?

• Try to collaborate but it doesntt worlc?

• CoUaborating because talking?

• Have to be worldng 10gether to coUaborate?

• Can collaborating backfiIe?

• Collaborating (orcooperating) in silence? (e.g. writing)

• Have to work to collaborate?

• CooperatinglCollaborating al the same time?

• CooperatinglCollaborating with yourseIrl (cf. Cotton Candy)

• List of instances ta see whicb are cooperation and which
collaboration

• Rap as collaboration

• Collaboration and workers

• CoUaborating (witb yourself) when asleep

• Student1Teacher collaboration?

• Were we coUaborating?

The discussion to this point was complext confusing and sometimes also circular as

we kept coming back to how similar these two concepts weœ while al the same time

baving important differences. Nevertheless il sustained everyonets inteœst

throughout. Indeed the momenbDD acœleraœd as wc neared the end of the session

so much so tbat we did have 10 œach for a name recorder sheet ta ensure that ail

who wanted to could bave a say.
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Were We colltlborati"g?

In the last eight minutes of Session 42, 1brougbt up one last example which

we used 10 test the concept of 'coUaboration' we weœ working on.

AII.on A perfect one. - Mariah and Jaguar dolng the map. [Volee:
Yeah.] •.• Were they cola - cooperating? - or
collaboratfng? - or- neither or both?

Cooperating (both writing the mapJ. Mariah said "Neither" but Jaguar bad

a different view. "»> No - that ;s 'cooperating', he said, "- because we're

writing together. »>". Theo, after sorne dialogue with me he added a twist when

said, "We're »> cooperating. -Because we're both writing the map."

Not coUaborating (becanse not working together)?

When Mariah and Jaguar were working on the map, they actually took

toms. First one did it and then the otber took over. They were, however, working

on the same map.

•
M.rl.h

AII.on

J.gu.r

Yeah but we're not collaboratlng because we're not 
really working together.

Yeah like we're not - telling each other, 'Weil you should
Mite this- - because »> cooperating is - that - idea.

Both working on one product?

Now »> how 'bout the f8ct though that you're bath 
working on - one - product? - Thal - st the end, we
would say the cartographers were »> Jaguar and Mariah?
But W8 would SI!t/ - they both did 1 - but they didn't
collaborate when they were doing il - because they did it
separately•

No. They cooperated.

Not cooperatîng • not working together or agreeing?

•

St.cl

Whoopy

St.cl

Whoopy

St.cl

They-waitt

They actuaIly didn' cooperate either

can 1please say something?

- cuz usuaIly when you cooperate, you're working
logether.

Yeah thafs what 1W8S going to u.y and you have to agr.
and - they might not be agl8eing. -cuz »> they both
have diff·
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Marlah

Staol

Jaguar

Staol

Marlah

Whoopy

Marlah

Staol

Jaguar

Staol

-But-

..rent ldeas and they're - they mlght have differ

Veahl Thafs what 1safd.

No VOu said you wouldn't

ButStaci-
ExactIy - so they wouldn't be »>

ButS1aci-
1thought you sald you wel8 cooperating.

Cooperating but Dot collaborating

(Dot telling each other things 10 write)1

We are cooperatlng - But »>.'re not collaboratfng! 
becausel - because .'ra not - .'re not lilœ - telling
- weft - uhm - wei -Iet's Just SBlf any ward - weil an
apple is this -

But VOu centt cooperate unless VOu collaborate.

•
Time out - mapping. At tbis point Daisy said, '7ime out" and, referring to

Jaguar's use of yellow on the map, she said, "It's too ligbt. 1 object to thîs. 1

[Alison] agreed saying, "Yes. Absolutely". Then tbere was sorne confusion about

wbo sbould speak next. Mariah wanted to answer Staei but Staci kept saying

"Wait-ft and Whoopy told Staeï 10 put ber Dame on the list because otberwise it

was really confusing. We tben established that it was Mariah's turn.

Cooperation and collaboration are Dot the same tbing?

•

Mar.ah

Staol

Marlah

Allaon

Mar'ah

Allaon

Marlah

Staol

»> but-1 thought Staci »> said that - cooperation and
collaborating aren't the same thing. - Because you said
cooperating - collaborating - was participation »> Like
)'Ou said »> 1thought VOu meant that - collaboration and
cooperation »> weren't the seme thing.

Theyre not.

So how come - VOu Just said 

Yeahlknow-

Ifs confus- - lilœ you Just said - lb VOu can't be - weil

Vou can't do one without the - you just said 

Yeah-

1 kna- - 1 said - you can't cooperate unless you
collaborate. And they're not collaborating sa they can't be
cooperating. - Because - how - __ how do you know
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Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Marlah

Jaguar

AII.on
Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl

AII.on
Jaguar

1hat th.y 818 »> cooperating »> ira not Iike »> Jaguar
and Mariah's mlnd are - twins orsomethfng. So-

ExaetJyl

So yeu're not cooperatingl

Are cooperating but DOt coUaborating?

(taking tums)

W.'re »> cooperatlng but w.'re

We're not coIlaborating.

- la the idea that you're sayfng.

Why do you say'cooperatlng'? Maybe thafllget us clearer.

Coop - we al8 cooperating - because we're both wrltJng
»> on the same mapfWe're both dolng if - togetherl

It doesn't matter.

We'ra not »> saying our Ideas together•••. We're
wrfting - a msp.

But-

-lika we're takfng tums.

Cooperating is when you sbare the same idea?

But thafs not reaIIy cooperating. 1 think cooperating is
when vou share the same idea.

Hey- thafa a newone. We haven' had that one yet.

Yeah - thafa what 1saJd/ - Ifs when -lika 1say - rrhe
apple - is -- and SM Goes. "Yes, that is righr and then
we both write Il ln our - tum together.

»>

Stacl Thafa not what you're doing.

»>

Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl

Then we are cooperatlng. [Alison chucldes.]

No. no look. Okay. can 1Just say-

We are cooperating

You aMn'tcooperating because -

•

Time out. Worried tbat Staci was getting tao much air time again and

wanling her own tum, Whoopy saiel, 'lIey-hey-hey! This is - This is

supposed to be - Mariah's tum -". Daisy confirmed that was tight and Stacï

saiel, ''Weil it's my tum nen". Then 1 saiel, "It's dialogue".
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Whoopy 1know - rm tryIng to gel on the Iist aJso but she's talking

and 1can't gel on-
Stacl Plessel

At this point 1 asked Daisy ta œad the Iist. Staci and Whoopy were Dext, sbe said.

•

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl
Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Not cooperating unIess both - ?

Okay. So-what 1was going 10 say is »>Jaguar. - Vou 
would not be - cooperating - wfth Mariah - unles8 
vou were both saying, -okay, weillet's do this on the rnap
and she goes, -okay, yeah, let'a do thal- - Sa -

ExactIy. That Is cooperating.

But thafs ~ - Veah, but you're not doing thal
••. Vou're not - because you're - you're separated.

She'. dolng the camera. Vou're dolng thal

Cooperating becan5e not coUaborating?

No. 1know. What you said lB coIlaborating. Vou saki ifs not
cooperating. But that ia collaborating. -

1safd, -Vou're not coIlaboratfng - -

Sa we are cooperatfng.

-- and yeu're not cooperatlng.- Collaboration lB when
you're working together. Vou're not workfng together 
now.

Exaetly. We'ra not dolng thal sa we're cooperating.

When YOU'te not domg one tbiDg you don't bave to do the other?

•

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl
Jaguar

Stacl

Jaguar

Stacl
Jaguar

Nol Vou don't hav- - 1 you're not dolng one thing you
don't haveto do the ether.

[And evsf)'one els••] Silence.

Okay. No. [Whoopy laughs.) Do you get what 1was saying?

8-s-sortof-

- Because - okay. - For you ta be cooperaling with
Mariah, VOu would have ta be - bath on the map - writing
on the map - and talking together - and having a
dialogue - [Beeper sounds three-minute waming to end
of session.)

Thafs collaboratlng.

Thafs cooperating.

Collaborating/
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".guar

Whoopy

Uar'ah

Whoopy

Uarlah

Stacl

"aguar

Whoopy

Jaguar

• Whoopy

"aguar

Stacl

Whoopy

•

•

AII.on
Whoopy

Jaguar

Mar'ah

Whoopy

Stael?

Whoopy

Uar'ah

Jaguar

Stael

Cooperation is an act ofworking together?

Okay. Whoopy geta the lastword.

Okay. Cooperation - okay- la an ad of workfng together.
- People »> • a team or something? - and agreeing
together. - Vou GUYS never did 1aIk about the rnap »>
l'm not trying to »> put anythlng -

Okay wail What Is that? What is thel? What wardis that?

Cooperatfonl- And you're _ying that vou did that. - But
- yeu - tr• ., aet of working together. What are you
dolng together?

Themap-

Wait, wail - wail - [Jaguar: ???] - Yeah but - you'ra not
workfng in the actuaillke - now - MarIah'. on the camera.
She'. not worldng with yeu at thi. moment -
Yeah, but we BI8 - cooperatfng because - because 
because »> because 1W88 on

Thafs cooperating. [Whoopy gestul8s to Stacl that it s not
hertum.]

We'ra collaborating because - collaboratfng - is »>
we're together - right here »> we're saying -

No you'ra notl

- appIes - are - good 

No you're notl

- Yesl-They are good. - Now-1 riel.

Thafs cooperatfngt

No, il lan1- It's cooperating. »> If yeu're golng to do that
and-

Vou two - if VOu two were both there - wrtIing - and you
- Vou didn't haveto necessarily be there but you have to
be in the exact same time.

Okay. Vou win.

Dtd VOu say W8 have ta be in the exact same what?

One moment - Ika time -111ce - cuz

Now you're not doing either-

Weil they WBre bath there but they weren't both wrlting

Yeah but sometimes -

There was a time when [Staci], Mariah and1were

StacU [8he provideS herpseudonym.]

No, but what l'm saying is - now -you're not doing either!
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• AII.on

Whoopy

Stacl

Working together al the same Ume?

Weil the question then becomes, Do you have to be doing
80methfng together - at the same tfme - or not

ExactIy - you 888 - »>

Oh nol - Oh nol

Participation not a definition ofcollaboration?

Whoopy Vou 188, remember when you said that participate is the
exact same»> Jaguar is participating in his writing - and
sc was Martah. - But you see it can't - When you said
that vou had a deftnition? - ra not - because »> weil
theyre not either collaborating orcooperating. Voutre just
participating.

Stacl SCratch off 'participation'.

Don't think we didn't get anywbere.

We had come to the end of the session and alter sucb an anjmated and

intensive time 1 wanted 10 have a finishing word. Staci, meanwhile, was all set ta

keep going.

•

•

Stacl
AII.on

Stacl
Uarlah

Stacl
AII.on

Stacl
AII.on

Stacl

Uarlah

AII.on

Wait 'til neXl tlmel

What - we did-1 don't want vou to go BINf!II thinking that
- we just went round in circles and we didn't really get
anywhere because-
We did!

Wedidl

Wegotalot-

- W8 got a lot of stuff - and - it's golng »> to happen
thet - the more we can stick al il - the more we're going
to - you know - ra lb building a houae of cards - and
it's al going to faI down - and we'g build it up again and
weln get a better house the second tlme because we'lI
know makes cards fall down.

1think we're going to get 80mewhere at the end of this.

1hope 80llfa getting really good.

Ifs 80 gooc:tl

Yeah.

Okay, 80. Ifs 'to be continued'? Vou lika this topie.
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S43: Doring Philosophy (Map 16)

The following Tuesday, lune 1, 1993, we were six C(H'CSe8I'Chers and we

were coming ta the end quickly now. Doring Startup 1 mentioned "sorne of the

things rd Iike to think we would have donc" by the time we reached the end. These

included talking about our use of research pseudonyms, the pros and cons of using

the name recorder and, al least once, 1 hoped, we would ail write a œsearch blurb

together. At one point we taIked a little about the "Philo Demo" evening the Grade

Snes had done for the parents and Whoopy said she thougbt it migbt have been

baring becanse there was too much explanation and they were repeating

themselves. Thal exchange led us into our discussion tapie for tbis session which

was, "Soring Philosophy". This tumed into a review of the Philosophy for

Children program as we used it in our philosophy classes. We ended the discussion

a few minutes early and took care of some houselœeping matters before wc stopped

fortoday.

844: What's the 'c' in CPI?

The Dext day one of my DRG wishes was granted. We ail wrote research

blurbs togetber.

S"lion 44. W'dMstlgy, JUD,2, 1993· 6 Co-ru,archers

Alter a brief Startup during which we got ta see the camera-ready version of

the yearbook blurb we bad worked OD, we settled on the question, ''What's the CT'

Joey operated the camera and later Jaguar was the cartographer.

Research Blurb Writing

When 1 first expressed this DRG wish during Startup of Session 24, 1

explained it as a way to complement the research maps we had been making. By

DOW, 20 sessions later, we had DOt done wbat 1 suggested which was to "pick one

aspect - and start our DRO session with a one-minute, or two-minute...where

we ail do a blurb on one question". 1bad descnDed bow it would work tbis way:
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Anyway, we could pick one question that we aildld a blurb on - a

resealCh blurb - that would be explorfng that question - only the

dlfference would be - instead of trying ta think _ we're doing il and as

we're ta/king, we could have a quiet time to aetually follow our own ideas

on paper and then put thoss in - to the discussion - and then see 

what happens. sa l'm hoping that that would be an idea that would appeal

to VOu - at sorne point.
[VT/S2411993.01.28ThlVerbatim Tranacriptl

We wrote for about twenty minutes and then lOOk tums reading what we wrote.

After some disagreement, we decided to each read our own with the exception of

mine. Everyone lOOk turns reading part of mine for me.

Mariah 's blurb

Mariah had to stlUggle to write bers. In large writing sbe scrawled, "Weil 1

don't œa1ly get what we're supposed 10 write cause l don't really get Staci's

question". And alter St1Uggling for a page, sbe gave up, then tried again and tben

explained, "The only reason l'm not writing a lot is because l don't œaIly get this

subject and if1did 1would bave a lot more to write".

Staci's blurb

At first it seemed as if Staci was going 10 bave a similar problem. However

sbe managed to write about a page and a half and seemed to take pleasure in doing

it.

What 1. the -C" ln CP.,

byStacf

Hmm•••• 1 think It means ••• Oh nol IVe got a mental
black, everything has 18ft n1'f mind•••. or brain .•• or mind,
oops, off the subject? 1guess 1gal the mental black because we
have the wreng titlellt should be, 'n philosophy, or out of it, what la
the •••• Oh let me just get startedl

Ok. 1 think thet cooperation is very differant fram
collaboration. 1 &Iso !hink thet when you collaborate. you can
cooperate, but when you are collaborating, oops, 1 mean
cooperating, you have to be collaboratingl Weil, 1think thafs what 1
thinkl
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Hold onl 1 VOu collaborate, you don't have to cooperate,
right? You can disagreel But, If you 818 cooperatlng, you would have
to be collaborating in the flm place. Even if you wera disagreeing,
you would have to be collaborating, because collaborating means
doing something together, doesn't il? 1hope so, because this il haret
wortc, or is il?

Hmm ••• rfght now, 1am not collaborating with anyone but
myselfl Oh nol can 1be collaborating with myseIf? 1don't think 1can
wIth myself, but 1think 1can with n'tf brain. 1think rrtf brain and my
physical body are two separate things ••• Weil, if you can sldp and
think at the same Ume, then • might be possible. 1think 1Ml getting
somewherall am (my physical body lB) coliaboraUng and cooperating
with n'tf brain right now, because Iim saytng the same thing on this
paper that 1am saying ln my brain.

Hold on • • • Can 1collaborate but not cooperate with my
brain? My brain la thinldng too fast. Overtoad. Weil, the answer is yesl
Vou know that volee in your head that bugs you (conscience?), you
can gel 50 frustratedl Thal is why the answer il yesl SomeUmes your
brain tells you ta do something, but you choose ta do something
else? Is that like If yeu have a dlsease, and your brain tells part of your
body to do somethlng, but it doesn't? Weil, 1guess sort of except 0 n
the first one that 1sald vou can contrallt, and on the second one you
can't. Hmm ••• but also on the second one, 1guess your physical
body il not collaborating either, because il doesn't understand. But
do you have to understand to collaborate? Hmm ••• 1 guelS not in
the case where you Ignore your brain, but if you have a dlsease,
then, you can't ever collaborale wtth your brain ••• but can they
collaborate with their mlnds? Maybe so. 1don't know a lot of answers
to these strange questions but 1hope to flnd sorne.

0IS44l93.08..02WelDRGlCoRlS1acf /Blurb: Wharalhe C in CPI?

Jaguar's blurb

Jaguar, who lilœd ta take bis time, wrote almost half a page and was

interested in c-words: ~cooperate, coUaborate, conceptual, conceited, complication.

The last idea he wrote read, "c CID also stand for made differentiationing (a word

Jaguar had invented while writing on a map one clay) various ideas.

Alison's blurb

In my three-page blurb, not realizing what Jaguar was writing, 1 came up

with another c-word - &contributing' and wondered if CPI should stand for

~ContnbutivePbilosopbical Inquiry' ..
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Whoopy's blurb

In her blurb, Whoopy took quite a different view compared to Staci.

What 1. the ·C" ln CP'?

by Whoopy

1think the -cr can be both cooperation or collaborative. It just
Goes with the discussion that we have in cfasses. 80th of them have
something to do • a group (two or more people) but the other part of
each means samething else. UIœ, as an example: cooperation is working
together and agreeing with each other; collaborative lB workfng together
and disagreeing and 1 or agreeing with each other or just a plain
conversation. In collaboration yeu don' really help each ether lb in the
same VOu help each other when we cooperate.

ln philosophy we don' only do one or the other, we can do both
but sometimes WB might start up with a conversation with only
cooperation and continue with collaboration because one conversation
doesn't have to start and end with the same kind of conversation
between them. Even in DRG we never start and end with the seme
thought about anything. Once we Got in a conversation il lB kind of funny
when you thlnk about ft because even on the street if you were thinking
of somethlng and yeu met sameone else and yeu started talking about ft
and they give you their opinion, your thoughts about the subject would
never be the same because [you would] probably have more ideas or at
least thoughts would be about the subject wouId for VOu amount. 1better
stop now because 1don't know what (1] ml talking about. Hey, thls must
be philosophy because irs confusing but "" overall opinion is the two
-C's" are not the same but we could still have both in a conversation.

O~.06.02WeIDRGlCoRlWhoopyJBIurb: What's the C ln CPI?

Staci's Conclusion

After we had ail read our blurbs and discussed them a little, Staci announced

that she had the answer for what the C should be.

•

Stacl

AU.on

Stacl

AII.on

Okay»> irs about - what's it about? - oh yeah - okay.
-1 think that you're right. that it should be 'collaboration'
not ·cooperation' - because - VOu can't - ln philosophy
- we aIways collaborate, 1think no matter what we're
dolng? - And -we don't aIways - »> cooperate. 
And -1 think when we WBra doing the other discussions?
-1 don' think W8 were trying to find out what the 'C' was, 1
thlnk we were trying to find out what the crdfel8nce wu.
Okay.

So 1think thet - it should still be»> ·collaborative'.

Okay.Neat.
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Wbat 1 found to he "neat" here was Staei's distinction tbat we weœ not trying ta

find out what the C was but ratber what the difference was (between cooperation

and collaboration) because of how tbat might permit us ta use bath as in

'Collaborating Cooperatively' .

845-47: Finisbing Up

In our last thœe sessions, we œaIly did not advance the research beyond

Staci's 'Conclusion' the clay before. In Session 45, our third session for tbat week,

we were ooly four ~hers because many were working on the haunted

bouse they were running for the Spring Fair tbat evening. There was Dot mucb

enthusiasm for any of the options we thought of 50 we spent a relaxed lime together

tying up loose ends. Another one of my ORO wishes did come true tbougb. We did

have a brief conversation about using researcb pseudonyms in tbis session.

However, we did Dot make a map and 1 noted tbat not mapping "makes a

difference".

The next three ORO sessions were canceUed because the two Grade Sixes

went on a 'graduation' field trip to Tadoussac to go wbale watebing. When we met

again on June 15tb for Session 46 we were five c~hers and altbough 1 had

a Iist of tbings ta taIk about, they were not in the mood and so we spent our tilDe

deciding bow to celebrate our researcb accomplisbments.

Two days l&ter we had our last working session which, in a chorus of ail

nine voices present tbat clay, wc announced as "Last Session of ORO, June 17,

1993". During tbis session wc taIIœd about wbat it had been like for them to be

co-researchers on a project like this, 1 told tbem a IiUle bit about what 1 had to do

next with ail our data, wc finalized our plans for our celebration and we planned a

reunion for the first year anniversary of the clay we started ORO.
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Stories

Epilogue

S48: Celebration

S,ssion 48· Fridgy. 'un' 18. 1993 • 18 Co-r,s,qrcbers

Our final ORO session loOk the fonn of a lunch hour Pizza Party ta

celebrate the completion of the data production phase of the research. AlI eighœen

co-researchers were in attendance and wbile we &te, we taIked about our

experiences as co-researchers. We did not record the session, preferring instead ta

œmjnisce informally and enjoy our well-deserved pizza lunch - after which we

made plans to retum in the faU for a DRG Reunion•

My co-œsearchers presented me with a miniature Cotton Candy - a little

white bear wearing a graduation mortar board in a shiny pink bag marked, "Class

of 93". Attached to the bag were three colourful personalized pens wbich bore my

thœe names: "Judy", "Alison" and '1Cyle". In addition, they bad written farewell

notes of what it had been lilce for tbem ta participate in DRG. And later, in a retum

thanle you note, 1 provided my young co-researcbers with final attendance statistics

and a lapel pin bearing the McGill Univenity crest.
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Stories

Conclusion

Tbese C&-researching Stories bave been presented ta demonstrate how

seventeen children with philosophical experience engaged in research and used

philosophical discussion as a way ta research their own experience of philosophical

discussion. The cbildren worked as volunteer co-researehers with me [Judyl, their

class philosophy teaeher, in an after-school setting. In lœeping with confidentiality

requirements, we a1l assumed resean:h pseudonyms for this project such that 1

[Judy1 appear in the Storles onder the veil of C<HeSearCher 'Alison'. In this

version of the Storles 1 also appear as 'Sigma', the ad"lt co-researcher with

overall responsibility for tbis research. Stepping out from our Philosophy for

Children home base, the research question we investigated was one 1 [Sigma]

brought to my co-researcbers as part of a methodological experiment to explore the

possibilities of merging philosophical and qualitative research methodologies with

children as co-researcbers.

'Answering' the Co-research Question

These Co-researching Storles demonsttate how we researched the first part

(only) of the question 1 [Judy/Sigma] brought 10 my co-researchers: i.e. l'What is

'discussion for leaming' ...?tt using bath philosophical and qualitative research

techniques. Mainly using our standard class philosophy discussion practices and

inquiry moves, we are seen co-researcbing pbilosophical discussion in conceptual

tenns in relation 10 our mutual philosophical discussion experience. bath of past

and present class philosophy and in the Discussion Research Group. The Stories are

written from my [Alison] perspective and 1 am seen Most often engaged in

philosophical discussion with some co-researchers, OCC8Sionally in eXPerimenting

or teaehing a variety ofresearch practices, and otherwise suPervising research tasks

done by other co-researchers.
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The co-researcbers are also seen using and adapting many qualitative and

'research from the margins' researcb practices. For example, we identify our

'conceptual baggage' by writing researcher profiles; we make mBAS-INQUIRY

co-decisions with regard to the content and process of the inquiry; we use and

adapt ÏDterviewing techniques; we lœep the equivalent of fieldnotes by keeping

co-researcber notes; we explore our ideas on paper by writing memos or 'blurbs'

- on and off-site; we make progress with our inquiry by making visual

representations of our ideas in the fonn of concept maps; and we document our

co-research process tbrougb the use of audio and video tape and data collection

techniques.

Our use of philosophical discussion and the qualitative research techniques

were botb aimed at interpœting our experience of philosophical discussion in a

continuous, progressive and self~rrective process with a view to producing a

nuanced characterization of philosophica1 discussion as a conttibution to bath

Philosophy for Childœn and other edueational literature on the effective use of

discussion. The teCOrding of the pbilosophical discussions and the additional data

produced using our adaptations of qualitative research techniques were engaged in

to allow for further analysis and dissertation writing by Sigma.

Philosophy for Children adaptation.141 In these Stories we see overt

reference to the personal life experience of the co-researchers - an aspect tbat is

usually lœpt out of class philosophy discussion. For example, in our particular

class philosophy experience tbis loOk the form of using fictitious characters. The

rationale for this is that in a philosophical discussion we are interested in the ideas

more than we are with whose ideas they are; and indeed it cao happen that knowing

the personal identities of the figmes in an anecdote can he a distraction that prevents

the philosophical work from being done. By contrast, qualitative research

methodologies often cali for researchers to provide relevant data regarding who

they are to he doing dûs researcb as a way ofproviding readers with what they need

ta interpret the credibility of the research produced.

It should also he noted however that it ;s a central part of Philosophy for

Cbildren practice that participants draw from and ret1ect on their own personal Iife

•
141 For my account of how our research la 81so an adaptation of standard

qualitative research practfces. ... 3.2 Charaeterfzfng this Research in
Chapter 3. Methodology Mattera.
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experiences in a way that both advances the inquiry and renders it pertinent ta their

lives. Indeed, keeping the penonal out of discussions in an overt way aetuaIly

makes the personalization of the content of a discussion more accessible by

providing a psychological1y safe forum for the exploration of difficult issues. In
these Stories we did both. We began the research by protecting our own identities

by giving ourselves fictitious cbaracter names; we discussed the issue of

confidentiality at regular interva1s; and we took measures ta protect the 'real'

identities of the co-researcbers. In our discussions and in actual instances

throughout the Stories such as, the Philosophical 'Blossoming' interviews (S07,

S08), the Cotton Candy 'communication with oneself' discussion (S10) and the

Don't Talle Back! (812) discussion, the co-researchers would often say that

because we had given ourselves fictitious co-researcher pseudonyms, our 'real'

identities œmained masked and that as a result they felt free ta discuss persona!

issues oPenly just as they might in a standard class pbilosophy session.142

On this issue 1 would also note that the use of personal experience in these

Stories was not aimed at capturing the persona! experience aspect but rather al

drawing on it for purposes of the inquiry itself. If we want to know how ta

cbaracterize 'philosophical discussion' , one of the ways and indeed a good way, is

to ask those who have Personal eXPerience of it. The focus is on the cbaracterization

itself rather than on the personal experience - with the latter serving ratber to add

cœdibillty to the resulting characterlzation. This drawing on life experience is

consistent witb Philosophy for Children practice and our use of it in a research

context points towards a conception of philosopby as being not ooly 'pure'

conceptual analysis and clarification. It points also ta interpretation grounded in

experience. Thal is, it points to doing philosophy as being also about the use of

concepts to better understand, and direct, lüe experience.

'Answering' the co-research question. The Co-researching Stories

emphasize the conceptual progress made through the identification and investigation

of five conceptual elements involved in philosopbical discussion (or 'discussion for

leaming'). They also demonstrate how by using a process of conœptual

investigation, pr0lreSs is made towards 'answers' to philosophical questions even

142 Wtthout gaing (nto the. Issue. In more detall here. 1 would add that these
remain 'Uve' Issue. bath with regard to Phlloaophy for Children practice and
now aI.o wlth regard to how necessary or even ethlcal ft mlght be to conceaJ
the Identitie. of children who partlcipat. in re.earch as co-r••••rchers.

378



•

•

•

though the participants may not bave built a consensus agœernent on any one

particular answer. This is quite typical of pbilosophical communities of inquiry. In

an enterprise that remains ideologically open~nded and self-corrective, what is

deemed important is not that participants come to an agreement on one definite

answer ta a question but ratber that they maintain a commitment to the inquiry

process itself. This was especially demonstrated in the Stories when, al the end of

the series of sessions on maldng distinctions between 'cooperation' and
'collaboration', the co-researcbers present did not give up. Nor did they consider

tbeir lack of a definitive answer to he a fallure. On the contrary we were pleased

with the progress that we bad made and were eager to continue!

Answering the dissertation research question 'by demonstration '.
Because these co-researcbers were children, the question remains wbether tbis was

really a demonstration in answer to the dissertation researcb question (How do

children wbo bave experience doing philosophy use pbilosophical discussion as a
way ofdoing research?). Was it perbaps rather a demonstration of children trying

to do research? How weil can they be judged ta have sucœeded and by what

criteria?

As a preliminary response 1 submit that, in accordance with the Stenhouse

description of 'research' as "systematic and sustained eoquiry made public" wbicb 1
adopted as a starting point in the Introduction,143 thec~berswere engaged

in 'researeh' by virtue of the systematic and self-corrective progress we made with

the co-research question 1 brougbt ta them. Our inquiry was "made public" by its

very communication within the Discussion Research Group and although the

co-researchers did not produce a summative research report product (such as the

book, the news conference or the documeotary videos produced by the children in

the tbree instances of children doing research summarized in the Introduction)144

tbis need not mean tbat they could oot have done so. The closest they came was 10

produce a report about the fact that we did this research for tbeir Stepping Out

yearbook. This was partly because of the time setting for the project and it was

partly becanse of the Co-deciSiODs we made 10 keep inquiring. It was Dot an issue

143 Bee An Open and Systematlc Approach under 1.6 'Answerlng' the Dissertation
Research Question in Chapter 1. Introduction.

144 see 2.6 Instances of Children Doing Research in Chaptef 2. Situating the case
Story.
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for me at the lime because my main [Sigma] intere8t was in documenting the

process of using philosopbical discussion as a way to do research with a view to

our work being "made public" in the fonn of this dissertation (witb, perhaps, other

possibilities to follow).

In Part Thlee: Coing Pbilosophical Educative Research, as my [Sig.na)

contribution to a systematic and sustained inquiry among education researchers 

especially those interested in 'edueative' œsearch and Philosophy for Children - 1

offer a more comprehensive response to Mw the children were using philosophical

discussion as 'a way ta do research'. In Chapter 3. Methodology Matters, 1

describe and explain matteR Pertaining to our Discussion Research Group œsearch

practices. In Chapter 4. Surfacing Philosophical Inquiry Research Acts, 1 identify

and make explicit (qualitative) 'research acts' in the (class pbilosophy) 'inquiry

moves' (and vice versa) we made in the C~researching Stories. In

Chapter S. Conceptual Investigations 1 recount how 1 made conceptual sense of

our work as 'co-researchers'. And in Chapter 6. 'Tentative' Conclusions 1 retlect

on the schievements of this research, 1 make suggestions for further inquiry and 1

speculate on the wieler implications of our interptetive case story and the

contribution it can make to and beyond edueational research.
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Chapter3

Methodology Matters

Choosing the method for a particular piece of researcb is a political
process. Deciding bow the researcb will be done and who or wbat will
be studied entails making cboices. These cboice8 often incorporate
assumptions whicb the researcher takes for granted, such as who is
important to study, what CODtext of researcb is identifie<!, what data
gathering method is best and who is most qualified to engage in
researcb. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 41)

Raving 'answeœd' the research question by demonstrating how children

who are experienced in doing philosophy use philosophical discussion as a way of

doing researcb, next 1 describe and comment on specifie decisions and methods 1

used in designing and carrying out Ibis research. In 3.1 Accounting for our

Methodology, 1describe and explain how 1settled a dilemma when deciding how ta

report on a philosophicallqualitative research project. In 3.2 Characterizing this

Research, 1 explain my characterlzation of Ibis research as 'an interpretive case

story'; and 1 retum ta my decision ta ehoose a qualitative approach ta account for

how our research fits tbat description with sorne adaptations. In 3.3 Obtaining

Authorization, in keeping witb qualitative methodological practice, 1 describe the

steps that were taken in order ta obtain authorization ta conduct this research with

young children in a public schaol. In 3.4 'Sigma' , 1 tell The 'Sigma' Story of how

and wby 1 came to use the term 'Sigma' ta refer ta my l'luit co-researcher raie, 1

describe three initial decisions 1 [Sigma) made when planning this research; and 1

describe 'Sigma Tensions' 1experienced while worlting with my co-researchers. In

3.5 'Sampling', 1 explain my use of the term 'samplîng' in relation to our

co-research project. And in 3.6 Working with the Data, 1 describe and explain

methods 1used when working witb the data.
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3.1 Accounting for our Methodology

Two issues 1 faced wben 1 set out to œsearcb my original idea tbat 'ta do
philosophy is ta do research' was bow to approach the project methodologically

and bow, ifat ail, to account for that methodology. Arising as it did out of practiœ,

our research subject ("What is 'discussion for leaming' and how do we leam from

it?") was a philosophical question whicb had an empirical and social playground

and our investigation would therefore bave to draw on methodologies appropriate to

the philosophical, empirical and social dimensions of the question.

On the basis of my own experienœ working on the IFS and MRG anteeedent

research projects (Kyle and Chervin 1993; Kyle and Portelli 1985), 1 had begun to

question the appropriatcness of quantitative œsearch designs for philosophical

research purposes and 50 1looked to the POssibiIity of a qualitative researcb design

for this study. However, having noticed that the philosophical dimensions of the

qualitative studies 1 had read - although acknowledged - are rarely made

visible,145 1 set out to do philosophical research using and adapting qualitative

research methods such that both the qualitative and philosophical dimensions are

integrated and explicit.

Once 1had decided how to approacb the project methodologically, whether

and bow to account for that metbodology was wbat 1 bad to decide next. Just as

qualitative research features methodology and masks pbilosopby, 50 philO5Ophical

research does the reverse. David Bridges bas noted, for example, tbat in reports on

scientific and social scientific inquiry "we conventionally expect ta find an account

of and defense of the metbodology employedtt where we "know, or al least bave a

report of, the approach taken, the œsearch questions which were POsed and in some

conventions ... the relationship of the researcher to the research project"

(Bridges 1996, p.2). Philosophical research reports, however, are different. As

Bridges also pointed out, "Some philosophical writing describes or represents a

145 One notable exception la the book by Pamela Maykut and Richard Morehoule.
Beglnnlng Qualitative Res.arch: A Philosophie and Practical Guide ln which ln
-Part l, Building a Philosophie Foundation for Qualitative Research- the authors
deal expllcltly wlth the relationahlp between phllosophy and qualitative
research (Mayleut and Morehouse 1994).
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particular metbodology - Socratic questioning, Cartesian doubting146 or linguistic

analysis, for example, - but a great deal more leaves it implicit or even invisible".

And be went on 10 say tbat, "It is certainly not a standard requirement .•. tbat

the author explains and defends bis or ber methodology" (p. 2).

To help me decide wbat 10 do, 1 look a closer look al wbat counts as

'methodology' in general terms, in philosopbical terms, in qualitative research

terms, and in relation ta what we aetuaIly tried 10 do. In general terms, my

dietionary defines 'metbodology' as, '~ principles, practices, ete. of orderly

thought or procedure applied ta a particular branch of leaming and arrived at by

systematic analysis and application of the techniques oflogic" (Avis 1982, p. 853).

In philosophical terms, A Dictionary of Philosophy states tbat

'methodology' is itself a study: "Litera1ly 'methodology' means 'study of method';

a method is not itself a methodology" (Lacey 1986, p.215). And in the Oxford

Dictionary of Philosophy 'methodology' is '-rbe general study of metbod in

particular fields of enquiry: science, mstory, mathematics, PS}'chology, philosophy,

etbics" (Blackburn 1994, p. 242). This dictionary also offered a PQliticaJlbistorical

account of how it used ta he that, "TIle task of the philosopher of a discipline would

then he ta reveal the correct method and ta unmack counterfeits". Dismissing this

view as Ua fantasy" Blackburn offered tbis instead: "The more modest task of

'methodology' is to investigate the methods tbat &Je aetuaIly adopted al various

historical stages of investigation into different areas, with the aim not sa much of

criticizing but more of systematizing the presuppositions of a particu1ar field al a

particular time ... " (Blackburn 1994, p.242). Consistent with David Bridges'

observation, no mention is made of any œquirement for the philosopher ta account

for the methodology slhe uses to accomplish that task.

148 For example. Descartes' method had four rulel: (1) -never to accept anythlng
as true that 1 dld not know evidently to be 10 ••••; (2) -to divide each of the
difficulties 1 WBS examlning Into .s many parti as possible and as Is required to
solve them best"; (3) ~o conduct my thoughts ln an orderly fashion.
commencing with the slmplelt and easielt to know objects. to rise graduaUy.
as by degre8S. to the Icnowlec:tge of the mOlt composite thlngs. and even
supposing an order among thOl8 thlnga thet do not naturally precede one
anothe"; and (4) -everywhere to make enumeratfons so complete and
revien 10 general that 1 would be lure of having omftted nothing- (Descartes
1637/1993, p. 11).
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And in social œsearch terms, the foregoing is an account of 'methodology'

tbat contrasts with the foUoWÎDg definition !rom a practica1 guide ta doing

(qualitative) social œsearch:

Methodology is the gathering of data and the making sense of it [sic]
in an orderly way, as weil as the study of methods. Methodology,
theory and ideology are intertwined. How you go about doing your
research is inextricably linked with bow you see the world. (Kirby and
McKenna 1989, p.63)

In our Discussion Researc:h Group, as ~researcherswe were involved in produeing

and gathering data in a particular social seUing; and we engaged in philosophical

practices ofconceptual analysis and exploration as we "tried to make sense" of and

with our data "in an orderly way" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 63).

A1though from a philosophical persPeCtive it is "certainly not a standard

requirement" ta account for our methodology (Bridges 1996, p. 2), nevertheless 1

decided to account for our philosophical qualitative reseaœh methodology as a way

of accounting for wbat we did and alsa ta make explicit our use of 'philosophy in
qualitative research' in a way which would he appropriate for other investigations

whether in Philosophy for Cbildren settings or elsewhere.

3.2 Characterizing tbis Research

Next 1 tum ta bow 1 came ta cbaracterize this œsearch as a qualitative

research 'interpretive case story' - bath in general terms and in relation to specifie

characteristics of its design - payiDg particu1ar attention ta its philosopbical

dimensions.

'An Interpretive Case Story'

At tirst 1 was attraeted ta a qualitative approach for our research because it

"gives the best data" (Gitlin, Siegel, and others 1989/1993, p. 205). Later

bowever, recognizing the "POlitica1 moment' of my social change purpose of

Ucontnbuting ta the emancipation ofchildren", 1came ta sec our research method(s)

as followingfrom that purpose.
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In the same way that Shor (1980) argues tbat h1Jeratory teaching
cannot occur without the withering away of the traditional authority
relationsbip between teacher and student, 50 tao must the alienatiDg
relationsbip between researcber and researched witber if emancipatory
aims are to be achieved. (Gi~ Siegel, and others 1989/1993, p. 205).

My emancipatory purpose theœfoœ ruled out an objective, positivistic approacb
and it required an adaptation of qualitative research methods in relation ta tbat

purpose.

To adapt a phrase from James Britton, in this 'interpretive case story' 1 tell a

story wbich "is, in fact, an example of itself" - a stary which '(re)presents' itself

in a way which BrillOn suggests wben spealdng of visual images, drawings and

maps.

In suggesting that a visual image ••• repres~nts a face 1 know, or a
kind of face 1 DOW; that the drawing r~pruDlted sometbing in the
landscape, and that the map r~pr~sented an area of the countryside;
further, that wc habitual1y cœate œpresentatîoDS of one kind or
another of the things we meet in the actual world in arder to use tbem
in making sense of fresh encounters - •.. The view or the theory il,
in fact, an example of itself. (Britton 1970, pp. 12-13, autbor's
italics.)

In cbaracterizing om investigation as 'research' 1refer to it as a '~researcb

story', intending the co- to represent the coDaboration among philosophically

experienced children and their philosophy teaeher, intending research to descn1Je

om PUlPOse and practices, and intending story to reftect my use of narrative for tbis

accounL Further, 1 classify our research as an "interpretive case story" within the

broader eategory of qualitative case studks.

A qualitative case study is an intensive, bolistic description and
analysis of a bouncfed phenomenon lOch as a program, an institution,
a person, a process, or a social unit.

... Irrespective of disciplinary orientation, case studies can also be
described in tenns of the end product - a descriptive narrative, an
interpretive account, or an evaluation. (Merriam 1988/1990, p. xiv)

Becal1se om research is an intensive, holistic description and analysis of the process
of philosophical discussion (for leaming) and bas an end-produet which is a

descriptive, narrative and interpretive account, consistent with the above criteria, 1

place it witbin the broad non-positivist reseateh eategory of a 'qualitative case

study'. However, as a philosophieal case study, it differs from other types of

qualitative œsearch and case Sbldies (Merriam 1988/1990; Strauss 1987) - enough

385



•

•

•

to require its own suHategory of qualitative case study: i.e. an "interpretive case

story".

Why 'interpreti've'. 1 cbaracferi2 our œsearch as an interpretive case

story to place it within the broad eategory of non-positivist qualitative research

[QLR] , and ta this 1 add the philosophical meaning-making [Ph] which was

integral to our research practices io ways which differ from and are additional to the

interpretive acts ofqualitative research procedures.

A!i dissertation storyteller, 1 [Sigma] characterize our research as

'interpretive' ratber than 'analytic' because our co-research story is about how we

were involved in philosophical meaning-making interpœtive aets during our data

productionfmterpretation activities and because our approach ta data 'production'

and 'interpretation' differed from other approaches of data 'collection' and data

'analysis' as described, for example, by Bogdan and Biklen as follows:

Data analysis is tbe process of systematically searcbing and artanging
the interview transcripts. fieldnotes. and other materials tbat you
accumulate to increase your own understanding of them and to enable
you to present wbat you have discovered to others. Analysis involves
working with data, organizing tbem, breaking them into manageable
units, synthesizing tbem, searcbing for patterns. discovering what is
important and wbat is to he leamed, and deciding wbat YOU will tell
others. (Bogdan and Biklen 1992. p. (53)

Bogdan and Biklen have suggested tbat within the many different styles of

qualitative research there are a variety of ways of bandling and analyzing data and

that it is useful to think of approaches to analysis falling into two modes: one is data

analysis concurrent with data collection and the otber is data analysis after data

collection. Concurrent analysis is '-more or less completed by the time the data are

gathered"; but it is an approach tbat is "more commonly practic:ed by experienced

tieldworkers" and "if you know what you are doing it is most efficient and

effective". Witb regard to data analysis after data collection. they pointed out tbat

researchers can never follow this metbod "in ils pure fonn" because &'reflecting

about what you are fineling while in the field is part of every qualitative study'

(Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p. 153-4).

Our data interpretation differs in tbat it is not useful to think of it as

separable ioto &\wo modes" of analysis, one "concurrent" . .. and the other after

data coDection but be/ore data analysis. Although analysis plays a role in our

interpretation (as, for example, in our use of the philosophical techniques of
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conceptual analysis) neither 1 nor my co-researchers "analyzed" our data as in other

"styles" ofqualitative researeh in whicb interpretation is seen sometimes as part of

data analysis botb in the field and aCter data collection (Bogdan and Biklen 1992,

p. 153) - or sometimes as dependent on and theœfoœ followïng /rom data

analysis as when, for example, data are divided mto small bits and assigned ta

conceptual categories which, when 'saturated' are then 'constructed' into theories

by means of 'interpœtation' .147

In our C~researchingStories, we did not produce or coDect data before

"organizing them, breaking them into manageable units" and "syntbesizing them".

Rather our data interpretation was an integral part ofour data production process on

sile and on-the-fly such that it does Dot make sense ta think of data production as
separate from data interpœtation. We engaged in philosopbical interpretatiOD of our

'bits' of data as we produced them and as we deemed appropriate. Thal

interpœtive activity is in the verbatim transcripts and my raIe as Sigma storyteller

bas been to select and present œpresentative examples of the interactive interpretive

aetivity of ail the co-researchers. Interpretation in our case story is rather

embedded in the data and titis is in contrast to other studies in which data are

produced primarily to support a post-facto Sigma interpretation of the

co-researchers' interpretation. To tbat end, my [Sigma] post-ORO data

interpretation has coDSisted in identifying and pœsenting co-researcher acts of

philosophical interpœtation in tbeir verbatim form.

In the Preparation of this report, after our forty-eight co-researching

sessions and without the participation of my co-researchers, for storytelling

purposes, 1 [Sigma] engaged in furtber "handling" of our data, "searching for

patterns" and deciding "what is important" enoup "to tell others". However, this is

not to suggest tbat these were œsearch aetivities which 1 could do and my

co-researchers could note Rather it was a practicallimitation of our project having

to do witb the departure ofmy co-researchers at the end of the school year. And it

is to suggest that how children co-researchers might participate in the concluding

phases of pbilosophical qualitative research is a matter for further research.

• 147 See for exarnple Bogdan and Bllden 1992; Klmy and McKenna 1989; Maykut and
Morehouse 1994: and Strauss 1987.
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Wh}' a 6ctUe story'. Altbough 1 cbaracteri7.e our œsearch as a "case" as in

'case history' or 'case study', it is Deither of these in any straightforward sense
since tbere are featuœs ofbotb tbat it does Dot have. Following distinctions between

case studies and case histories made by Anselm Strauss (Strauss 1987,

pp. 218-224), 1caIl our research a 'case' because it is about a particular social unit

(the eighteen co-œsearchers of "DRG") and it cavers a particular temporal span

(from October 1992 ta lune 1993). However it is not my purpose to present a
study of ORO tU eitber a social unit or tU a history of tbat unit. Also, our

co-research story is camprised of many stories told "with a focus on anaIytic

abstractions for purposes of presenting theory" (p. 218) - and tbat, according to

Strauss, is more like a case study. Only again, ours is not a case study eitber since

the focus is not only on the theory for its own sake. Rather it is the 'story' of the

'case' of a Philosophy for Chlldren teacher and ber students wbo condueted

research together for a year alter schoal; and it tells stories of how we generated

tbeory as we discussed how our philosophical way of worldng together is a way of

learning, a way of knowing and a way of conductiDg research. Intertwining content

and process (i.e. IDEAS-INQUlRY), 1 [Sigma] present our idea-building in ail its

complexity as a way of giving substance 10 the cbildren's co-researching activity.

And al the same lime the demonstration story of the co-researchers working gives

substance to the theories we were generating.

Qualitative 1 Interpretive Characteristics

... various brands of qualitative research, aU sbare to some degree
this goal of understanding the subjects from their own point of view.
(Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p.34)

In social science research theœ is an assumption tbat "the subjects" are
people. And even with the qualitative social science emphasis on the mie of the

researcher, the assumption is still that the researchers are researching people. If this

is a defining characteristic of qualitative social research, then our project was

sometbing else for our "goal" was not 10 -'understand the subjects" but to

understand and describe the process of 'discussion' (for leaming).

Our co-research story is social research (in tbat it is condueted by people

witb people and about something that people can do); but it is not about people in

the same way as other social œsearch studies. And the very idea that our research

does differ from other genres of qualitative research in these respects is important
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and warrants the can to he "self-conscious in regard to the ['point of view']

tbeoretical and methodological issue" (Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p.3S).

In our co-researcb story the IOle of the co-researchers as 'subjects' is

ambiguous such tbat in some respects issues regarding the subjects' own points of

view do not apply. On the otber hand, because an but one of the co-researchers

were children, "tbeir point[s] of view" are of interest and in the Ct>-researching

Stories they are in evidence in the co-researcbers' own words. As

'co-researchers,' we were funetioning as research instruments; and baving and

expressing points of view is part of the function of a qualitative research instrument

qua instrumeDt. The co-researchers' points of view are therefore important hecause

ofhow they contributed to the theory we were generating. However, we were not

interested in which person's points of view tbey were and as a result in this

research, the cCKeSearChers serve as representatives of what, under the rigbt

circumstances, other children and teacbers could also do in the service of

educational research.

The methodology for this study is qualitative by emergence and also by

design. On the basis of transitions 1 was making while involved in one of the

anteeedent research projects (Chervin and Kyle 1993) and on the basis of my
subsequent initiation to qualitative research methodologies (Bogdan and Biklen

1992; Burgess 1985; Hammersley and Atkinson 1983), 1 looked to qualitative

methodologics for this research as an alternative for the positivist and quantitative

frameworks which were dominant in Philosophy for Childml research.148 In what

foUows l mate brief comments on our research design in relation to standard

qualitative researcb cbaracteristics making terminology adjustments as necessary the

better to characterize our qualitative research as philosophical.

1. Exploratory/descriptive. Our co-research is both metbodologically and

conceptually 'exploratory' and it is 'descriptive' in the sense of the data being in

words ratber tban numbers - although not in the sense of ethnographic 'thick

description'. We explored both the 'wbat' (discussion for leaming) and the 'how'

(using pbilosophical discussion) at the same time and our focus was on ideas and

the process ofidea generation rather than on specifie people or places.

148 see 2.5 Philosophy for Children Research Context in Chapter 2. Situating the
Case Story.
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2. Emergmt design. The design was 'emergent' in tbat we worked witbout

a blueprint. It was part of my plan tbat research decisions he made as much as

possible by the researcb participants. And it began as a general qualitative study

which subsequently became a philosophical qualitative study.

3. Purposive sample. In our co-œsearch story, 'sample' refers to people,

discussions and ideas. With regard to the people involved in the study, we

(eigbteen co-researcbers) were our own sample and it was 'purposive' in tbat by

design it included childœn and a teaeher who bad concurrent experience (al least) of

'doing philosophy'. This sample was also 'emergent' in the sense tbat it was not

fixed. It changed during the course of the study in ways wbich could not he

anticipated. For instance, a1tbough no new members could join, the student

co-œsearchers decided whcther or not to participare on a session-by-session basis.

With regard to discussions, 'samplc' also refers ta any discussions wbich were the

'object' of our study. Some of these were 'purposivc' in tbat we condueted tbem

specifically for research purposes. Otber discussions from our class philosophy or

other out-of-school experienœ were not purposive since tbey were not planned as

part of the research and we reflected on them retroaetively. And witb regard to

ideas, 'sample' refers to our process ofconceptual "sampling" - a way we had of

directing our inquiry which was analogous to the process of 'ibeoretical sampling"

as described by Anselm Strauss (1987, pp. 38-39).148

4. Data production. We produced our own data during our discussions

and other research aetivities in our DRG researcb sessions and therefore in this

report 1 use the phrase "data production" (rather than 'data collection' or 'data

gathering') to refer to tbis process.

s. Natural setting. Sînce we did not have a specific room for class

philosophy, we did not have a 'natural setting' in a sttiet sense. However, the room

we did use for our œsearch was a haIf-c:lassroom in our school 50, a1though our

setting was not 'natural' 10 our class pbilosophy debDerations, it was within our

'natu.ral' schoal setting.

148 For more on ssampling' in our case .tory ... 3.S sSamplins( later (n this
chapter.
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6. Emphtuis on ~researcher-as-instrrDnent'.The cbildœn in our study

and 1 were research 'instruments' in that we produced data and engaged in
interpretation of our own data. However, becaJJ5e they moved on ta secondary

school, the cbilclœn were not available to cootribute to the post 'fieldwork' phase

and the writing of this report.

7. Qualitative methods of data production. Our methods of data

production weœ in keeping with our qualitative design. We made research 1ield'

notes, we audio and/or vi~taped our sessions in arder ta make verbatim

transcripts, we conducted interviews and we generated documents to produce data

and ta foUow up on issues arising out ofour data.

8. Early and on-going inductive data interpretation. Becanse of the

pbilosophical character of our inquiry, our early and on-going data inteIpœtation

was implicit in our research discussions and 1 refer ta this work as data

'interpretatioD' (ratber than data 'analysis'). We aIso documented our deh"berations

by making what we referred to as "research maps" and our mapping provided us

with leads to further inquiry. Although 1 provided the initial topie ("Discussion for

LeamingT') and although 1 aIso proposed its more tecbnical synonym

e'Collaborative Pbilosophical InquiryT'), the persistent presence of the question

mark and the philosophical doubting disPosition of the co-œsearchers meant tbat

we treated these tenns Dot as givens but as conceptual data interpretation tools.

9. Case study approach to reponing research outcomes. As the study of a

'case in point', 1 present our œsearch as a series of narrative C~researching

Stories which, demonstrating itself, features the co-œsearchers at work. This

report is theœfore a 'case story' of a philosophy teaeber and her students

conducting pbilosophical educational research together.

10. Concemed with process and meaning. Our cCHeSealCh story is about

how we negotiated the meaning of the process of 'discussion for leaming'. It is

about how, by means of conœptual analysis and tbeoretical sampling we worked

on whether and how ta apply the terms 'discussion' , 'coUaborative' ,

'philosophical', 'inquiry' and 'leaming' in relation to the particular kind of

discussion we were resean:hing. On one level we were concemed with just how we

do discussion for leaming, and with just how we leam from il. And on a meta

level, our research was aIso about just how wc conducted our research, just how
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we produced our data. and just how wc interpreted our ideas and our inquiry. This

is consistent with the questions of "how people negotiate meaning" and "how

certain tenDs and labels come ta he applied" tbat Bogdan and Biklcn used ta explain

the qualitative cbaracteristic of emphasis on process (Bogdan and Biklen 1992,

p. 31).

In our co-research story l'meaning" was also an "cssential concem" in a

philosophical sense as we thought about 1discussion, , 'learnïng', 'collaboration',

'philosophy' and linquiry' separately, in different combiDatioDS, from different

angles. USÎDg a spinl approach consistent with interpretive researcb wbereby we

œvisited each of these content issues œpeatedly and with different constellations of

co-researcbers wc provided a variety of 'takes' on these issues. Furtber, we

workcd on the meanings not only of these terms but also of our experiences of

engaging in CPI discussion for learning bath in our philosophy classes and in the

research group.

Il. Reflexive character. And finally, as co-researcbers exploring our own

practice, we were part of the proccss we were investigating in a project which is an

example of itsclf. We worlœd with wbat knowledge we had "while recognizing tbat

il may be erroneous and subjecting it to systematic inquiry where doubt seems

justificd". Wc used our everyday common-sense knowledge as we œt1ected on our

own discussion experiences. Wc engaged in "participant observation" as we

retlected on the "produets" of our participation in our own philosophical

discussions. And wc tried ta he our own ''research instruments par excellence"

(Hammersley and Atkinson 1983, p. 15-17).
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3.3 Obtaining Authorization

As a "requirement for methodological rigour," Stephen J. BaIl bas argued

for the inclusion of a "research biography" or "a reflexive account of the conduet

of the researcb whicb, by drawing on field notes and reflections, recounts the

processes, problems, cboices, and errors wbicb describe the fieldwork upon which

the substantive account is based" (BalI 1993, p. 46).

The basis of tbis rigour is the conscious and deliberate linking of the
social process of engagement in the field with the teehnical processes
of data coUection and the decisions tbat tbat IiDking involves. 1 calI
!bat linking refluivity [ .•. J. (Ball 1993, p. 33)

He included in bis description of such an account the "negotiation of entry"

procedures "usually conducted through fonnal channels" (p. 34) since sucb

procedures form part of the social context within wbicb the researcb is conducted,

witbin which the researchers construct tbeir research roles (p. 33) which, whatever

tbey are, "will influence the kinds of data elicited in the researcb setting" (p. 35). In

tbis section, 1 tell how we completed the authorization procedures for conducting

this research.

Even though 1 [Judy] was the regular philosophy teacher for the students

who might volunteer to participate in this study, in order to be able to embark on

this project, 1 [Sigma] had to (a) enlist the support of the school principal and

regional director; (b) invite my students to volunteer; (c) follow procedures set out

by the school board Research Committee by submitting a research proposai;
(d) inform relevant schaol committees; (e) obtain the consent of the parentes) of

student co-researcher volunteers; (f) present the researcb proposai to the school

board Research Committee, Cg) obtain research proposai authorization and a

"Certifieateof Etbical Acceptability for Research Involving Human Subjects" from

McGill University;150 and (i) submit a researcb completion report.

150 See Appendix A. Certlflcate of Elhical Acceptabllilty for Reaearch Involving
Human Subjects, Faculty of Education, McGili University.
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(a) Principal / Regiontll Direetor support. Our story began when, with the

support of the schaol principal, 1 initiated procedures to secure authorization ta

conduct research with my students. On July 17, 1992, 1 met with the schaol board

Regional Diœctor who was responsible for our schaol and who was also the

chairperson of the Research Committee from which 1 wouId be expected to seek

autborization for my project.

One oftM questions 1 was woNkring about hod to do with the degree
to which the Research Committee was familiar with "qlUllitlltive
research". 1 wanted to know 1Iow much to uplain in the proposai and
1 wanted to anticipate lUI)' objections 1 might MCOllllter.

[TM chairperson} was very forthcoming tmtl aclcnowkdged thIlt her
position as Mad of the Research Committee did IlOt necessarily mean
that SM knew a lot about qualitative research. Her reaction to my on·
the.spot charaeterivJtion of il led me to believe that indeed tlais might
have been her fint encollllter with it and that 1 could not anticipate
CIllY diflerent level offamiliarity /rom other members of the Research
Comminee.

Her advice (as 1 remember it MW) was: (1) to submit the proposai as
early as possible and that she would usher it through the necessary
channels at the board; (2) to inititlte the necessary information and
consent procedures at school in preparation for beginning the
research; and (3) to bring the proposai to the School Council of my
schoolfor ilS informalion onEy (approval not necessary since 110 use of
school lime was required).

[DJ93.01.08FrlSchool 8oardIE&F Committee Presentation Notes]

She gave me the deadUne for the next Researcb Committee meeting and advised me

to apply using an existing form. She assured me that the school board procedures

couId bappen simultaneously with the early stages of the project and she also

suggested that 1 arrange an information meeting for the parents of prospective

volunteer co-researcbers.
[D192.07.17FrlSchool BoardIRegionai Director Meeting Notes]

(b) Inviting student volunteers. Next, to see if any of my students would

he interested in this project, 1 [Judy] broached the subject of a "Discussion

Research Group" in my two Grade Six pbilosophy classes and invited anyone

interested to come to a lunch hour "Information Meeting" on September 24, 1992. 1

circuIated a silO-OP sheet in the two classes and 27 students indieated that they were

interested.
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From the agenda for tbat meeting, 1 reconstruct what happened at tbat first

meeting. With regard to who this project was for, 1 said tbat it would he for

"volunteers" from Grade Six ooly unless 1 found that we needed more people. In

defeœnce 10 their busy lives, 1 suggested tbat theœ could he two categories of

participants: '1œgulars" who came every time aud '~guIars" who would come

some times. The only qualifications they needed were "to be a participant in

Pbilosophy for Children class" and 1 said that 1 was looIdng for co-œsearcbers

with "different thinkingltalking styles".

With regard ta what we would do, 1 said tbat the topic for our researcb

would be "Discussion for Leaming" and that we could make up [our] own aetivities

(discussions) ta explore this topic; and, drawing on my McGill research proposai, 1

mentioned tbat 1 bad already thought of sorne "Data-gatbering Activiûes". With

regard ta where we would meet, 1 said that 1 was hoping wc would be able to use

"Room 10" which was a half-classroom adjacent 10 the school Iibrary and which

was used during the day for the scbool's "Explorateurs" program for 'Iifted'
cbildren. Other classrooms which 1normally used for their philosophy classes were

alsa mentioned as possibilities. 1told them that this was a project 1 wanted to do as

part of my work for my Ph.D. at McGiIl University and 1mcntioned tbat 1 wanted

to sec ifchildren could use tbeir philosophy skills 10 do 'real' research. With regard

to when, 1suggested that we meet from 2:32-4:00?pm on Tuesdays until Christmas

and pick another day after Christmas (when 1 knew their school play rebearsals

would become an issue). With regard to frequency, 1 proposed tbat we meet either

every week or every second week.

And îmally with regard to what happeras next, first 1mentioned tbat we had

to determine who the co-researchers would he. 1 explaincd the permission

procedures we would bave to foUow before we could officially begin by saying tbat

once 1 knew some people were interested, tbat 1 had to infonn the Principal and

Scbool Council (Teacben), tbat Parents had to he informed and give consent for

any official participants, and tbat tbere were Scbool Board procedures whicb 1 bad

to foUow. 1suggested tbat we think in terms of "Planning Sessions" for September

and October and he ready ta begin officially in November. 1 sent around anotber

sign-up page at the Information Meeting and this time 17 students indieated tbey

were inteœsted.
[DJ92.09.24ThIDRGllnfo Meeting Agenda)
(OJ92.09.24ThlDRGllnfo Meeting Slgn-up)
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(c) Submitting a proposal 10 the research committee. In September 1992,

following the ''Research Projects and Actiœ Research" guidelines of the school

board, 1 submitted a 22-page œsean:h proposai titled, "Discussion for Leaming:

From the Perspective of Student Co-researchers" ta the school board Research

Committee together with a cover letter outlining sorne of the prelimjo8l)' measuœs 1

had taken with regard ta inviting students ta panicipate and including copies of

letters to inform and obtain consent from parents.

[D/87.01.08lSchool BoardIRe.earch GuldelineslMemo .81 ]
[D192.09.29TuISchoot Board-ProposaI]

[D/92.10.07IPSBGMlRe.earch Commlttee.Iet.01]

(d) Informîng relevant school committees and (e) parental consent. The

principal submitted the proposai ta the Regional Director "after consultation with the

Scbool Council and, wben appropriate, with other staff members, with the School

Committee and with the Stuclent Cauncil". BC:c8n se this project called for volunteer

student participation on an after-school basis with no implications for the students'

timetable, the consultation with the relevant groups coDSisted of notification only

while approval for the participation of individual co-researcher volunteers was

obtained on parental consent forms•
[D187.D1.08ISch00I BoardIResearch GuideilnealMemo 181]

(e) Preliminary permission. On October 21st, prior to an all-day worksbop

at our school, the Regional Din:ctor let me know tbat 1 could ptoceed with the

co-researching pbase of the project sinœ theœ were only a few financial details ta

settle.
[D193.01.08FrlSchooI BoardIEI.F Committee Presentation Not_}

Our first of forty--eight Discussion Researcb Group sessions took place on

October 27, 1992 and the thirteen stuclent co-researchers who had retumed tbeir

signed parental consent forms were present.

(f) Research Proposai Presentation. On Dec:ember 15, 1992 1 teeeived a

telephone calI from the Research Consultant al the school board and 1 recorded it

this way.

CCTen nainutes" be/ore SM was to "speak to·' my projeet al a Research
Committee meeting. [the Ruearch Consu1tœlt calkd and] aslced me 10
tell Mr about the projeet tlIUl site aslœd me what SM should say! She
Iuul apparently retM:l the projeet but wam·' sure Mw ID apprOtlch iL
We UJlIced for awhik and sile seemed 10 be ent#uuÛJStÎc and supponive
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al the end of the converstltion. 1 mentioMd tlult 1 would be prePGred
10 speaJc to the project myselfshould that be necessary.

[DJ93.01.08FrlSchool BoardIE&F Commitlee Presentation Not., p. 2]

Then, on January 6, 1993:

While teaching tha aftemoon, [the Principal] arrived (JI the door with
a handwritten noIe telling me tlult 1 WQ.f UlMCll!d al the Education
and Facilities Committee meeting thefollowing day al 5 pm »> Talle
about advance notice!

[D193.01.08FrlSchooi BoardIE&F Commitlee Preeentation Notes, p. 2]

1kept the appoinnnent and 1tell this story within a story as œcorded in my notes as

a way of explaining "how you gained access to these people or settings, including

problems you may bave encountered in building your sample" (Maykut and

Morehouse 1994, p. 154).

Alter a full clay of teacbing foUowed by an bour and a balf of work with the

DRG c~researchers, 1 drove over to the scboal board building and arrived a little

early. Wbile waitiDg for the meeting ta begin 1 had an encounter with one of the

schoal board commissioners who "seemed very pleased ta meet me and was very

excited about the project". Soon the chairperson of the Research Committee
appeared and 1 took the opportunity ta ask her if the committec was to know that the

project had already begun. She responded tbat she would let them know that and

tbat she would field any questions along tbat veine She clearly had gone out on a

Iimb for this project. Then she left for a moment and retumed with the

commissioner 1 had met earlier who had a littIe book in ber band about which she

was very enthusiastic.

She uplaint!d thGt it was about a major conference on teaching
thin/cing 10 children and lhat Philosophy for Children wu cited as the
only program that was supported by proper research which taughl
conceptual thinlcing to children. Then she and [the Research
Committel! chairperson] went in to the !Meling kll1ling me in the
Pltmning Officers' room with the lmle boole. 1 wrote down thl!
panicu1ars. recognïzm the event il ducribm tuul reported. and spenl
the rl!11UlÎnîng minlltes putting together a few "brit!/'· tMughts with
which to open my "pruentation".

When the meeting began, the research committee cbairPerson introduced the

project making references to bath our meeting in the summer and ber having given

me the go-ahead in the fall. In response to an early question, sbe assured the

committee that no schoal board money was involved and that the delay in
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convening the committee was attributable to ber successful efforts to get funding for

this project from an outside source.

[DI93.01.08Fr/Sctloo1 BoardIE&F Commltlee Presentation Notes, p. 2)

Anticipating that this audience might not he familiar with qualitative research

methodology, first 1 introduced our project in qualitative research terms. In

particular 1 described it as a "detailed look al a research subject from the point of

view of those doing the research". 1 introduced the subject as "Discussion for

Learning" and explained it in terms of "collaborative philosophical inquiry". 1

indieated that this project would feature seventeen self·selected young students as

"co-researchers" with participation open to others as "student participants". And 1

described the variety of data production and data analysis activities as set out in the

project proposai.
[DI93.01.07ThlSchoo1 BoardlAesearch Presentation Notes)

After my brief outline, there were questions which 1 reconstructed from

memory in my notes the next clay and which 1 report here in the order in which 1

œcorded them. The filst question, was anticipated and answered by the Researcb

Committee chairperson: Are we heing asked ta give permission for a project which

bad already started? Someone wanted to know if the 'research participants' would

receive the same letter as the 'co-researcbers'. Another asked whether cbildren

were going to research other children through the use of viœo.tape? Someone else

wondered why tbis was a 'phîlosophy' project and why 1 didn't calI it psychology

or sociology? Someone else picked up on my statement in the proposai tbat

,.children can engage in 'conceptual analysis' and asked if 1 could explain more

about what 1 meant by that. There was a question about the "central and ref1exive

role of the researchers" on page 4 of the proposai. And someone else asked, "15 the

population of yom schaol culturally variedT' and ''Wouldn't it be better to bave a

study that serves the whole system; one which bas a larger sample of subjects and

control groups?" There was a question about wbether 1 saw a wider applicability for

the results ofmy study and another about wbether my study was part of my work

for a PhD. Near the end, one of the members of the committee made a comment

which 1 recorded from memory as foUows:

TMre·s nothing lIew in this study. III the Jewish seetor. at least.
students have beell ïnvolved in discrusions in which they stlIte their
own opinions for a lollg tîme•

[DJ93.01.08FrlSchool BoardIE&F Committee Presentation Not., p. 3]
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As 1was leaving, [the Researcb Committee cbairperson] "was reassuring wben she

said she thougbt they would pass it. . ." 1 left the committee to their deliberations

noting that my project was apparendy the only item on their agenda.

[DJ93.01.08FrlSchool BoardIE&F Commiltee P....ntatlon Notes. p. 3]
[DJ93.01.27WelSchool BoardlBoard Notes]

Cg) Research proposai authorlzation and (h) McGiU Ethics Certificate.

On January 27t 1993 according to the report of the scbool board public meeting of

tbat date, "Authorization was given to conduct a researeb project entided

"Discussion for Learning from the Perspective of Student Co-œsearcbers" to be

undertaken by Judy A. Kyle ... at no cost to the board."

(h) McGill ethics certificate. In accordance with McGi1l University

pllicies regarding research involving buman subjects, in Apri11993 1 was granted

the McGill University Faculty of Education "Certifieate of Etbical Acœptability for

Research Involving Human Subjects" on the basis of baving submitted supporting

documents in compliance with the procedures of the Researcb Etbics Committee, a

sub-committee of the Academic Policy Committee of the Faculty of Education,

MeOill University•
[D193.04.23FrlMcG-Ethics Certif.]

(i) Research completion report. Finally, in fuIfillment of the schoal board

Researcb Committee's requiremcnt, upon complction of the tbree phases of Data

Collection as outlined in the Research Project Proposal submitted in October, 1992,

1 submitted a "Researcb Completion Report" dated June 29, 1993.

[DI83.08.29TulSchooi BoardICompletion Report]
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3.4 'Sigma'

Next, 10 explain how 1 came 10 recognize my multiple œsearcher identities

in this project and why 1 cœated the term 'Sigma' to refer a role which resembles

but is different from tbat of principal researcber, 1 begin by telling The 'Sigma'

Story. 1ben 1 outline three Sigma decisions 1 made before 1 invited my

co-researcbers ta participate in tbis project. And 1 end by describing moments 1

thougbt of as 'Sigma tension' - occasions when 1 had ta work out just wbat my
co-researcb role(s) ought to be-in a project with children as co-researchers.

The 'Sigma' Story

In keeping with the social change purpose of this research 10 make a

contribution to the emancipation of children by showing how their philosophical

capabilities can he put to work in the service of educational researcb, 1 aeted on an

assumption tbat there is not a difference of /dnd between the researcb capabilities of

children and those of aduIts. And when the research began, 1 set out 10 see bow 1

could do co-research with my students while also acting as a researcb guide who

was herself leaming on the job. As we went along however, 1 recognized that there

were times when it was necessary ta distinguisb my 'Alison' co-researcher role

from the researcher roles of the other CG-researcbers. As 1 reflected on our

proceedings, 1 searched for a term ta express the co-researcher roles 1 had that my

co-researchers did note 1 resisted the term 'principal' researcher because it would

mask our co-researcher relationship by implying that the cbildren's contributions

were in some ways secondary. Deciding that 1 needed 10 create a term wbicb was

not in current use, 1 constructed the tenn "Sigma Co-researcber" [SeoRl and what

follows is the story of bow tbat hapPCned.

Transcript interpretation: SR and YCor. Wbüe doing a verbatim transeript

of one of our carly sessions, in a separate column for verbatim transcript
interpretatioD and other notations, 1 began to use the codes [SR] to refer to my

role as 'Senior Researcher' and [YCoRs] ta refer 10 the 'Young Co-researcbers.'

However, neither was satisfactory. Even ifmy mie WQS different, 'Senior' was too

bierarcbical while 'Young' emphasized unduly the cbildren's youtb and might also
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suggest their immaturity or childisbness by caI1ing attention to the diffeœnœ in

chronological age. In a -Jkmemo 1 Mate:

(Still not happy wlth 'Senior' res.archer for Allson's role beC8Use don't
want age/expeflence to be sallent. If not, then what? Oescrlbe Instead
by functlon?-jkmem094.12.18)

1 thougbt of other candidates for the S: "S=Synthesizing; scholar; starter; senne;
situated; skilled; salient?" Since my project was to push the egalitarian envelope, as

1 continued transcribing, 1 kept looking for sorne other way ta refer to our

respective roles. However, the longer it took, and the more data 1 coded with

"SCoR," the more 1 became committed to the code - altbougb not its signification. 1

needed a new S-word.

Dictionary Search. Stilllooking, 1 did a dlctionary searcb of the US"

section to see if1 could fmd another ward 1could use tbat would convey difference

without hierarchy. Wben 1checked "senior" fmt 1 became even more detennined to

find something else. It said, "older in years or rank", "opposed to junior', and

"belonging to maturity or later in life" (Avis 1982). Although each of these could

apply in this case, to use this tenn would be to build in a hierarchical relationship

between us - just what 1 wanted ta collapse. Usmg 'senior' was not the way to do

il. Next 1 looked up "salient" and read, "standing out prominendy" - 1 did not

want to suggest rhat - and "striking", "conspicuous", "extending beyond the

general line, projecting" - 1 did not want those eitber - and certainly not this

military reference: 'ne part of a fortification, treoch, etc. that MOst protrudes

towards the eoemy"!

When 1 tried again 1found "Sigma": "The 18tb letter of the Greek alphabeL"

We were eighteen c<H'eSeaIChers. Theo 1 read on and found this: "The symbol ~,

signifying that the som is to be taken of a series or sequence foUowing". This could

descn"be not my status (as in older and wiser) but my research function: that of

putting it ail together (Avis 1982, p. 1248). In the same -jkmemo 1 made the

decisioo:

go for: Sigma Researcher - obscure enough not to have Immediate
meanlng Impact: also sugges" ·one who 'adds thfngs up' [careful- too
quantltatlve?]- or -puts It ail togethe" - use the Sigma Greek symbol
1: to avold SR (senior) connotation. (-jkmemo: 94.12.18)
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1 could use ~Sigma' to refer ta any of my research roles which differed from those

of the co-researcher children in a way which was not necessarily bierarchical and it

could also resolve the US" problem. To underline the subdety of the issue, 1 also

bad to think about the uR" since a Sigma researcher working with Co-researchers

is still hierarchical in a way that 1 wanted ta downplay. In a later -jkmemo, 1 came

to consider "Sigma" to he a c~research concept.

{Even now 1 had to change Sigma Researcher Into Sigma Co-researcher
as 1 note that one Is only a Sigma in a co-research situation. 11 Think
more about that1-jk95.12.22Fr}

So 1decided to use USCoR" for my Sigma Co-œsearcber role and "YCoR" ta refer

to those of my Young Co-researchers thereby retaining their youth and masking my

seniority.

Colleague consultation. 1bat was not aIl. In an email message in which 1

described my Sigma move ta Pieter Mostert (a friend and former Philosophy for

Children colleague) in the Netherlands, 1 wrote:

The term ··Sigma" is an invention of mine and represents my
struggle to work out the relationsbip between the ·principal
researcher' (me) and my co-researcben. 1 went looldng for a ·new'
tenn which might not already be meaning-Iaden, wbich wasn't
·linear' and ·hierarchical' in suggestion, but wbicb 1 could use to
differentiate my role from theirs wbüe still retaining the collaborative
notions of our participating in the researcb together al least in some
respects on comparable footing. 1 cbose Sigma <a) because 1 needed
an S-word to replace "Senior" Researcher which 1 bad already been
usmg in coding (too Unear and hierarchical}; (b) because it was a
word but not a too-familiar one; (c) and entirely by coincidence it is
the eighteentb letter of the Greek alphabet and we were eighteen
co-researchen @. 1 now can invest it with the meanïngs that 1 need.

[JK email to Piete' Mostert -Frf, 02 Jun 1995-Dissertation 10+ lin..]

In response, Pieter checked his dictionaries and much to my delight reponed that he

found the following additional meanings for 'sigma':

-originally a porch in the shape of a crescent moon (a big ·C')

-Iater the Dame of a large dining table + bench;

-sigma means: semi-circ:ular, which suggests openness

[pM-SaI, 03 Jun 9517:29:34 EDT·Di88ertation response]

Referring ta the Philosophy for Cbildren practice of doing community of inquiry

discussions in circle formation, Pieter noted that ''in aC-shape everybody can
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notice each other and still pay attention ta wbat is outsicle the circle". Am;md al tbis

twist 1asked hint where he had found that information and he replied with citations

from a Greek-Englisb dictionary, a Latin dictionary and a German lexicon!151

So it was tbat, by an on-going process of reflection, by consulting a

dictionary and a coUeague, and by adapting the existing term 'sigma' that 1

constructed the term 'Sigma co-researcher' ta refer ta research functions which 1

performed but which my co-researchers did not and thereby to point ta nuanced

aspects of our C<HeSeaICher relationsbip.

Three Initial Planning Decisions

As Sigma cc:Hesearcher, in my early decision-making, 1 made no

distinction between the process in which we would engage as co-researchers and

class philosophy process which was the subject of our research. As co-researchers

we were al once bath agents and consumers of the process. Sicle by side, we

sougbt to increase our separate and common understandings of a process of which

we had 'inside' knowledge and in search of 'outcomes' which are "grounded in the
aetuaI experience which students (have)" (Finch 1988, p. 189). My student

co-researchers were therefore social actors who received, processed and evaluated

the experiences offered to tbem in an active way (p. 189).

Before 1 issued the invitation ta my students, 1 made tbree early Sigma

decisions. The fint was that DRG would he an open and flexible volunteer project

offered to anyone in Grade Six. The second was that DRG would be an after-school

project. And the third was that my CCHCSe8I'Chers would participate as fully as

possible in DRO decision-making. In what follows 1 give my reasons for these

decisions.

•

151 Pieter's response: ·Well, in the Greek-English Dictlonary of Little & Scott,
exactly ln the New (9th) Edition by Jones & McKenzle (Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1940), It saya under 'sigma' on p. 1596: -a C shaped portico. Latin:
sigma =crescent-shaped dining-lable-; reference is Martialis. This Is also said
in Lewis & Shorts A Latin Dlctionary, Oxford Clarendon Press, 1879, p. 1696:
-A semiclrcular couch for recllnlng at meals.- More about thls ln the German
lexlcon Dar Kleine Pauly Lexlkon der Antike; Munich, DTV, 1979, vol. S, p. 182
(what follows ,. my translation): -Accordlng to the crescent shaped letter the
semlclrcular roman dinlng-table was called 'sigma'. The 'sigma' wu made of
wood or stone. At one 'sigma' there wa. room for 5-a people, but larger ones
have been found. The predgious places were the one. at the rfght and left end.-
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Open and fluible volunteer project. In deciding who to invite 10 he a

aHeSe8fCber, 1 bad to taJœ my students' availability into account. My decision ta

draw from my most experienced philosophy students (Grade Six) meant that ail the

candidates would he in their final year in elementary school and 1 knew that œalities

of their busy lives would impinge on their availability for such a project. Second, 1

knew 1 could not ethically maIœ demands on my students' time for my research

purposes. Tbird, since 1 wanted ta maxirnjze my own eo-researcher role and

minjrnjze my teaeher raIe, it was imPortant tbat 1 work only with C<H'eSearchers

who were interested in participating. 1was not interested in disciplining or checking

up on my aHeSe8fChers' wheœabouts (other than for safety reasons) and 1 did not

want anyone to feel guilty for choosing to do something else. For these practical

and etbical reasons, 1 decided to mate their participation entirely voluntary and ta

build in a flexibility tbat would coable them to participate according 10 their interests

and availability.

After-seMol project. My decision to conduet the research after school was

also for availability reasons. Since 1wanted 10 offer this opportunity to all students

in two different philosophy classes, using school lime was not an option and that

left only lunch hour and after school from wbich to cboose. In addition, 1 knew tbat

1 wanted to avoid the lime problems ofour regular class philosophy sessions which

were fiustratingly short and plagued by frequent interruptions. Lunch bours were

too short and alœady congested with other options and bath my students and 1

needed the break for which it was designed. For these reasons 1 proposed that we

meet for around ninety minutes after school 50 that we could have enough

uninterrupted lime for each sessioD.

Co-researcher decision-malcing. My decision that co-researchers would

participate as fully as possible in research decision-making was in keeping with the

coDaborative and qualitative research design. And it was imponant since my

students were going to do research with me ratber than he researched by me.

Assuming them to he capable ofsnch decision-making, 1 wanted 10 see bow far we

could go in that direction and wbat limitations, if any, tbere might he if we stal1ed

from the assumption tbat this was something they could do.
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Sigma Tensions

"Sigma tension" is the term 1used 10 refer to dilemmas 1 faced when trying

10 work out what my co-œsearcher roles ougbt 10 be relative to those of the

children. Some Sigma tension moments stemmed from the fact that 1 [Judy] was

my co-rescarchers' class philosophy teacher and that somctimes imported and made

salicnt our existing teacber-pupil relationship. At the same time however, 1 also

recogni7,ed tbat the collegial way in which wc worked in our class philosophy

communities of inquiry also carried over and contributed positively to our

co-researcher relationships.

In some Sigma tension moments 1 [Sigma] wondered if 1 [Alison] was

heing more of a research teacher than a c~researcher. In view of my assertion

that children can do research by virtue of tbeir existing abilities 10 do philosophy, 1

wondered if we should re5trict our œsearch practices 10 only those which arase out

of our common class philosopby practice. For example, 1 resisted teaching my

C<H'eSCarchers how to do research-related activities which fall outside of what it is

to do philosophy while al the same timc wondering whether perbaps 1 could teacl1

them witbout denying that children who can do philosophy can do research. Paying

attention to sucb Sigma tension moments helpcd me 10 think about (a) wbat it is

about doing philosophy that is consistent witb doing research; (b) wbat it is about

doing research that bas little ifanytbing 10 do with doing philosophy; and (c) what

it is that falls ambiguously in betwecn.

In wbat follows, 1 reflect on tbree examples ofSigma tension. A first bad ta

do with our respective co-researcher raies and taking responsibility for the

research. A second had to do with wbetber 1 ougbt 10 make advance Sigma plans

for our research sessions or whether, as co-researchers, we should make ail

research decisions together. And a third had to do with how much (if at all) to teach

research slcills such as how to conduct research interviews.

Sigma Tensions 1: Co-researcher Roles

It was very early that 1 experienced my earliest moments of Sigma tension

when, in an attempt to establish a co-research relationship, 1 invited my

co-rescarchers 10 assume responsibilities for documenting our research activities.

The data me for our first session includes documents œlated 10 three co-œsearcher
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mies: "logger", "secretary" and 'baille recorder". However, my co-researchers

were not sure how to carry out two of these mies and my dilemma was whether or

not 10 teaeh them how.

Loggers. Looking for ways for my co-researcbers to contribute to the

writteo record of our research, 1 proposed a co-researcher mie of Logger for this

project:

"LoIRers". Wanling lhem 10 panicipate as IIUIch as possible as
co-reseaTchers, 1 suggested that we hep a Log of our proceedings
tuUl aslced who would be interested in domg thtJt job. There were eight
vollUlteers tJIUl the ftrst one tried il right 4Way.

[D/S01192.10.27TulSigma Notes]

Children love 10 have jobs to do and this one appeaIed to the eight

co-researcbers wbo put their names on the ''Loggers'' sign-up page. For Session 1

the "Log" was kept by Yasmio and it œad as follows:

Log

Staned at 2:40
-Ate apples
- Organized IIOteboo1cs
- Gave out McGili peuls, pelIS and

pocut folders
- Pseudonyms

[01S01192.10.27TulDRGlYaaminILog]

However, it wam't so eas, and her lime was consumed with "then
what did we do?" 1 decided it wasn't worth the effon and that since 1
would be leeeping tlais [Sigma Notes} log anyway, that the
c~researchers' lime would be better spDIt in other ways.

[D/S01192.10.27TulSigma Notes]

We did oot retum to this practice and as it bappened, my co-œsearcbers did not ask

for it again.

Although my young co-researchers were ready and willing to assume this

role and responsibility, 1 was oot sure bowable they were 10 do 50. Wbeo Yasmin

kept asking, ''Then wbat did we do?" she seemed to he œa1ly asking bow to keep a

log - tbat is, wbat kinds of tbings should go into il. It did oot seem 10 me tbat she

did oot rememher wbat we did; rather she was asking for belp with wbat to wrïte. 1

had thœe concems about this. One was that in order for our co-researching not to

he interrupted in this way, 1 would bave 10 teach my co-researchers bow 10 "log" in
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the background. Second. if1took time to teaeh them, then 1would mask that which

they could alœady do, and the enterprise would shift from one of co·reaearching to

one of my teaebing them how to do research. And my third concem was that our

œ.researching taIk would he more about how to make a log than about the

substantive issues of our research. Since 1 was attempting to do qualitative research

for the tirst time myself, 1 was not always sure what the rules ought ta he. Indeed.

in a sense we were making our own rules since we were not aware tbat tlnyone bad

tried to do what we were doing before.

Secrettlriea. Another œ.researcher role data document was a list of six

volunteers who were willing to he secretary.

"Seçretaries". 1 QUO circulated a "secretQries" lin but can't
remember whtlt it was for MW. l'lllœep it handy in case 1 remember.

[D1S01/92.10.27TulSigma Notes]

We did not use this one either.

While writing my Sigma Notes alter this first session, 1 ref1ected on what

seemed to he a false stan. Wondering whether 1was right about my "anything 1 can

do, they can do too" strategy. 1recorded the foUoWÎDg alternative as a possible way

to accomplish the same thing by maldng use of what 1knew we could a1ready do:

Aftenboulbt: Just as 1 am Iœeping this log after the fact, 1 tmM 1 will
propose to them lhat they also do reflective "''''rb.'' on what we did
that day in their steno booles to be added 10 our "DIJttJ Collection".

[801192.10.27TulSigrna Notes]

Still. 1 was reluetant to pursue this sinec my co-researehers would have had ta

spend time outside of our research sessions and our co.researching agreement did

not inciude 'homework' such as this unless they did it on their own initiative.

"Name Recordera". Acting as name recorder was a research role which

was assumed entirely by the young co-researchers. This was a class philosophy

procedure with which we were aJready familiar and we integrated it inlo our

research proceedings as a matter of course. It has its advantages and disadvantages

and in class philosophy the students sometimes tesisted its use because of the

constraints it put on some people's opportuDities ta speak in favour of those who

might not otherwise manage to have a say. At times when we dispensed with its

use, the discussion became too spontaneous and free-wbeeling, and my
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co-researchers would he the ones 10 caIl for its use as they valued the arder it

provided.

In ORO we negotiated whetber we would have a DaIlle recorder or not

depending on wbat we were doing and bow many co-researcbers were tbere. The

data shows that we used the name recorder procedure in 34 (or 70%) of the 48

sessions and in most of tbose sessions we began by using the procedure in

"Startup" and continued using it only if the aetivity and the number of

co-researchers warranted. In general we did not use it if there were fewer than 6

participants. We also did not use it in computer wade or ·'pot pourri" sessions in

which co-researchers cbose their own research activity and in one sample

discussion session (S Il) we did not use it by co-researcher request.

The Sigma tension 1 eXPerienced witb regard ta the research role of name
recorder was 10 wonder whether we needed ta use tbis procedure at ail since in
ORO the group was often small. Sometimes 1 wondered whether importing it from

class philosophy was an instance of my imposing my teacher agenda. To resolve

this issue 1decided ta count on my students 10 let me know if they did not think we

should be using it; and in general we did use it unless someone suggested

otherwise.

On not wing the nome recorder procedure. With regard to our not baving

used the name recorder procedure during the Session 11 discussion, 1 wrote the

following in my Sigma Research Notes:

Obse",lItiolU. It seemed to me that their voices increased in volume,
speed and intensity as the discussion progress«L The gretUer the
intensity, the gretUer the competition to ,et ÎIl on the 'action'. Al the
same time, the possibility uisted that some tried without success to
have their say and then chose not to try. It was a discussion whieh was
more dynamic in some ways but kss cwilized than with the name
recorder procedure and il appears to me (be/ore transcribing the
tape) IMt kss 'progress' was made.

A second observation is that the discussion also mDved from topie to
topic more quickly tlum it w01l1d 1u:we otherwise. How to show that, 1
wonder.

A third observation is tbat although there was 'some good stu/f, that
really it was more ofan 'opinion uc1rt:Jnge' than it was a 'discussion'
or an instance of 'collaboratille philosophiCflI înqlliry'• ..•

[D1S11192.12.09WelDRGlSigma Reeearch Notes]
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Sigma Tensions 2: "Sigma Plans"

The Philosophy for Cbildœn principle tbat 'the agenda must he seen by the

children ta be their own' is consistent with the qualitative research principle of

'emergent' research design wbereby research decisions are made as much as

possible by the œseareh participants. Accordingly, my [Judy's] class philosophy

teacher practice of maldng skeletal and negotiable 'lesson plans' Jw:ame my DRO

research practice of maldng slœletal and negotiable "Sigma Plans". However. when

and whether ta make Sigma Plans for our research sessions was an issue tbat

frequently produced moments of Sigma tension. In what follows, using the data

documents stored in my three Sigma data blnders, 1 interpret Sigma Plans data ta

provide an overview ofhow this practice changed over the course of the project.

To interpret Sigma Plans data, 1 examined the Sigma Plans pages in the

three session document binders. First, 1 tabulated the number and sequence of

sessions for which 1 did and did not make Sigma plans and 1 looked for patterns

worth noting. For some sessions 1 had written detailed and numbered items in a list

which 1 marked with a ,", or an 'x' ta indieate whether we had dealt with those

items; and for other sessions 1 bad written only a very generaI single-Iine item. 1

counted both as sessions for which 1 had made Sigma plans and there were 22 such

sessions out of 48 (or 46%). Pages for sessions for which 1 had not made plans

were either entirely blank or were pages on which 1 had written, "No plans". There

were 26 such sessions (or 54%). Then, to interpretourplanning and agenda-setting

for the forty-eight sessions, 1 examined the pattern generated by these tabulated

Sigma plans data.152

Sigma Plans overview. For the first five sessions 1 made Sigma Plans.

Wben Monica came to visit in 806, 1 made no plans and the same for the next two

sessions (S07 " S08) during which we did 'independent researcb' aetivities and

pr8Ctised research interviewing. Then, after thœe consecutive sessions devoted ta

interviewing, 1 made a Sigma decision tbat wc needed ta get "back to the subject"

and so 1 made detailed plans for 809 (although none for S10 during wbich we

carried on with business begun in 809). For 8Il " S12 my plans lOOk the farm of

mini lists of "options" from which co-researchers could choose and for S13 (the

162 The graphs and other data mention&d he,. are on ftle ln the OAG Research Files
and avallable on requelt.
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final session in Deœmber) and S14 (the first session in January) 1 made no plans

because 1 was not sure bow many co-researchers would he there.

In Session 1S my plan was for us to watch and evaluate one of our video

tapes we had made and for Session 161 again made no plans. (1be record shows

that we had a research discussion on a tapic we chose together.) By the time we

reached Session 17, 1 decided we needed another course correction and my

one-lîne Sigma Plan was: '-rry mapping our research as we go".

After that session, on the reverse sicle of the Session 17 plans page, 1 noted

the foUowing indicating that this was an occasion on which my not making Sigma

plans had more to do with pressures from my regular teaching responsibilities and

completing progress report cards for the five classes of philosophy stuclents 1 was

teaching concurrendy with this project:

- feeling unprepared

• too busy with repons etc.

• not enough time to write",p sessions and rea/ly think things
through

[01S17193.01.20WelDRG Sigma Notes]

My lack of preparation notwithstanding, in Session 17 we went into the library,

spread out a huge sheet of paper and made our fust research map in what tumed out

to he a pivotai DRO session - this in spite of tecbnical difficulties which prevented

us from recording this session al ail. On the reverse side of the same plans page 1

wrote the foUowing:

- co-ruearCMrs JIU delicious!

• so serious. engGgell

- so much unsaid. they give a sense of /cnowing what the,·re
doing and geaing on with it.

[01S17183.01.20WelDRG Sigma Notes]

For this and the next five sessions (S17 to S22) my Sigma plans varied as we

continued our explorations of &discussion (for leaming)' by baving œsearch

discussions and working on accompanying œsearch maps (Maps 1 10 S). By tbis

lime our co-researcbing had its own momentum and my Sigma plans began to take

the fonn of reminders and small points 10 mise as if to fine-tune our proceedings

radter than to set the agenda. In S23 that momentum continued without a Sigma
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plan and by S24, sensing tbat we needed a cbange, 1 suggested wc bave a "Pot

Pouni" session in wbich everyone could cboose hislber own research activity.

On my Sigma Plans page for S2S is my first recorded use of the ward

"Startup", a computer-inspiœd metaphor 1used ta refer ta agenda-setting time al the

beginning of a session. We bad a Dame recorder for Startup and anyone who had

anything ta say would "get on the Jist". Often 1 waited until the end to add my name

thereby maxirnizing co-researcher opportunities ta intluence the research agenda.

Sometimes they brought carry-over aftertboughts or ideas they had from eartier

sessions. Sometimes they brought ideas for the future bath of DRG and also

beyond DRG. And sometimes they made specific requestslsuggestions about what

to do in the current session. One of my Sigma tensions was how ta ensure that we

did not spend tao much time in Startup. It was tempting ta take ail the lime we

wanted and indeed in one session we actually spent the entire session in such meta

talk. However, as soon as someone became concerned about that, slhe raised the

matter and we dealt with it.

From S26 to the end (848) we set our agendas together and the record

shows that 1 noted Sigma items to bring to Startup for Sessions 29, 30, 31, 33 and

38 but not for any of the others. By this time we had found our own way of

co-researching using researcb maps ta chatt our progress and these gave us a sense

ofwhere we were and what we needed to do next. From April to June (S32 to S48)

play rehearsals and other year-end activities interfered with our DRG sessions.

However when the play was over, aiming for the magic number of SO sessions al

my co-researchers request, we met three times a week until the very end of the

year.

This interpretation of the Sigma plans data shows how 1 adjusted my

'Sigma Plans' practice in response to our on-going co-researcbing experience. And

it shows how wc set our research agenda session by session usÎDg our own

'Startup' ritual and guided by our research mapping practiœ. Although 1 made

detailed Sigma plans al the beginning and, in response ta my Sigma tension

moments, al varions 'course correction' points aloog the way, 1 also made "No

plans" for reasons such as continuations ofearJier sessions, co-researcher time and

availabillty constraints and ta maximioze co-researcher opponunities ta set the

researcb agenda.
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Sigma Tensions 3: Research Interviewing Tensions

As indicated in the C~'esearching Stories, from the carly stages of our

DRO research, Sigma tensions arose around the activity of research interviewing 

an aetivity which appealed to many of the co-œsearchers and which 1 [Sigma]

resisted thinking it was a skill that we (ail) needed to leam how to do.

During the interviewing practiœ of Sessions 7 and 8, 1 spent Most of my

time in Room 10 with the co-œsearchers wbo were working on computers. From

lime to time 1went into the übrary to check on the interview practicc and judging by

their giggling, it was my [Sigma] PerCeption at the lime that they were playing al

interviewing. 1 attributed their merriment to their general enthusiasm, to it being

their first time using a tape recorder, tbeir fust lime interviewing and having had

minimal instruction on how to proceed.

Meanwbile, as part of my concurrent doctoral worlc, 1was reading about the

complexities of research interviewing and 1thought that ifwe were going to use this

as a research procedure, that 1 would have ta leam more about it myself and teach

my co-researchers how - precisely what 1 did not want to do if 1 was going to

claim tbat doing research is something that these students can already do by virtue
of their ability 10 do philosophy. This procluced a Sigma tension undcrcurrent

wbich 1 felt throughout the project as my co-œsearchers kept wanting to do more

interviewing and 1kept resisting their enthusiasm while also searching for ways to

accommodate it in accordance with the principle ofco-researcber participation in the

construction of the research agenda.

In tbis section 1have gjven carlyexamples of Sigma tensions which arose in

relation to the setting of our research agenda for eacb session, to our co-œsearcber

roles, and to our research interviewing. 1 [Alison] did not use the expression

'Sigma tension' with my co-researcbers; however it was one whicb 1 [Sigma]

often thought about bath during the course of our researching together and haler in

my work with the data.
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3.5 'Sampling'

We condueted our DRG research in our own school but Dot in our regular

elassroom; on school days but Dot during scbool hours. And in many ways it was

Iike an after-scbool club and that bad implications for our co-researching.

According 10 Stephen J. BaU, "in the language of qualitative researeh,

'sampling' DOrmally is a dirty word". He went on ta say bowever, tbat in

edueational research, usampling is inevitable and necessary, but too often is ignored

by fieldworkers". Bail was talking from a social science ethnographie Perspective

and he referred 10 'naturalistic samplïng' which is concerned with uplaces, persons,

and times" (Bali 1993, pp. 37-38). Keeping in mind that this is not an

ethnographic study of the DRO co-œsearchers as a social group, nevenheless we

were 'social actors'. In this section, in order ta "alert œaders ta the Hmits within

which the portrayal and analysis shouId he read" (p.38), 1give an account of where

and under what time conditions we were 0Perating. In addition, specifie to this

research, 1 account for thœe other types of 'sampling' which 1 refer to as

'discussion sampling', 'theoretical sampling' and 'co-œsearcher sampling' .

Place SettiDg

If we accept the imperatives of symbolic interactionism, men we must
expect tbat settings affect and influence social action. Social actors
will 'present' themselves differendy in different settings. There are a
multiplicity of settings in scbools, a1tbougb some ethnographies are
wrltten as if schools were 'setless.' (Bali 1993, p. 38)

We had our own special place to conduct our research - a room which wc

did not use togetber at any otber time. As 1descnbe the place setting for our story, 1

provide the rationale for ehoosing ta work there and 1comment on its impact on our

data production and interpretation.

Description. The physical setting for our study was "Room 10" - a smaIl

room on the second tloor tbat was originally a part of the school horary and which

was especially created 10 make space for a puIl-out program for gifted children.

Room 10 had two doors, one leading in from the corridor and the other leading into

the library. The hDrary door was in a wall tbat was en:cted when the room was

created. Most of the rest of that (north) wall consisted of large (interior) windows
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which were them 10 provide visual acœss between the two rooms as weil as 10

maxirnjze the visual spaœ in eacb room. Them weœ pastel blue and pink striped

drapes which could be puIled seross these interior windows. The south sicle of the

room consisted of tIuee large exterior windows covered by venetian blinds. Along

the west wall was a large "white board" on which we could write with coloured

markers. And at the east end of that wall tbere was a sink with a drinking fountain

and cupboards above and below il as well as a long, narrow coat cupboard 10 the

right.

The walls were pale yellow and there was a gray carPet on the floor. Along

the east (schoal corridor) wall between the two doors were bookcases holding

gifted program materials and on top of which we stored our DRO materials in

magazine file boxes. In front of these bookcases 1 parked my trolleys of Philosophy

for Cbildœn materials since 1 was a nomad speciaIist without a room of my own

and 1 used Room 10 for overnigbt storage. Along the wall with the interior

windows weœ four computer stations. Near the hDrary door was a (black and

white) Macintosh Classic and beside tbat 10 the rigbt was an Apple ngs which we

did not use. To the rigbt of tbat was another (black and white) Macintosh Classic

and 10 its right was a (colour) Macintosh LCII connected to a laser printer. In the

northwest corner in front of the exterior windows stood a wooden cabinet on

wbeels which held removable pink plastic storage buckets and 10 its rigbt, also in

front of the outside windows was a smaIl turquoise fIee-standing room divider used

as a moveable bulletin board. In the south west corner of the room. standing kitty

corner was a teacber's desk. At the end of the west wall 10 the rigbt of the white

board and next to the sink was anotber colour Apple Macintosh LCll computer. My

trademarlc overbead projector whicb was on a specially cut-down childœn's desk

on wheels was usually parked in front of the long, narrow coat cupboard. In the

centre of the room a couple of long, narrow tables put sicle by sicle formed a large

working surface with room for at leut ten chairs around il.

Rationale. Sînce 1 was a roving philosophy specialist teacher without a

classroom of my OWD, 1 had ta find a spaœ for our œsearch and 1 negotiated to

bave the use of Room 10 for the foUowing reasODS. Unlike other rooms which

were regularly used for the Home and School After-School Activity program,

Room 10 was available t!Very day alter school and tbat meant we could be flexible

about our choices of DRO days and we couId have the consistency that gces with

having the same location every tîme. Its smaIl me was appealing and more
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conducive to philosopbical discussion tban a large classroom - altbough with

eighteen co-œsearchers 1 wondered if it would be big enougb. The availability of

four functioning computers for our use was an asset and the fumiture arrangement

with the tables in the middle and computers around the periphery made Room 10
well-suited to the CCHeSealChers heing able to decide to do different aetivities while

still heing present for discussions. And finally, its proximity 10 the hbrary was a

happy mangement becan 5e it enabled us 10 spread out when it was important tbat

we not ail be together in the same room such as wben doing interviews on tape. On

days when there were after-school aetivities in the hbrary it was a disadvantage,

however, not only because we could not use il, but also becanse of noise coming

ftom raucous cbildren who were supposed to he playing chess!

Metaphorically our room for DRO was almost what Stephen Bali calls a
"backstage arena" for us alI. Room 10 was about a tbird of the size of a regular

classroom, it bad equipment and resources we needed and the mg on the floor and
the fumiture arrangement gave it a special atmosphere. Althougb wc were not

exaetly our "private selves" witb each other in this setting, wc were not quite our

regu}ar classroom selves eitber. The place setting seemed to contribute positively to

our becoming ucc:HeSeal'Cher' selves together (Ball 1993, p. 38).

Discussion Sampling

Discussion for Leaming. 'Discussion sampling' refers to how 1 account for

which discussions to consider for ORO research purposes. One source of

discussions was our common experienœ of class pbilosophy discussions (as wc

remembered and reconstrucœd tbem). A second source consisted of any
discussions which we tbougbt relevant from our outside-class experience such as

family discussions or discussions seeDlheard on television or elsewhere. And since

were using philosophical discussion "as a way to do research", the 'research

discussions' we condueted as part of our research process constituted a third

source. No types or sources of discussions were ruled out in advanœ.
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Theoretical SampDDg

Exploration of Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry. 'Theoretical

sampling' is bow 1 refer 10 an approacb we used 10 guide our exploration. At filst, 1

did not want 10 influence the direction of our tbeoœtical debDerations so tbat we

couId make sucb decisions 1ogether. That was wby, trying 10 kcep tbings simple, 1

began with the three-word tide, "Discussion for Leaming" and suggested tbat we

proceed by brainstorming fur1her questions as we did for any topic in our class

philosopby discussions sa that the exploration could be as far-reacbing as possible.

However, as already mentioned, wben 1 wrote "Discussion for Leaming" on the
transparency as we began to brainstonn, not biding my more technical phrase, 1

also wrote "(CoUaborative Philosopbical Inquiry]" in the subtide position without

elaborating on il. And alter our ninth session at which point 1cbanged my mind and

decided to use the phrase 'coUaborative philosophical inquiry' as a way of bringing

us back to our researcb subject, we began 10 use ail five terms ('discussion',

'leaming', 'coUaborative', 'philosophical' and 'inquiry') as conceptual taols with

whicb to conduct our œsearch more systematically. It was mucb later, when 1 read

about the research strategy Anselm Strauss refeued 10 as "tbeoœtical sampling",

that 1 was struck by how closely our procedures œsembled thase whicb Strauss

was teaching to bis university research students (Strauss 1987) and that was when 1

began to think ofour procedures in these terms.

Co-researcher Samplîng

With Children as Co..researchers. 'Co-œsearcber sampling' refers ta how

1account for the initial selection criteria and sample variation for the co-researchers

involved in condueting the study. Wlth regard 10 which children 10 work with as

~researchers, in wbat follows 1 elaborale on my rationale for working with

volunteers from Grade Six and 1comment on the variation witbin the sample that

this decision yielded.

VollDlteers. My co-researchers 1uzd 10 he volunteers because the scape and

purpose of the project meant tbat il had to talœ place outside of our regular schaol

timetable. Forbath etbical and practical reasons. 1 could not malœ any demands on

my co-researchers for a time commitmellt (see ~1IDe Setting" below). They also
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bad to be volunteers because 1 wanted them to be self-selected. 1 could bave issued

special invitations to students who, in my estimation, would bave been prime

candidates; but 1 decided instead to open it up to anyone who was interested

because 1 wanted to see who and bow many would be interested in such a project

and how long it could sustain tbeir interest. 1 wanted to find out if anyone who

wanted to (who does pbilosophy) could do œsearch. Also, part of wbat 1 wanted

to find out was wbether doing research was something young pbilosophy students

would want to do.

Grade Six. 1 decided to offer this opponunity to Grade Six only as a way of

reacbing for a 6sample' from among my most-experienced philosophy students. 1

would start with Grade Six, Dot in any bellef that younger students could not handle

such a project but because 1 did Dot know bow many students would volunteer. 1

did not have in mind any minimum requiœment of background in philosophy since

tbis research is based on an assumptiOD tbat childœn are Datural philosophers and 1

did Dot want to ntle out students who were doing philosophy in schaol for the first

time. Also, 1 invited students from my Grade Six classes in orcier to ensure that

there would he al least some common closs philosophy experience from which ta

draw•

Sample variation. Becanse the co-œsearchers were self-selected, tbey

varied in terms of experience doing philosophy, participation styles and degrees of

commitment (as œpresented by their fœquency and consistency of attendance). In

class philosophy experience the children varied !rom six years to ooly some weelcs.

With regard to our participation styles, sorne of us were talkative and bad to restrain

ourselves in order to provide others with opportunities to contribute while others

preferred to listen and spoke mostly if/when addressed. And the degrees of

commitment as represented by the chüdœn's attendance records also varied from

Iess than six sessions to a maximum of fony-one. 1 [Alison] was the most

philosophica1ly experienced, 1 [Judy] had to constantly monitor my teaeherly

participation style and 1 [Sigma] was present for every session•
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Time SettiDg

Time is probably the mast neglected dimension in ethnographie
research. .. And yet in ail edueational establishments time IS a
eomplex, often overbearing, and a frequendy referrecl to fact of üfe.
But time is not just a matter of data in its own right; it a1so bears 0 n
the interpretation of other data. (Bail 1993, p. 38-39)

We condueted our researcb in the time context of a Frencb Immersion

school which bas a "double program" for botb teaebers and students. Time issues

present daily challenges and we often feel as though we are playing ~Beat the

Cock' . Spending half a day leaming in a second language is taxing for the cbildren

- as is the double workload for teachcrs. It is a scbaol where lime is "overbearing,

and a frequendy referred 10 fact of life", and this had a cIiœct bearing on our project

in terms of the availability and motivation for ~hers to come 10 ORO. It

influenced who and how many~hers chose 10 come to each session, the

state of mind of those who did come, and participation consistency. In what

fol1ows, 1 taIk about the "external frameworks and responsibilities" (Kirby and

McKenna 1989, p. 157) that had time implications for our participation in this

research. 1dcscribe our time and timing arrangements. And 1 conclude by retlecting

on the impact our time setting had on wbat we were trying 10 do.

Co-r.se.rch Tilll. Arr.ft'.III.ft". To express their interest in
volunteering my students put their names on a sign-up sbeet on which tbey also

indieated the days they were available. As expected, there was no day or tilDe that

suited everyone. Here is bow we worked it out.

Time. TbJee co-decisions wc made during the course of the project were

how 10Dg 10 spend on each session, bow often to meet and when to stop the

project. With regard 10 the first, the suggestion 1 had made al the Information

Meeting that our sessions last for ninety minutes was accepted without much

discussion. Although SOlDe ~hers occasionally arrived late (after

gymnastics) and some left carly, in general we began right after schaol and ended

prompdy al four. With regard 10 how often 10 meet, we decided tbat once a week

would not be fair 10 people who migbt want 10 come on the day we chose but had

other commitments. So we decided 10 meet twiœ a week starting with Tuesdays

and Tbursdays. Il was an arrangement that added tlexibility by giving everyone two

choices. And with regard 10 when ta stop, although 1 bad not originally intended the
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project ta last a whole year, 1 did want il ta he open-ended and for us 10 work out

the lime and timing togetber. Despite considerable pressure from competing

aetivities, there was no expœssed desire ta stop until the year ended.

Timing. The timing and consistency of our œsearcb sessions was

iDfluenced by factors extemal ta DRO. In general our sessions occurred once or

twicc weeldy and interruptions or low attendanœ were for reasons sucb as scbool

play and cboir rehearsals and performances, the science fair, once il was due ta a

major snowstarm on April Fool's Day, and for the entire week the students went on

their year--end graduation Wbale Watehing trip. Other sessions were cancelled in

arder ta permit me ta attend ta other teacherly commitments. No session was ever

canceUed due ta lack of intelest and even on very busy days some students made

lime to come before or after their other activities.

Young co-researchers' extemal framewor1cs. In addition ta their

demanding two-language school program, my co-researchers bad 'llexternal

frameworks and responsibilities" which also affected our researcb as individual

co-researchers' personal scbedules changed from term ta tenn. For safety reasons

we developed a system of circulating a 1I'WJlere are you?" notebook during class

philosophyon DRG days and in it co-researchers indieated whether they planned ta

come that day, and if not, where they were lilœly ta he in case someone was

looking for them. Among the reasons given for co-researchers ta not attend DRG

were the following: other exua-curricular activities alter scbool sucb as gytnnastics

or chess, library wade witb coUeagues for schoal project deadJines, and family

responsibilities such as walking the dog. Some did not specify and just wrote

"going home".

Sigma co-researcher's extemal frameworlc. During the year of the study,

in addition 10 my doctoral course wo~ my own extemal framework included the

following: teaehing Philosophy for Cbildren classes two days a week. teaebing a
graduate-Ievel course al McGill University for teaehers who were implementing

Philosopby for Cbildren for the first tîme, preparing two doctoral comprehensive

examination papen and working on MRG research. My œgular teaehing

assignment consisted of doing philosopby witb ten classes in two days and tbat

meant tbat by the âme 1 met with my DRG co-researchers alter schaol, 1 bad

alIeady taught five consecutive phüosopby classes without a breaL Altbough it was

helpful 10 he working witb teaehers, doing pbilosophy with tMir classes, seeing
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what it was like 10 work with beginner philosopher teachers and children, preparing

the seminar sessions and reading and responding 10 the teachers' joumals, it was

also very tiJne.consuming and severely limited the attention 1could give to the DRO

study. Occasionally we had to cancel sessions for reasons such as my having to

attend school or McGill meetings, Professional days, or Patent Interview days.

And writing the MRO research article was influential in sbaping my DRO

interpretations as 1carried over 10 DRO the important transitions from a quantitative

10 a qualitative methodology tbat we made within the MRO research.

Imptlct 0/ li",. cOII,trai.". Not 10 be underestimated, âme issues

had a lot 10 do with who could participate in the projea and on what basis. Ta the

extent tbat they affected continuity, time constraints had implications for the

quantity and quality of the work we were able 10 do. The voluntary/tlexibility

features were a strength beca1lse those who were present were always there by

choiœ not obligation; but they were also a weakness becallse they mitigared

possibillties for continuity. Conducting the researeh after schaol also bad its

advantages and disadvantages. Becanse it was alter school, it ensured tbat only

people who wanted ta be there came; but there was a1so severe competition from the

e<HeseaI'Chers' &extemal frameworu'. The decision ta meet al the end of the day

suited our purposes weil; but it 100 had drawbacks.. We ail bad ta decompress from
the intensity of our clays sa we lOOk fifteen minutes or 50 just to relax, have a

snack, he silly sometimes and gel ourselves organized.. Sometïmes it would be

difticult 10 gear up again and 10 sustain our concentration.. However, because we

had 50 many sessions and becanse each session was of suitable duration,

interruptions and canœllations were not a serious problem and sometimes provided

needed breaks.

The MOst serious drawback of our lime arrangements was bow they

compromised contïnuity. Eacb session bad 10 he complete in itself sinec there was

no guarantee that the co-researchers who weœ present in one session would be

tbere the nexL Building on previous work was difficult and even though we

recorded our sessions, we were not able 10 make effective use of the tapes and

transeripts for continuity purposes. Although we were able 10 accomplish an

impressive amount onder the circumstances. and a1though we enjoyed our

participation in the project, the time conditions were far ûom ideal•
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3.6 Worldng with the Data

Researcb from the margins involves mom tban just leamiDg and then
using a set of mecbanica1 sIâlls•.•. Wbile some researcbers May
argue tbat research metbodologies are lib a set of tools from whicb
you cm pick and cboose depeDdiDg on the cin:umstaDces, we believe
tbat different methodologies cany witb them specifie underlying
assumptions which will shape the way information is gatherecl and the
kiDd of knowledge created. (Kirby and MeKenna 1989, p. 26)

To descnbe how 1 worked witb our DRO data. first 1 explain what 1 lOOk 10

be 'data' for tbis research and my use of a 'data trajedory' metaphor in relation 10

my mEAS-INQUlRY inteIpretive framework; and second 1 identify and eategorize

diffeœnt kinds of methods (or 'research practices') we aetuaIly used in carrying out

this research.

The Data and 'Data Trajectories'

The dGtG. For this study 1 look 10 be 'data' anything tbat we

[CCHeSe8lChers) produced and documented as weil as anything else tbat 1 drew on

in arder to "thint out" (Ryle 1979) subsequent interpretations. Sorne data pœ-dated

the research with my CCHeSe8lCbers; SOUle weœ produced in the course of our

CCHeSe8lChing activities; some weœ concurrent but separate Crom our œsearch; and

SOIlle 1 produced during the post-fieldwork writiDg phase for tbis report. For
sources of data for tbis study, tberefore, 1 bave œached beyond "tacts or figures

from which conclusions may be drawn" (Avis 1982, p.340) and bave included

documents, ret1ections and materials which 1 drew on from my teaebiog practice,

my research experience, my reading of relevant educationalliteratuœ and my DRG

CCHeSe8lChing experience. In addition, 1 also drew on my everyday experlence by

tuning in 10 contemporary uses ofwords and concepts in print and electronic media

and in conversations with ûiends and coneagues.

~DtJta trtljeetori••'. It was while 1 was 100king for the "core eategory"

in our DRG co-resean:hing data tbat 1 was first attracted 10 the metaphor of a

'trajectory' as usecl by Strauss to refer to the cote eategory of a bealth study be was

descnDing: "RecaIl tbat trajectory Pertains 10 the course of an illness, and 10 the

work done to control il" (Strauss 1987t p. 189). In a [Sigma] DleDlO 1wondered:
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What is DRG "cor~ cat~goryft ?

(equivaknt 0/ "trajeetory" for Strtuus).

- could il be CPl?

- or is tJuzt a triple category?

- what about D4L?

- whtJt abOlit ..Ruearch"?

- uep looking? ...

[Sigma Memol95.05.CJ8.9JStrauas, A. (1987), p. 1891
Core Categoryl

In a subsequent Sigma memo, while wrestling with whether and bow ta use the

tenns 'sequence' and 'episode', 1 CODSidered the possibility of using the term

'trajectory' 10 refer 10 "the tbreads that 1am foUowing" tbrougb the data and tbat led

me to coDSider also its application of 'trajectory' ta discussions.

"Trajeetory"

- the CPlID4L "trajeetory"

- rmli/ce Strauss, ours would not be a "trajectory" ofa disease

(i.e. research content)

but

- ofthe research prO"'1

- or both?

Hmm. Trajeetory ofwhlll?

Aha?! DiscllSsions auo Iulve "trajeetoriu"

good word/or 'progress'/'productivity' which etUI otherwise be too

positively charged?

[Sigma Mem0f95.05.12-1/Stra..., A. (1987), p. 1961
Code words: 'sequence'; ~ory']

What was useful about the trajectory metaphor was its implied notion of

progression over time. In a later Sigma memo on the sante day, 1 continued to

explore its usefulness by examining the notion of trajectory "phases" (Strauss

1987, p. 199) as they migbt relate to DiscussionlDialogue trajectories or ta the

CPVD4L Research Trajectory 1 was considering al the tîme. "When is a phase a

phase?" 1 wondered, and 'llow diffeœnt from a 'sequence'?" As 1 tried out the

possibility of a 'sequence' consisting of a series of 'phases' in a graphie Sigma

memo, 1wondcred if the trajectory metaphor migbt he "tao lincar'l" or if somehow

it "could he multi-dimensional"•
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Months later 1 lookcd up the tenn 'trajectory' in a dietionary in my efforts to

tbink out the usefulness ofthe 'trajectory' metaphor and found œlevance in the two

meanings given (Avis 1982, p. 1420). Wlth regard to the first, "1. The path

described by an abject moVÏDg in spaœ; especlally, tbe patb of a projectile alter

heing fiœd," in my dictionary memo 1drew paraI1els as follows:

For my purposes Mre:

• 'path' described in lMtIIql 'space'

• 'object' is tM subject or topic or idea?

• notion ofprojectile being 'fired'

- relate to points raised

[MI95.09.08W.11D1ct MemosITrajectory Metaphor]

Around the same time while transeribing the audio tape for Session 8 1 was

œminded of a comment Jennifer made and 1noted,

- cfJennifer's comment in [SOST] abOlit wailÏng for a discussion to

"Tise up" be/ore SM gets 1JII ideas.

[MI95.09.06W.1IDictionary MemOllTrajectory Metaphor]

With regard 10 the second 'trajectory' meaning given, "2. Geom. .

(h) A curve or surface tbat passes tbrough a given set of points", 1 underscored the

phrase "Passes tbrou&b" and noted with a smile the playon words in Ua given set of

'points'" when transposed to discussions; and in addition 1 drew a paraIlel with the

geometrical aspects of a research aetivity Strauss referred 10 as 'diagramming'

(Strauss 1987, p. 199, Chapter 8) and which look the form of conceptual research

'mapping' in ORO.

Discussion trajectories. In the same Sigma 'dictionary memo' 1 also

explored the use of 'trajectory' in relation to Lipman's notion of "progress" in

community of inquiry discussions (Lipman. Sharp, and others 1980b, p. Ill).

However, remembering tbat someone hadonce asked, &lProgress in whose terms?"

1 considered the possibility of 'trajectory' as an alternative 10 'progress' for

reasons 1noted as foUows:

• removes the positive cOMOtlltion of "progress" (is t/rat good?) while

retainûag the notion ofmovement - progression - gets arollnd fhis

problem? 1 or dtlJ:l if?

[MI95.09.08W.1IDict Memoaffrajectory Metaphor]
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DRG data trajectories. My selection of C~researchingStories sections in

Part Two are taken from the five &data trajectories' which emerged from our

combined use of &&conceptual analysis" (Wl1son 1963/1987) and "theoretical

sampling" (Strauss 1987). The C~researchingStories and the conceptual data

trajectories from which they are selected are as follows:

Stories 2 Philosophical "Blossoming" 'Pbilosophical' Data Trajectory

Stories 3 Discussion as 'Communication' &Discussion' Data Trajectory

Stories 4 Living and Leaming 'Leamïng' Data Trajectory

Stories 5 Making 'lnquiry' Progress 'Inquiry' Data Trajectory

Stories 6 Collaborating Cooperatively 'Collaborative' Data Trajectory

Starting in Session 9 we began 10 work explicidy with these five concepts

when we began to explore &discussion (for leaming)' in tenns of 'collaborative

philosophical inquiry' as a way of testing my [Sigma) suggested expression for the

kind of discussion which is characteristic of a community of inquiry. Using the

conceptual analysis strategy of &&isolating questions of concept from [our) other

questions" (Wilson 1963/1987, p.23), 1 began by checking my co-researchers'

understanding of the five conceptual tenus: &discussion', &leaming', 'collaborative',

'phllosophical' and &inquiry,.153 And from lbat point on we used tbese five

concepts as a tbeoretical sampling ''means whereby the analyst decides on analytic

grounds what data 10 collect and where 10 find them", a process of data collection

which is UcontroUed by the emerging tbeory", a process we used to make decisions

about "what .. . to turn to next in data collection" and "for what theoretical

purpose" (Strauss 1987, pp. 38-39, author's italics). The presentation of the

C~researching Storles are therefore in keeping with our research process and my

[Sigma] way of working with the data later.

IDEAS-INQUIRY interpretive frameworlc. WhiIe selecting and interpreting

verbatim data for each of the five data trajectories 1 used the IDEAS-INQUIRY

interpretive framework descnDed earlier.154 For example, when 1 read the data for

153 See Back to the SubJect(s) under S09b: From Bacle to the Subjeet{s) to
Discussion as 'Communicatlon' ln Stones 3: Discussion as 'Communication'•

154 See 1.4IDEAS-INQUIRY: An Interpretive Framework ln Chatper 1. Introduction.
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lOBAS for the 'Discussion' trajectory, 1 looked for the ideas we bad and the theory

we wcre generating regarding the concept of 'discussion'. And when 1 read the

sante data. for INQUlRY. 1 read for how we were discussing. Similarly for the

'Philosophical' trajectory 1 read the data for IDEAS (of 'philosophy') in relation ta

(-) INQUIRY (how wc were domg philosophy). For the 'Inquiry' trajectory 1 read

the data for our IDBAS (of 'inquiry') in relation to (-) INQUIRY (how we were

inquiring). For the 'Collaborative' trajectory 1 read the data for our IDEAS (of

·collaboration') in relation to (-) INQUlR.Y (how we were collaborating). And for the

'Leaming' trajectory 1 read the data for IDBAS (of 'Leaming') in relation to (-)

INQUIRY (how we were leaming).

Research Practices

Our 'research practices' - specifie co-œsearch aetivities which 1 extraeted

from working with the data - were intluenced not by any particular

methodologica1 set(s) of ''mecbanical skills" or "tools" but rather by our common

class philosophy experience (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 26). The elosest we

came to consulting a list of any kind was the early and brief look we had at my

doctoral proposallist of possible research aetivities - itself derived from our class

philosophy practice. In addition, our researeh practices were intluenced by my

[Sigma] awareness of methods from a variety of genres of qualitative research.

They were intluenced by assumptions from Philosophy for Children

methodologica1literature that 1 [Judy] brought from my experience training teaehers

and their classes of childœn 10 do Philosophy for Children. And they were

iDtluenced by my experience of Philosophy for Children verbatim transeript

analysis (Kyle, Morehouse, and others 1985; Matthews 1984; Pritchard 1985).

In keeping with the emergent design of our project, our co-research

practices consisted primarily of adaptations of our class philosophy practices te

serve research purposes. Worldng with our data, 1 [Sigma] have identified three

different (but not necessarily distinct) categories of co-research practices 10 account

for how we produced, managed and intcrpœted our data. The terms 1 bave chosen

for these categories signal subde but important adaptations. For example, 1 refer te

data "production" (ratber titan data 'gathering' or 'collection'). 1 refer ta data

''management'' ratber than data 'treatment'. And 1 refer to daIa "interpretation"
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(ratber tban data 'analysis'). In what foUows, 1 provide an overview of tbese tbree

categories of research practices as extracted from the data.

Data production practices. 1 use the expression 'data production' rather

tban 'data gathering' or 'data collection' in order to empbasize how we produced

our data in the course of our researching. We did not gatber data in other places,

from otber people or in different contexts (althougb we could have). Rather, our

"observations, conversations, maps, plans, reflections, memos, preliminary

analysis, etc." aU originated with us. They were the 'products' of our co

researching activity and "are, in effect, the 'data' on which a substantial part of the

analysis and interpretation of the study is based" (Kirby and McKetma 1989,

p.32). While documenting our process, we created a data trail and the data we

produced guided our further explorations. In addition, 1refer to data 'production' in

arder to featuœ notions of progress and productivity as represented in Matthew

Lipman's characterization of a 'goad' discussion (Lipman, Sharp, and others

1980b, p. 111).155

Ta 'produce' data, we approached our research tapic ''Discussion for

Leaming" in the same way as we would any otber subject in class philosophy. We

began in Session 2 by listing, as quickly as they came, questions which we derived

from the topic itself. Those questions provided an initial agenda for our subsequent

discussion investigations during wbich we reflected on what might count as

'discussion for leaming' using as food for our deliherations our own (prior and

current) expcriences of discussions. We then, also as usual, blazed our own

œsearch trail, keeping an eye on bath the point of departuœ and anticipated

destinations in arder to stay on track.

Data management practices. 1 classify as 'data management practices'

anything wc did with data items we produced ranging from how we organized and

kept traek of them (e.g. dating, folders, computer flles, photocopies), how we

generated new data products from them (e.g. verbatim transcriptions out of audio

taPeS), and any teehnical methods we used in the process of data intetpretation (e.g.

map making, 'chunking' verbatim transcriptions). However, just as Kirby and

McKenna have pointed out that "the analysis and data collection continually overlap

155 see al50 ·Collaboratlve Philosophical Inquiry- under 1.4 Research Intere8t in
Chapter 1. Introduction.
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(i.e., wbenever the researcber records retlections on either the content or the

process of the research, analysis is taking place)", so the distinction between our

data production, data management and data interpretation practices is blurred (Kirby

and McKenna 1989, p. 130). The same practice cao serve multiple purposes such

as when in managing data products, we produced another data product while

simultaneously engaging in data interpretation.

Data interpretation practices.

The act of interpretation underlies the entire research process. The act
of interpretation is Dot something wbich occurs only al one specific
point in the research after the data bas been gatbered; rather,
interpretation exists al the beginning and continues tbroughout the
entîre process. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 23)

1classify as ~data interpretation practices' any &cts of meaning-making bath

by the co-researchers ~live' and ~on the job' as it were and by me [Sigma] outside

our DRO co-researching venue. 1 use the terms 'interpret' and 'interpretation'158

because their references to meaning-making and concepts are closer ta wbat 1 mean

by to ~do philosophy' than the tenn 'analysis' which puts more empbasis than 1

want on separation inlo pans and elements.157 1 do not reject the tenn ~analysis',

but when 1 do use i~ it is more in the sense of "to examine critically or minutely"

whicb does describe our practice.

It was by making tbis distinction tbat 1 decided ta systematically and

rigorously ~interpret' our data without using methods of data analysis whicb

involve making sense of the data by breaking them down into bits and "bibbits"158

and categories and elements and then putting tbem back together as in the following:

156 llnterpret: ..o give the meaning of; explain or make clear; eepeclally. to
restate in clear language; construe- and alnlerpretation': "he sense arrived
at in interpreting; the explanalion glven; meaninsf and -one's concept of a
work of art or subleet as expressed in performance, crfticism, or artistic
representation· (Avis 1982, p.708-7).

157 IAnalysla': -separation of a whole into ils parts or elements· (Avis 1982.
p. 53).

•
158 -Bibblts - looe8 bits of data. seetfons of data. • •.a passage from a

transcript, a piece of information trom field notes, a seetfon of a document or
snippet of conversation recorded on a ICrap of paper that can stand on ils own
but, when necessary, can be relocaled in lta original context.· (Kirby and
McKenna 1989. p.135)
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The general analytical design consists of examining bow data items
and groupings of data items generate specifie and general patterns.
This is done primarily through the constant comparison of data items
with other data items until sections that "go together with" or '~seem

to belp descn"be sometbing" can be identified and located togetber in
a category file. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 130)

lnitially 1 was attracted 10 such methods because 1 recognized that philosophical

interpretation is requùed for their execution.

Therefore 1 was more interested in the philosopbical thinking that goes on

during the processes ofpattern generation and of the identification of items tbat "go

together with" or "seem to help describe something" as mentioned in tbis example:

... in the process of data malysis you puUed apart the data like the
bellows of an accordion, identifying each salient category contained
within it. For each calegory you fonnulated a propositional statement,
a factual statement conveying the meaning of the data cards
comprising eacb calegory. Next, you engaged in a kind of synthesis
as you studied your propositions for possible connections to each
other, finding patterns and relationships across propositions, bringing
the meaning in the data into closer barmony. The result of this
synthesis is a set of outcome propositions to he communicated in your
report. (Maykut and Morehouse 1994, p. 157-58)

My interest was in making visible the meaning-making process which is embedded

in uidentifying each salient eategory", formulating propositional statements,

"conveying the meaning of the data cards comprising each category", "making

possible connections to each other, finding patterns and relationships across

propositions" and "fmding patterns and relationships across propositions"; and this

calls for a different approach to data interpretation. And my question was rather,

How do they do lhat? To tbis end, together with my [Sigma] interpretations which

precede and post-date our DRO co-researching, 1 present the cCHesearchers

interpreting ''throughout the entire process" of data production as a way of

demonstrating how cbildren with philosophical experienœ use philosophical

discussion as a way of doing research.
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Chapter4
Surfacing Research Acts

How do children who are experienced in doing philosophy

use philosophical discussion as a way of doing research?

In Part Two: Co-researching Stories, 1 answered the dissertation research

question by demonstration - that is, by showing the co-researchers al work

using philosophical discussion as a way of doing research. Now 1 take a closer

look at how the children's use of philosopbical discussion is a way of doing

researcb. That is, in this cbapter 1 answer this reseaœb question a second way 

by sur/acin, the 'research acts' in the philosophical 'inquiry moves' the children

make while using philosophical discussion in a researcb context.

SUr/acin, 'by sur/acing'. Like the C~researchingStories in Part Two, the

by SUr/acin, argument 1 make in tbis chapter is also in a state of transition. As

mentioned earlier159 this is the current version of my searcb for a way to answer

the dissertation research question direcdy and in its own terms.

The version of this argument from which by sur/acing is a transition from
an earlier argument 1refenecl ta as 'by transposition': tbat is, that children who are

experienced in doing philosophy use philosophical discussion as a way of doing

research by transposing class pbilosophy 'inquiry moves' into 'research acts' when

they use philosophical discussion in a research context. For tbat version of the

argument 1used the musical metapbor of 'transposition':

TRAN8PosmON. The changing of the piteh of a composition witbout
change otberwise. For instance, a song may, for the convenience of
the singer, be 'transposed' ioto a higher or lower key. (Scholes
1938/1974, p. 1039)

• 159 ses An Open and Systematic Approach in 1.8 'Answering' the Dlssertatfon
Research Question in Chapter 1. Introduction.
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Thinking about how children use philosophical discussion as a way of doing

research in musical terms, 1 set out to argue that the philosophical discussion

'inquiry moves' which children use in the 'key' of class philosophy change "pitch"

and become 'research acts' when 'transposed' 10 the 'key of a œsearch context'.

The "composition" of these 'inquiry moves' is "without change otberwise" when so

transposed. What appealed about tbis interpfetation was that as in music, there need

he no hierarchical value judgement made in the distinction between "higher" and

"lower" teys. They are just different - "for the convenience of the singer".

However, tbere were problems with this interpretation. For one thing, 1 was

concerned about the possibility of making a hierarchical judgment between doing

philosophy and doing research and the necessity to express this relation with a

deDiaI. But more than tbat, an important problem is the idea that the act of

transposition is a deliberate aet for a specifie purpose. For this to work in the

present instance, the children would have had to he knowingly and deb"berately

'transposing' philosophical inquiry moves into research acts and that was

something 1 could not elaim. Rather, 1 wanted to argue that when they 'do

philosophy' in a research context, they 'do research'. The argument is therefore not

about a deliberate act on the part of the children. It is something that hapPens 

more like the singer who sings in two different keys without heing the one who

does the 'transposing'. It is the key that is transposed ratber than the singer who

transposes.

By similar reasoning 1 had aJœady rejected the notion of the children

'transferring' philosophical inquiry moves to a research context as if they knew that

that is what they were doing, as if they were knowingly applying a skill. Perhaps

these occurrences would better he expressed in a passive voice saying that when the

childœn use philosophical discussion the inquiry moves 'get transposed' or 'get

transferred' into 'research acts' in a research contexL That interpretation was not

better for it masked the agency which is embedded in the notions of both

'transposition' and 'transfer'. Although 1 was prepared to argue that the children

are 'doing research' when they 'do philosophy', 1 was not prepared to argue that

they do so intentionally with regard to any given 'research act'. Tune for me 10

make a new self-corrective move.
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The tenn 'surfacing' was lurldng between the Iines and under the surface as

1 wrote tbis dissertation and consulted with others as 1 worked on bow to argue

compellingly that these cbildren are doing research. 1 had said it and written it here

and there without using it in tbis contexte Il was only when facing up to the agency
issue that 1realized that by using the tenn 'surfacing' 1 could sbift the agency from

the chlldren to me [Sigma]. In this chapter, therefore, it is not the children who are
surfacing the philosophical in the researcb and the research in the philosophical. It

is me! And 1 use the data the childœn produced 10 argue the case: an instance of

co-researcb.

Another advantage of the 'by surfacing' interpœtation over the earlier 'by

transposition' one is that it is even more "direct and in its own terms". By this

accOUDt, 'doing philosophy' is in 'doing researcb' and vice versa. Or, retuming to

my interpretation of the coin analogy which 1 transfonned ioto my IDEAS-INQUIRY

interpretive framework, we could also say here that 'doing philosophy' and 'doing

research' are two sides (two surfaces!) of the same coin. Although we may ooly

see one sicle at a time, they are inseparable and to repeat Lipman's observation9 it is

the entire coin that bas purchase power.

Chapter overview. In this chapter 1 [Sigma] surface the philosophical in

the research (and vice versa) by identifying class philosophy 'inquiry moves'

which in a research context are 'research acts'. In 4.1 Co-researching Stories

Researeh Acts, 1 begin by presenting an overview of the range and variety of

'philosophical inquiry moves' whicb, in my interpretation, surface as 'research

acts' in each of the six sets of C~researching Stories. Then in subsequent

sections, from this range 1 select four categories of philosophical inquiry research

acts for a closer look and 1 present tbese with reference to relevant literature and

illustrative verbatim data from the Stories. In 4.2 Research Actors, 1 portray the

children co-researchers as reflexively 'self-corrective' and 'educative' research

actars by identifying and providing examples from the data of phllosophical inquiry

mayes they make. In 4.3 ldea Building Research Acts 1 surface philosophical

inquiry research acts ofgenerative questioning, conceptual analysis questioning and

building on and with each others' ideas. In 4.4 PhiIosophical Interviewing

Research Acts, this time 1 reverse the process and surface the philosophical in the

research aet of interviewing. And in 4.S Advancing the Inquiry Research Acts, 1

surface the philosophical inquiry research aets that serve 10 advance an inquiry
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namely the writing of research 'blurbs' (or 'theoretical memos') and 'concept

mapping' (or 'using operational visual deviees').

4.1 Co-researching Stories Research Acts

In tbis first section 1present an overview of the range and variety of (class

pbilosophy) 'inquiry moves' which, 1 argue, surface as 'research acts' when

performed in a research context

Stories: Introduction -'Self-correctîve' Research Acts. As research

'agents', children with experience in doing philosophy make œf1exive philosophical

inquiry moves of 'sclf.correction' as featured in community of inquiry dialogue and

discussion and these, 1argue, surface as self-conective and educative researcb acts.

(Staries Introduction: Introducing the C~researchers).

Stories 1: Self-empowerment and idea building research acts. The

co-researehers' community of inquiry moves of 'participating in the setting of the

discussion agenda' surface as self-empowerment research acts of 'taking ownersbip

of the research process'. Their class pbilosophy inquiry moves of 'raising

questions alter reading a text' surface as 'generatîng research questions from a

research topie'. And, wben addressing the questions raised, class philosopbical

discussion moves of 'building on eacb otbers ideas' surface as œsearcb acts of

'generative questioning', thereby producing new ideas and fresh insights as the

co-researcbers build theories together. (Stories 1: Starting Up).

Staries 2: Philosophical interviewing research acts. The co-researcbers'

experience with 'philosophical dialogue' (in which everyone who bas something ta

say bas an equitable opportunity ta contribute ideas) surfaces as research acts of

'dialogie intcrviewing' (in whicb the interviewerrmterviewee distinction dissolves in
favour of an engagement in exploratory dialogue and which a1so includes the

'invention of systematie mangements for ÎDtervicwing severa! people at a time)

thereby producing cumulative information and insights (Stories 2: Philosophical

IlBlossoming")•
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Stories 3: Internal dialogue research acts. The co-researchers' philo

sophical inquiry habits of 'concem for relevance', of 'systematic conceptual

distinction-making', of 'exploration of alternative possibilities' and of 'evaluation

of appropriate authorities' (in this case dictionary writers) surface as œsearch aets

of 'keeping an investigation on course, conceptually coherent, exploratory of new

ideas (however absurd they might seem at fmt) and referenced 10 appropriate

'authorities' (Stories 3: Comnumicating with "Conon Candy").

Stories 4: Educative research acts. The co-researcbers' philosophical

inquiry 'interests in their own everyday life questions' (SIl: "18 tbere a 0007)

surface as reflexive researcb acts of 'bringing to bear the researchers' own everyday

life experience'. Their pbilosophical inquiry 'interests in their own social issues'

(812: ''Oon't Talk Back!") surface as critical research acts of 'challenging social

injustices'. And their 'interests in extœme possibilities' (816: "Cao you learn if

you're dead?") surface as creative research acts of 'not niling out any possibility no

matter how absurd it MaY seem at first' (Stories 4: Living and Leaming).

Stories 5: Making inquiry progress research acts. The co-researchers'

philosophical inquiry moves of making ideas visible by 'writing blurbs, writing

notes, and making diagrams and cbarts' surface as research acts of 'making

"operational visual devices" such as writing '~tical memos", keeping

fieldnotes and making research maps' as a way of traeking the progress of the

researching pracess. And their philosophical inquiry moves of 'conceptual

investigation' surface as research acts of 'developiDg new concepts'. (Stories 5:

Malcing Inquiry Progress).

Stories 6: Collaborative research aets. The co-researchers' philosopbical

inquiry moves of 'examining the linguistic root of a word in relation to tbeir own

everyday life experiences and observations' surface as research acts of 'adding

depth and texture to one's understanding ofan everyday life phenomenon otherwise

taken for granted'. Their philosophical inquiry moves of 'thinking up, tbinking

about and tbinking through examples' surface as interpœtive research acts of

'groundîng the investigation'. Theirphilosopbical inquiry abilities 'to entertain (and

be entenained by) conceptual confusion' surface as research aets of 'worldng

tbrough confusion ta produce fresh or alternative understandings based on the

making of subde and fine conceptual distinctions'. Their philosophical inquiry
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abilities to 'use themselves and what they Ile doing right DOW as examples' surface

as research acts of 'reflexively acknowledging and interpœting their own experience

as an integral part of an investigation'. Their philosophical inquiry moves of

'coming to tentative conclusions which are a1ways subject to re-evaluation' surface

as research acts of 'treating research outcomes, results and conclusions as

inherently unstable while still making an important contnbution to what is

fundamenta1ly an on-going and ever-changing enterprise'. And their collaborative

philosophical inquiry abilities 'to wor1c with and on each others' ideas in a helpful

and constructive manner' surface as research aets of 'helping ta maIœ a unique

contribution and ofknowing how to build on and with the unique contributions of

others in agiven research enterprise' (Stories 6: Collaborating Cooperatively).

4.2 Research Acton

...ehildren are naturally philosophieal, with a passion for abstract
investigation of ideas. They are a1so, when properly led, drawn to and
capable of refluive investigation of their own behavior, of talking
about and questioning their own view of the world. Cbildren can
reason and reason weU about their own experienee. (Slade 1997,
p. 2, my ita1ies)

The cbildren research actors in the Co-researching Storles e'naturally

pbilosophical" children with their teaeher) demonstrate a passion for abstract

investigation of ideas. "Properly led" by their own prior and concurrent experience

in doing philosophy together, as research actors in this stary, they demonstrate how

tbey are "capable of refiexive investigation of their own bebaviour", "of talking

about and questioning their own view[s] of the world", and how tbey "cao reason

and reason weU about their own experience". Furthermore, they are reflexive

research actors when they pay attention to their own and each others' words and

ideas in a 'self~orrective' procedural manner. In this section 1 identify

philosophical inquiry research acts which serve to portray the co-researchers as

reflexive 'self~orrective' and 'educative' research adors.
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'Self-corrective' Research Actors

. . .the knower and the mown are interdependent ..• and events are
mutlUllly shaped . .. In addition, a key cbaracteristic of qualitative
inquiry is that the researcber functions as the data coUection
instrument, the buman...as-instrument, to use Lincoln and Guba' s
(1985) tenn. Thus, it is imperative tbat qualitative researcbers include
themselves in a discussion of the data coUection procedures. (Maykut
and Morehouse 1994, p. 155, my italics)

With regard to the eo...researchers as 'knowers', the C~researching

Stories began by Inttodueing the Co-researcbers ta provide background

information penaining ta who the ehlldren (and adult) co-researchers were ta he

condueting this research. However, in a project which is a methodological

experiment in the merging of 'self-corrective' elements of Philosophy for Children
communities of inquiry with refiexive elements from qualitative research, it is aU the

more "imperative" that the research acton be included in a discussion of research

acts. The emphasis is not only or primarily on who they are but rather on the

mutual shaping that occurs in what they do and bow they do it.

The seventeen children co-researchers in the C~researching Stories

participated in tbis researcb as 'researeh actors' and as such they represent

philosophically experienced children who use philosopbical discussion as a way of

doing research. They did this by drawing on both their procedural experience of

doing philosophy and their own personal life~xperience. Before taking a closer

look at a selection of specifie research acts, fmt 1 characteœ such children

research actors as self.co"ective reflexive research actors by virtue of their

engagement in a 'self-corrective' process of pbilosophical inquiry and by how they

draw on tbeir own life experiences including the bere and now.

Philosophical discussion as 'self-co"ective' research acts

The most characteristic feature of inquiry, according to C. S. Peirce, is
that it aims ta discover ilS own weaknesses and rectify wbat is at fault
in its own procedures. Inquïry, then is self-co"eeting. (Lipman 1991b,
p. 121)

~Self-co"ective' inquiry. There are two very impottant points to make

about the expression 'self-corrective' as it is used in the context of the Philosophy

for Children community of inquiry. The first is tbat the term 'self' refers not only or
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even primarily 10 the personal 'self' but ratber to the in'DJÏJY it'seJr. And the

second is that the tenu 'corrective' does not imply ultimate, ideal or absolute

'correctness', but ratber a constant and shifting sense of 'change for the better' or

'improvement' or 'progression' as in a course correctioD. The discussion is

'moving' in some direction or anotber and the term 'correction' implies simply a

sbift 10 a 'better' direction as a sailboat migbt tack 10 stay on a particular course or

indeed to change course. Lite any œsearch act, the philosophical discussion

enterprise is one of critical exploration. However, baving said that, the course

correcting is put into effect by social selves in a social contexL The inquiry is 'self

correcting' as Lipman puts il, by virtue of the human selves, the 'research actors'

who make inquiry moves and of others wbo listen and respond ta the moves made

in sucb a way as to keep the inquiry moving in one direction or another.

Self-co"ection islis not. Matthew Lipman descnbed "self-correction" as

the last of four "steps ta be taken ta make nonnal ptaCtice

critical ... (1) criticism of the practice of one's colleagues, (2) self-criticism,

(3) correction of the ptaetice of others, and (4) self-co"ection" (Lipman 1991b,

p. 12, my italics).

Self·co"ection. Individuals and groups seeking to strengthen their
judgment mating sbould practice questioning others and tbemselves,
offering counterexamples and counterarguments and looking for
disconfirming evidences or testimonies. They sbould rec:ognize the
potential value of dissent in the community as a possible basis for
correction of errors as well as the value of falsification as a method of
identifying vacuous trutbs. (Lipman 1991b, p. 64)

Lipman distinguisbed "self-correction" from "self-regulation" wbicb, he said, is

closer ta "self-monitoring"; and he went on to say that, "Inquiry is not merely
self-regulating practice; it is self-oorrecting practice" (Lipman 1991b, p. 72). He

listed self-correction as an atb1bute of 'critical thinking' which, he argued, is

"thinlcing that (1) /acilitates judgment because it (2) relies on criteria, (3) is

self-correcting, and (4) is sensitive to context" (Lipman 1991b, p. 116, italics in

original); and elsewhere he stated tbat "bath critical and creative thinking . . . are

fundamentally self-co"ective" (Lipman 1991b, p. 72). However, citing a notion

of progression wbich he derived from a paper by Charles S. Peirce, Lipman also

distinguishcd 'self-correction' from 'criticism' and 'self.mticism' when he said that

"members of a community tbat practîces criticism will be able ta intemalize tbat

practice as self-criticism and will then be in a position ta move from self-criticism

to self-correction" (Lipman 1991b, p. 72, Note 4, my italics).
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Self-co"eetïlle research acts. In addition, Lipman listed the following as

examples of "behaviours" associated with self-correction exlubited by students in a

self-corrective community of inquiry - behaviours which, when exhibited in a

research context, 1surface as 'research acts':

a. Students point out errors in each other's thinking

b. Students acknowledge errors in their own thinking

c. Students disentangle ambiguous expressions in texts

d. Students clarify vague expressions in texts

e. Students demand reasons and criteria where none have been provided

f. Students contend that it is wrong to take sorne matters for granted

g. Students identify inconsistencies in ~scussions

h. Students point out fallacious assumptions or invalid inferences in texts

i. Students identify the commission of fallacies in fonnal or infonnal
reasoning

j. Students question whether inquiry procedures have been correctly
applied.

(Lipman 1991b, p. ISO)

Hy portraying philosophical discussion as a 'self-corrective' inquiry wayof

doing 'research', and by focusing on the philosophical rnethodology of

uquestioning and discussion" which is "bullt ioto the very nature of philosophy"

(Lipman, Sharp, and others 1980b, p.l02), 1 seek ta encourage others to surface

the philosophical in other qualitative research methodologies thereby reaching

beyond Philosophy for Children communities of inquiry.

Co-re,etJrchi1lg Storie,

'Self-corrective' Research Acts

Interpreting the data for the Co-researching Stories 1 have identified many

moments when the co-researchers were making 'self-corrective' inquiry moves.

To illustrate what 1 mean by the 'inquiry' being the 'self' tbat is 'corrected' by the

co-researchcrs, 1 reproducc two typica1 examples from our Prelirninary Discussion

ofour Co-researcher Questions in Session 2.
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Example 1.• Or as whcn Mariah said, "1 want to bring bact the point, 1

tbink it was [Yasmin] ..• " and, !binldug on her feel, sbe m"', a self
correctiye discussion moye by producing a counter-argumenl, by raising an

epistemological issue, and by making two further distinctions.

Example 2.. »> 1 [Alison] built on Yasmin's baby instance by

introducing a criterion of minimum age ta wbicb Yasmin replied, "probably

under two years". Associating this age witb a baby's ability to talk, 1

suggested this as a tbird criterion.

V••mln Yeah - but il would sort of depend on the subjecl Like
vou could taIk about 80mething lika »> yeah 
something that they lika and they know a lot - weil. they
wouldn't know a lot about it - they'd Just know •••

•

•

Here Yasmin tentatively agreed and tben continued to build on this

idea by adding the qualifier tbat "it would sort of depend on the subject" 

a fourth criterion. She tried to think of an example but had trouble thinking

of something specific and instead produced another qualifier ("sometbing

tbat tbey ... know a lot"). Then sbe ÙJJJDpfjateJy self.çorrççted wbc;n sbe

QUalific;d ber QWD QUalifier: ''weU, thcy wouldn't know a lot about il, they'd

just know .•. " thcreby providing a fiftb criterion, the ability to 1cnow.

In the data theœ are countless otber examples of 'seif-corrective' inquiry research

sets by many (if not all) of the children research aetors - from as early as the very

first discussion. 1 take this ta be cvidence of Lipman's observation about childœn

witb pbilosopbical community of inquiry experienœ.

. .. the memben of the coIDIDunity begin lookiDg for and correcting
each other's methods and procedures. Consequendy, insofar as each
participant is able to intemalize the methodology of the cOIDIDunity as
a wbole, each is able to become self-correcting in bis or ber own
tbinking. (Lipman 1991b, p. 121)

Il is intemalized dialogue in this procedural sense and as demonstrated by the

children in the C~'esearching Stories which 1 surface as seif-corrective research

acts.
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'Educative' Research Actors

ln calling for edueative researcb, we fropose two things: tint, that the
research fosters the establishment 0 a dialogical çommunity, whiçh
we see as intimately lied to democ:ratic and egalitarian interests, and,
second, that it çontribute ta ratber than stand outside of tbese interests.
(Gitlin, Siegel, and others 1989/1993, p.203)

ftEducative" Research. Having articulated the ways in which engaging in

philosophical discussion is a 'self~orrective' and 'œf1exive' way of doing

research, ncxt 1 tum my attention outward to emancipatory considerations of how

cbildren who engage in co-research using phllosopbical discussion are engaged in

acts of "educative" research.

Our research has bath a kinship with and a contribution to make ta wbat

Gitlin, Siegel and Boru œferred to as "edueative research" - the tenn they used for

the;r contribution to a n:conceptuaUzation of research "so that those connected ta

schools can begin ta change schooling in emancipatory ways" (Oitlin, Siegel, and

others 1989/1993, p. 192). Arping that ''methodological issues are substantive as

weil" (p. 193), they emphasized "the relation between method and wbat the

researcher is trying ta schieve tbrough the metbod - its political moment"

(p. 192). In proposing "edueative research", these researchers' intention was "to

build on an emerging body of work •.. (that] is historically rooted in the concept

of action research, first articulated by Kurt Lewin in the 19405, further developed

by Lawrence Stenbouse in the 19705, and currently being addressed by such

scholars as Wilfrcd Carr and Stephen Kemmis" (p. 192).

Co-reseGrehing Storle.

Educative Research Acts

The method of researcbing from the margins involvcs two interrelated
processes which çonnect the personal and politiœl. FUst, researc:h
from the margins requires intersubjectivity: an autMntie dialogue
between aU panieiptllllS in the research process in which ail are
respeeted as eqlUJlly Icnowing subjeets. And second il requires critical
refleetion . ..(Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 28. my italics)

In the Session 12 "Don't Talk Back!" segment of Storles 4 - Living and

Leaming, the ce>-researchers carried on an emancipatory agenda throUghout an
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otherwise conceptual investigation. In 50 doing they provided an example of what it

can mean for cbildren to he involved in "two interrelated processes wbich connect

the personal and political". One was the critical and tbeoœtical process of making

conceptual distinctions hetween different Idnds of talk using the list of different

forms of group talle that 1 had provided ("SameJDifferent•..1"). The other was a

personal and political process ofcritically ret1ecting on a social taIk situation which,

from the childœn's perspective, is unfair and ought ta change. The data from the

verbatim transeript of this session also provide a repœsentative example of

co-researcher "intersubjectivity", of "authentic dialogue between ail participants",

and of"a research process in which ail are respected as equal1y knowing subjects"

who are engaged in "critica1 ret1ection" from the margins (Kirby and McKenna

1989, p. 28).

TIIl1cillg Bacle!

In Session 12 my co-researchers were very animated in their exploration of

the phenomenon whereby adults (often for no apparent reason from the children's

persPeCtive) control children with the use of the phrases like, "Don't taIk back!"

and "Oon't interrupt!" They objected œpeatedly that it was a one-way phrase which

children could not use when equally warranted without negative consequences

(such as being sent to their rooms). Although their lüe--experience with tbis

phenomenon fueled the animation with which they discussed the issues, and

although many complaints of injustice weœ expœssed, this discussion was much

more tban a becf session. It was also an inquiry wbich led ta observations

regarding the unjustified use of language (by adults) for the express purpose of

controlling (children's) behaviour.

Wbat 1 found intriguing when 1 worked with the data for this session was

how, despite their complaints that tbey could not taIk back, tbis was an instance of

the children talking back wbile at the same time working on making distinctions

between different forms of group taIk in an effort ta say whetber and how they

resemble class philO5Ophy discussion. Consider, for example, the foUowing list of

statements and observations which 1ex1racted from the data and grouped under the

two headings.

Under l-lI'Don'ttalk back!" 1Iist the observations the co-researchers made

with regard to the injustices tbat botbeœd them.
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1-"Don't Talk Back'"

Ta/king baclc'I'Dlscusslon'. When parents .Y, "Don't talk backl" ta a
child, they 8Iso do not aliow 'dlscussron' [Amber]

2. When a child 1aIks back' ta a parent it la nota 'discussion'. [Chorœ]

3. Ta/king back - to chl/dren. When parents -u,ink !hat they can talk
whenever they want" [Staci], "lfs sort of talking back to chlldrerr
[Stacl)..

4. Not Interruptlng. When 1 was "just expressing rny opinion or
comment", 1was "not r8BIIy Interruptlng cuz they stopped" -, wu
sort of asking them" [Staci ).

5. Speaklng procedures. If somebody "does tha!" [speaks out] ln
phllosophy [CI888], someone saya !hat Irs not your tum and you have
ta get on the Iist (Staci].

&. Speaklng opportunltles. People (adultslchildren) have different
opportunities ta speak (Aillon] - "but 1don't think they shou/cI" (Staci].

7.. Ta/king back to parents only. "the reason why »> Staci was saylng
that she donn't taJk back ta anybody else apart tram her parents is
because - she's used ta her parents - 1mean, she's known her
parents ever since when she was bam" and ·-some people ahe
mlght feel a bit more shy-" [Dai8y]. ·80 the more »> famiar you 818
with somebody, the more IIkely you are ta _. [Alison]•

Not knowlng the dlfference between IWO kinds of 'ta/king back'. But
»> 1don't thlnk my mother knows the differance [between two kinds
of 'talking back']. It seems like - when l'm just trying ta - tell har, 'Weil
thafs not fair" - and she saya, ·Don't 1aIk back to me." »> 1don't
know »> when's the dlfference - nke - when should 1and wh.n
shouldn't 11 [Amber].

Then under the second heading, 2 - "SamelDifferent...1", wbile still

keeping the &1>on't Taik Back!" theme going, 1 Iist c:onceptual distinctions tbey

made between different Idnds of talk. This Iist is furtber grouped under two

subbeadings: 2.1 Making Distinctions, and 2.2 It Depends Who You Taik Ta.

Unlike other discussions in which we thought up different examples with which ta

~ in tbis discussion the '1)oo't Taik Back!" example lœpt drawing the

c~researchers to it and lurks tbroughout whether on or between the lines.

2 - "SamelDlftarant•••7"

•
9.

2.1 • Making DIstinctions

'Gettlng point 8CIOSS' l 'Atgument '1 'Quanef. rralking b8ck' is rather
"Trying to get your point across- LWhoopy]: -an argument" [Amber?); or
"a quarrer [Dmay)•
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10. CPt [D4LJ. CoIlaboratfve phllosophlcal Inquiry lB -what we do ln
phllosophy cIass - when Irs - al Ils besr? [AIllon]

11. 'Conversation' l 'Flght' l'Argument'. What happens around a dinner
table is a 'conversation' [AIllon] which can sometimes tum into a 1ighf
or an 'argument' [Staci ].

12. Communication. 'YIhat's the dlfference between 'conversation',
'char, 'quarrer, 'argument, »> 'debate', 'gossip', »> 'dialogue',
'taIklng', 'discussion' and 'communication'?" [Daisy]. -n,ey'ra al
communication- [Daisy].

13. Brainstorming ls not communk:atlon? 'Brainstorming' is not
communication because "usualfy - you do that - ln your
head- • •• --It's thinking-· [Daisy). -rhe kind of thlng that W8 do
- in 'Questions Arfsing' ln cIa88 is aJso 'brafnstonnlng' - where VOU try
to get as many Ideas as yeu can as fast as VOU can- (out loud) [Alison).

14. Two Idnds of 'tsJldng bB.t:It. ,. there such thing as 'talking back'? »>
Doesn't everybody talk back [as when] 1say ....r and then you say, -HI
»> - [Amber]. -one's an expression and one's nor [AIIon]. -Don't
taIk to me- muns -keep golng and you're ln trouble, right?- [Alison].
-But the other klnct of 'talklng back' »> doesn't mean thar [Alison].

15. 5mBII talle. AIso there's 'smaII taIk' [Amber). An example Is »>
boyfriendlglrtfrienct when »> they're very shy- and they go ,., and
the other frlend Goes, 'Hf - [Alison chuclcles.] »> 'How
Weather's nfce eh?' 'Yeah" Uke - Just Iittle thlngs Rke that [Amber].
-Right When vou don't know what eIse to say but yeu need to say
something- [Alison].

2.2 -Il Depends Who Vou Talk Ta

16. Who yeu taJk to makss a dlfference. -""re's a dlfferance when vou
talk to dlfferent people- [Staci ].

17. FamiIy or Not FamIy? Who you might talc b8ck to ln a 'fighr or
'argument' depends not on whether they are 'famiIy' or 'not family'
members. but rather on -who the people are you are talkfng to- [Alison;
Staci ). Example: grandparents who are "still familY' [Staci].

18. ParentslChlldren - Classmates. -at has more to do wIth the tact thet Irs
a parents and chUctren situation- - -whereas ln a CPI discussion [the
participants ar8] al your cIas8mat8s and me- - Ys not a simiIar
situation- [Alison]. Selween cIassmates there is -Probably- not as
much yelllng and hostility because they are frfends who Uke each
other (Staci].

19. Respect. There is 'more respect' [in a CPt disagreement] among
classmates [Alison; S1aci]: while (in a SimiIar conversation with parents]
they would say, 'Weil VOu should have more respect for your eiders
[Steci].

20. 'Patents' wtth 'CI8ssmates~. If parents came to a philosophy cIass. like
on the Oprah show they woulct start golng Boo or Veah al the good
and bad points [Stactl: or nobocty would 1aIk (Whoopyl; if 1YtS saying
something about parents lhat wun't exactIy in their favour they might
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not be happy and would say, Weil, kfds have no respect for adults
(Staci ]•

21. "Adu/ts BI8 not trIOf8 sp«:IaJ than Idds Just bec&use they're olde"
(Staci]. -rhey're just taller" [Whoopy] and "'yve lived longer" [StaCll.

22. How long yoltve known someone. Ifs not how long you-Ve known
sameone that counts rl'va known "" grandparents as long 88 my
parera- [Staci]; and -1 might not have known [my clas&mates] 88 long
as l'va known my parents [Staci]. Rather' have a better relationship
with the PeOple 1don't see that much [Staci , my iIaIics].

23. Discussion subjects. The subjects of conversations between children
and their parents 818 different tram those between children and their
friend8: -USually when rm wiIh my frfends we taJk about different
subjects than when rm with my dacr [Staci]. The subjects of both Br8
important 'The stuff 1talk about fa imPOrtant tao but - with n'rf dad Ifs
son of lIk8 »> l'a not .. rm talkfng wfth a frfend" [Steel]. The
-subject8 of the conversations would be dlfferenf' »> "in family
conversations compared to conversations vou would have with a
friend" (AlIson]. -- with my best friend" (8taci].

24. To whom yeu would say what. , wouldn't 1111/ really personal stuff to
my teacher [than] 1would say to my parents- [Daisy]; ~ere are sorne
thfnga thet you would say ta soms people and not others [Alison]; and
-1 wouldn't say 'I hale everyone in the worId and 1want to kil myselr to
my teeeher»> 1wouldn't say that ta my mom either - but rd say Tm
reaJIy depressed' [to my mom]. You wouldn't 1111/ "m depressed- to
your teacherreally.- [Daisy]•

25. Ta/king 10 a teacher. You could 1ak ta a teacher [about being
depressed] (Ar8chnid]. The teacher might be your parent; you
wouldn't have ta tak in 8Chool; or the teacher might aIso be a social
worker to whom VOu wouldtalk 'ike thaf.

Sigma research notes reflections. When 1 wrote up my Sigma research

notes for this session, my primary [Sigma] concem was for the produetivity of the

discussion in terms of the "SameJDifferenL ••1" liSL

It was a good productiv~ s~ssion which st4yd prsty IIIIICh on a meta
IrI~L From rime to lime Ihe, woll1d plll IWO Idnds together tmd s~~ if
lhey COII/d say was the St:IIM or diff~rmtbill they dûl not do so in tlny
methodical way such that aU lM options got tkalt with. On the otMr
~ tbey did come IIp with IU!W OMS to adà to lM lin tmd tlaey
seemed to b~ quit~ into il althollgh tMr~ w~re molMlltS when tMr~

was no ont! waiting 10 ~aIc.
[D1S12J92.12.10ThlDRGlSigma R-.rch Notes]

Although sympathetic ta my co-researchers' complaints about aduIt injustices, as

'Sigma', the adult co-researcher, they were secondary issues. When 1 did write

about the personal/political aspects of the discussion. 1 descnbed il as Ua problem.

for me".
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PersODa} discgssiQD. 1t seemed to me tNu SOIM of tlais toucMd a nerve
with tMm in very persoll4ltemu. Tlu!ir/rtltM ofrqerDICe, witholll any
prodding, was so-calkd 'dUcrurions' al home and tM double
stIJ1U/ard that parents oftm seem to ruort ID IUmg. Ar such, 1IItJ1ly of
tMir uœnplu were persol'llll - problematically so /or me although
not so for them. 1t was CIlmon a revelation for some to see tlult their
probkms with disclI$sions al home were not lI1Iique. At tM SIlIM tinu!,
it seems to me thDt al leIISt one was 0111 to mbotage the discussions at
home wMnever SM could. What ID do with thù?

[D1S12J92.12.10Th1DRGISigma Reeearch Notes]

.Then 1 wrote some observations about how, by Session 12, "they don',

reaIly use CPI as a point of reference".

1t is as if it repruents to them IIOthing cletuly dininguishable /rom
other Idnds ofdiscussions they have. This collld he beccuue they have
been involved in tlais 1dnd of discussion since their early days in
school and il ès so much part 01 their wulerstanding of what it is to
discuss that the relationship to other /cinds is seamless? .

[D1S12192.12.10Th1DRGlSigma Reeearch Notes]

1 made a note ta come back ta this issue alter analyzing the transcript. However,

unable ta wail, 1 speculated further. Writing tbat 'Tm not sure they see what's

diffeœnt at ail", 1 went on ta speculate that maybe a reason why tbey don't pick up

on "cpr' or ''D4L'' might he a language issue•

. .. perhaps il Iuu to do with the absence of meta-language with
respect to the loma. They are IlOt jamiliar with the expression
,.comnumity of inquiry" beccuue we jllSt do il, we don't Dame it. 1ft

lact, it was interest;ng to me that they dûIn't seem to know, either /rom
our [class philosophyJ worlc or from their own life-uperiellce, the
meaning of the term 'ÛIflI'iry'...

[D1S12192.12.10Th1DRGlSigma R...rch Notes]

Only as an "aftenhought" did 1 retum to the personal dimension of this

discussion and even then it bad nothing ta do witb the aetual issues tbey were

discussing. Rather it seems tbat 1 was conc:emed with procedural and research
issues in a way tbat would he protective of the parents.

AJt-rthollghls.

Use of the peOQual. Dilmuna. Should 1 rt!mÏ1ld them to use fietitious
charaeters in the resl!llrch dUclI$rions or should 1 rather observe what
they do? The faet that they themselves hIlve pseudonyms should at
least plll a buffer in berween lU if tultotrUltic ftetitious chtuacters? If 1
were to ,emind ~~ would that he bemg inappropriately
interventionist in the ruearch? But 'hue are co-researchers not
research subjects. On those grollllds, 1 thinlc 1 wilL It can tIl/œ the foma.
ofhelping ,hem to geDeralïze by simply replacing '.my" parmts with
··some" parents - rather tIrIIn ·1ietitiolU charat:ter's" ptUBItS. TMre.
that shollld do if. See what htlpPlUlS, if it 'tQkn-•

[DIS12192.12.10Th1DRGISigma Resean:h Notes]

444



•

•

•

Tbat intetpretation would not tell the wbole story, however. For the point of using

fietitious characters is ta proteet everyone's privacy, not just the parents - and tbis

to free up the participants to he able ta say wbat is really on tbeir minds by

expressing it as a larger, more general issue - not just a persona! issue. Now,

baving spent time with the transeript 1 see this discussion as œpresentative of a

wbole range of possible discussions about the personal and political matters tbat

impact the lives of children - a Idnd of discussion that is still an too rare in

cbildren's experience.

Educative researchfrom the mtlrgins. It could he argued tbat this "Oon't

Talk Back!" episode from the Session 12 data is a "political moment" rnissed - an

instance of how schools "reproduce inequalities". Despite an my efforts to aet as
c~researcber wim my students, ta wode for emancipatory change, even 1 rnissed

tbis political moment. However, that need oot cbaDge my purpose to work for

emancipatory change from (and for) the margins. Rather it underlines it. And 1 take

as a positive sign the way the cbildren managed ta make tbeir voices beard

througbout wbat was otherwise a conceptual investigation. Thal speaks loudly for

philosophical discussion as a way of domg researcb, as a way of doing educative

research. And it also speaks to the oeed "to build on an emerging body of work tbat

is attempting to reconceptualize researcb.. .so that those connected ta scbaols can

begin ta change scbooling in emancipatory ways (Gitlin, Siegel, and others

1989/1993, p. 192)

4.3 Idea BuDding Research Acts

In the Co-researching Stories the co-researchers' pbilosopbical inquiry

moves of 'raising questions', 'building on each others' ideas' and 'thinking with

concepts' , from the very beginnjng and tbrougbout the projcct, 1 surface as researcb

aets of 'generative questioning' and 'conceptual analysis questioning' .

Generative Questioning

In Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists Strauss advocated "a

particular style ofqualitative analysis ofdata (grount:ied theoryJ, a mode of analysis

wbich is "designed especially for generating and festing theory" (Strauss 1987,
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p. xi, author's italics). Stating tbat he had tried "to address the issues of how one

does tbeoretically informed interpœtatiODS of materials, and does them efficiendy

and effectively", Strauss pointed out that "traditionally researchers leam such

analysis by trial and error, or by worldng with more experienced people on research

projects" (p. xi). He wrote this bandbook, he said, to provide "detailed discussions

of basic analytic procedures" and "rules of thumb for proceeding with them"

(p. xi). He went on to say that this mode of anaIysis is "perfectly leamable by any

competent social resean:her who wishes 10 intetpret data Uling this mode", and tbat

"it takes no special genius to do that analysis effectively" (p. xiii).

At the same time, Strauss a1so added that ''when students are first learning

il, they often listen in awe 10 their teaeher..researcher and mutter about bis or her

genius at this kind of wode, but despair of their own capacities for doing il. They

never could!" (p. mi). Then he reassured bis readers that "Ieaming this mode of

qualitative analysis is entiœly feasible. Lite any set of skills, the leaming involves

bard wode, persistence, and some not always entirely pleasurable

experience" (p. xiii). Raising generative questions is the ski1l Strauss put first on

bis list of "tbings especially worth noting about the basic research work

processes ... " (Strauss 1987, p. 17):

First, the raising of geMratîve questions is essential to mating
distinctions and comparisoDs; tbinldng about possible bypotbeses,
concepts, and thcir relationships; sampling, and the lilte. These come
from exam;nation and tb;nking about the data, often in conjonction
with eXPerientïal data. The original lenerative question may come
from insight, whicb actually sparts interest in an aspect of some
phenomenon and thus cbaUenges the œsearcbers to study "it". But
these insights occur alonl the COUDe of the study (altbougb perhaps
especiaIly in the earlier phases), and open up questions about other
phenomena or other aspects of the same pbcnomena. (Strauss 1987,
p. 17, author's italics)

According to Strauss, generative questions "open up whole avenues of inquiry 

over the next minutes, hours, even daysn and ale "Dot identical with" very good

analytic questions which "most novices cm leam fairly quickly ta ask . . . 0 f

their own and other persons' data" (Strauss 1987, p. 272).

Generative questions. questions tbat stimulate the line of investigation
to profitable directions; tbey lead 10 hypotbeses, useful comparisons,
the collection of certain classes of data, even to pneral lines of attaek
on potentially imponant problems. (Sttauss 1987, p.22)
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'~ by e1ement" in "die generation of far-reacbing analytic questions", Strauss

explained, is "facility in tbinldng comparatively (whetber witb examples drawn

from the scholarly literature, from one's data, or from personal experience) . . . "

(Strauss 1987, p. 272, author's italics).

Said anolber way, it is a skill al tbinJrjng in terms of variations, tbat
never seUles for one mswer, but always presses on with the query of
"under what specifie (and different) conditions?" (Strauss 1987,
pp. 272-3)

The raising of generative questions, Strauss pointed out, is al one extreme

"a consequence of much experienœ" and al the other a "gitt" (p. 271). It is

sometbing "most novices cart leam fairly quicldy" altbough sorne are "slow to

leam" (p. 272).

SOlDe st\ldents quiekly display the ability to mise questions that
precipitate fertile discussion. Some never seem 10 leam how to do tbis.
(Strauss 1987, p. 272)

Sometimes, he wrote, "it is a psychological matter: basically, encouraging the

uncertain and the shy to try their wings, and then pointing out bow sucœssful their

query bas been in laying the groundwork for succeeding analytic discussion"

(p. 272). Otbers, be thought, "have an instinct for the analytic jugular":

They ask the rigbt questions al the right limes; and they usually know
both that they can do tbis, having done it often before, and are doing
it right now in ail probability. (Strauss 1987, p. 272)

According to Strauss, the skill of generative questioDÎDg CID be leamed and

improved altbough, "As teachers, we do not really yet know bow to develop this

ability in persons slow to leam, or how to improve the abilities of those who

speedily begin to ask generative questions" (Strauss 1987, p.272). He did,

however, bave suggestions for what œsearcb ÎDSt1UdOrs could do which included

psycbological encouragement, pointing out the suceess of particular questions,

rephrasing questions to make tbem "more striking or attaekable" or bringing

participants back to a potentially generative query and ask tbem to Uthink about tbat

and its implications" or tetl'aCÎDg a discussion "pointing out the role of the initial

query and how it was formulated't (p. 272).
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Strauss also indicated that geoerative questioning was a skiIl for wbich one

couId train oneself:

ln tbis re~ young aualysts should train themselves to think
analytically about wbat they see, bear, experienœ, read about in the
course of their daiIy üves. This is an indispensable training for raising
generative questions wben doing expücit analysis - witb emphasis on
variation - of data. (Strauss 1987, p.272-3)

He thougbt reading or "being batbed in the tedmical literaturelt could belp althougb

he conceded that "certainly DOt everyone who is weB read is an exceptio~ let

alone even a competent analyst" (Strauss 1987, p. 272).

Sigma refleetions. As mentioned in the Introduction,180 whüe reading this

book l was surprised by how olten Strauss descnDed as difficult, research skills

whicb, as demonstrated in the ~esearchingStorles, chüdœn with pbüosopbical

discussion experience execute with ease. 1 attribute dUs to the fact tbat the kind of

training tbat Strauss said is needed closely œsembles the training that the

Pbilosophy for Children program provides. This point makes sense given that

Strauss acknowledged as bis sources of inspiration, John Dewey and Charles S.

Peirce "whose thinking pervades the grounded theory approach to qualitative

analysislt(p. 110) - the two American Pragmatist pbilosopbers who have also been

the sources of inspiration for Maabew Lipman and tberefore Philosophy for

Children.

160 See Three Ways of aAnswering the Dissertation Research Question under
1.6 aAnswaring· the Dissertation Research Question· in Chapter 1•
Introduetïon.
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Conceptual Analysis Questioning

In addition 10 'generative questioning', we also explored our œsean:h

questions using conceptua1 analysis techniques wbich were a pbilosophical

component of the conceptual baggage tbat 1 brought 10 this project. 1 first leamed

about these techniques during my own initiation 10 pbilosophy in a summer course

in moral education taught by John Wilson, the author of Thinldng with Concepts

(W'lIson 1963/1987) - a book written for use by British "sixth form" (senior

secondary) students and which is still in use as a primary text in introduetory

philosophy courses (Miller 1996, p. 55) . Althougb 1 bad not taught these

techniques to my co-researchers, in my Sigma interpretation of our verbatim data 1

bave identified many instances of tbeir use in the C~se(Jrching Stories. In what

foUows, 1 summarize eleven techniques Wilson descn"bed and which, in my

interpretation of the data, 1surface as research acts.

Conceptual analysis techniques

In the preface to Thinking with Concepts, Wilson described the technique

he called "the analysis of concepts" as "a coherent technique of thought" which

could he applied over a wide field (p. vü). He presented conceptual analysis as "a

specialised subject in its own righls with its own techniques" and said tbat they are

techniques tbat "cao in fact he taught and leamed quite easily" (p. viii). He

described the individual conceptual analysis techniques this way:

They are Dot like 'subjects' such as Latin or mathematics. wbicb bave
clear-cut and weU-defined rules, and in wbich answers are indisputably
right or wrong. They are rather more like specifie skiDs such as the
ability to swim wen or play a good pme of football. But they are
most of alllike general ski11s wbich have wiele application, such as the
skills we tefer to when we talk of &seamanshïp', or 'having a good
eye', or 'being able to express oneself'. (Wilson 1963/1987, pp. 1-2)

Wtlson descnDed the techniques of conceptua1 analysis under eleven

headings. He began with the importance of (1) "/solating questions of concept"

and dealing with them Ïmt (pp. 23-24). Then under (2) "Right answers'· he taIked

about how questions of concept '&00 not have any single, clear-eut solutions" and

often bave "the opening move ·It depends what you mean b y ~ . . .,.

(pp. 24-27).
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Next Wilson described the conceptual analysis techniques of imagining five

kinds of "cases" of a concept:

(3) Model cases - (also referred 10 as "classic cases") - "an instance which we
are absolutely sure is an instance of the concept, something of which we
could say 'Well, if that isn't an example of so-and-so, theu nothing is.'
... We can then look at the features of the case and try and sec which are

the essential [or typical] featuœs in virtue of which we cm and do correctly
use the word ['x1 to describe it" (pp. 28-29);

(4) Contrary cases - "an opposite metbod, taldng cases of which we cao say
'Well, whatever so-and-so is, that c:ertainly isn't an instance of it.' They are
classic cases of the opposite of the concept heing analyzed and we look al:
them in the same way, to see what makes tbem not a case ofx. (pp. 29-30);

(S) Related cases - "other concepts which are related 10 il, similar 10 it, or in
some way importandy connected with it ... it is difficult 10 grasp one
concept without seeing bow it fits into the network: or constellation of
concepts ofwhich it is a part" (pp. 30-31);

(6) Borderline cases - "those cases wbere we are not sure, and sec what we
would say about them" •.. "The point of ail these cases is ta elucidare the
nature of the concept by continually facing ourselves with different cases
which lie on the borderline of the concept: what we might calI odd or queer
cases. By seeing what makes them odd or queer, we come to sec why the tnJe
cases are not odd or queer, and hence what makes them true cases - what the
central criteria of the concept really are." (p. 31); and

(7) lnvented cases - "Sometîmes it is necessary 10 invent cases which are in
practice quite outside our ordinary experience, simply becalJse our ordinary
experience does not provide us with enough different instances 10 clarify the
concept ... if we want ta find out the essentiai criteria for the concept, we
have 10 face ourselves with other cases, which will necessarily he imaginary
and remind us more ofscience-fiction than real life. • . . but the exercise in
imagination is useful for understanding our aetual experience. For the analysis
ofconcepts is essentially an imaginative process: certainly it s more of an art
tban a science." (pp. 32-33).

On a more generallevel. Wilson aIso tallœd about the importance of taking

iota account the following:

(8) the Social context within which the question arose - "Sinee language is not
used in a vacuum, we must beware of tbinking and taIking as if questions
iovolving general concepts were usuaIly asked in papers set for examinations:
in fact they are usuaIly asked in everyday üfe, under the pressure of particular
circumstances. The nature of these circumstances is very important to
understanding the concepts. Bence we need ta imagine, in the case of any
statement, who would he likely to mate such a statement, why he would want
to make it, when he would MOst naturally make it, and so forth." (p. 33);
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(9) the Underlying anxiety tbat is often generated by conceptual questions 
"Closely connected with the importance of looking at the social context of a
question or statement is the importance ofconsidering the mood or feelings of
the person who makes il. Conceptual or philosophical questions often arise
becaJJse of sorne underlying anxiety: certain features of Iife seem somehow to
tbreaten the way in which we bad always thought, and hence give us a feeling
of insecurity." (p. 34);

(10) Practical results in everyday life of answering the question in one way or
another - "Since conceptual questions are often misleading, in the sense tbat
we cannot say without qualification tbat they have 'right' or 'wrong' answers,
we may often wonder whether perbaps some such questions bave any point
or meaning at all.... sometimes we can only mate a guess at the point and
meaning: and one of the ways in which we CID mate our guesses intelligent
ratber than wild is ta see wbat the practical results, in everyday life, would he
if we answered 'Yes' or 6No' ta the question." (pp. 34-36); and

(11) Results in ltmgUllge - 66 Sînce words are not used without ambiguity, and it
is not always possible ta say what 'the' meaning of a word is, we may often
be left witb ... a situation in which we have to say 'WeU, ifyou mean abc
by so-and-so, then the answer is this: but if you mean xyz. then the answer is
that'. We can, in fact, go further tban this. For even wbere words are so
vague that tbey cannot be said ta have a central meaning, it is still possible ta
say tbat it is more sensible or useful ta adopt sorne meanings rather tban
others. [lt is also possible ta] bave tied down the word 50 tighdy and
restricted it 50 severely tbat it does no work for us ... we bave ta look at
the 'results in language' when choosing meanings for words or delimiting
areas for concepts: we bave ta pick the Most useful criteria for the concepL"
(pp. 36-37). (Wilson 1963/1987, pp. 23-39)

Building On and Witb Each Other's Ideas

In class philosophy and research discussions which go weU, there is an

energetic movement of ideas which, in my recent practicc, 1 bave come to

characterize as a Idte in flighL In teaehing young chlldren how to bave productive

philosophical discussions, 1 have encouraged them to recognize that it takes work to

get a kite ta fly and once in the air it is subject both ta air currents (IDEAS) and to

our own string pulling (INQUIRY) in order ta BChieve glorious tlight. When there are

intenuptions to the flow of thought we say, 'ihe kite isn't getting off the ground"

or, if airbome, 6'he kite is (falling) down". In the C~researchingStories the kite

flew frequendy. Sometimcs, as in the Cotton Candy Story sequence, its tlight was

energetic and lively. Sometimes, as in Stories 5 - Session 27: Mapping 'Inquiry',

il was steady and detennined. And theœ were also times when we tlew several

different kites al once bath separately and in tandem as in Stories 1 - Session 2. In

what follows 1 taIœ a closer look al Matthew Lipman's interpretation of bow
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schema theory can help to explain the energy and 'requiredness' of the dialogical

creative thinking which goes into philosophical kite flying.

LiIœ each tug on a kite string, according 10 Lipman, "the source of the

schema's energy lies in the fact tbat every new detail tbat it incotpOrates has an

impact and effect upon every other element" (p. 220).

Whatever happens anywhere affects what happens everywhere, in
contrast to a mechanical organization of inert particles, such as a
bucket of sawdust, wbere the addition of a particle has virtually no
effect on the reste In a story, which is in many ways the idea form of
schema, every detail counts and adds to the quality of the wbole.
(Lipman 1991b, p. 220)

Relating notions of "requiredness" in schema theory ta thinking skills curricula,

Lipman observed that "... classroom dialogue evokes inventive thinking from the

participants. Indeed, it has a Gestalt character tbat requires their participation and

their creative contributions. (The educational power of this demand cbaracter should

not be overlooked.)" (Lipman 1991b, p. 90, author's italics)

When cbildren together build a bouse of blacks, there is a recognition
that as the bouse begins to take shape it begins to lead a kind of Iife of
its own to which sorne construction ideas are appropriate and others
are inappropriate. Bach added black restructures the developing
house and slighdy a1ters its demand cbaracter. New ideas are thereby
evoked, which the house may or may not tolerate. What is important,
in any case, is that the cbildren are building with ideas as well as with
blacks, they are building on ~ach ol.r's ideu as well as on each
other's blacks, and they are together leaming to take ioto accouot the
creative requiredness of schemata they tbemselves create. (Lipman
1991b, p.90, my italics)

In terms of our kite analogy these same points can be made by tbinking in terms not

of a house beginning to take shape but of a kite beginning to take flight. It too

l'begins ta lead a kind of lüe of its own to wbich some [string manoeuvres] are

appropriate and others are inappropriate"; and the children holding the strings

influence the flight path of the kite with their ideas as tbey tao leam take into

account each the consequences of their moves on the kite's course. In dialogical

terms we would have to imagine two people al the strings helping the kitelideas 10

soar in new and interesting diœctions which are the œsult of bath their actions

cumulatively and in sequence.
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Co-re,etJrchi"g Storie,

Idea Bullding Research Acts

As alœady indieated, one of the defining characteristics of a philosophical

discussion according ta Matthew Lipman is tbat it he 'productive' in the sense of

'making progress' - a sense of progress which should he recognizable ta the

participants.181 Similarly in œsearch we expect theœ ta be 'discoveries',

'breakthrougbs, 'findings', 'outeomes' or 'results'. In what follows, 1 provide

Co-researching Stories examples of generative questioning, conceptual analysis

questioning and building on each otbers' ideas research acts and a1so examples of

the kinds of 'progress' or 'outeomes' which they cm yjeld.

Building on each other's ideas & questionsfrom questions

In Session 2 we generated fourteen Co-researcher Questions from the

research topie, "Discussion for Leaming". Then in the preliminary discussion of

those questions and using philosophieal discussion, we generated further questions

and built on each other's ideas. In so doiog we demonstrated many of the

complexities of what counts as participating in a discussion (for learning) - as

indicated by the '-multiple paraIIel discussions" and "multiple points of entry" to a

discussion patterns ofengagement with the questions which 1 a1so identified. These

data also demonstrated how our class philosophy practices of building on and with

each other's ideas cm serve the generative questioning research purposes of

leading to new questions and how mey help ta generate theory - in this instance ta

account for who CID be said ta be capable of participating in a discussion (for

learning).

As an example of the kind of progress these research acts can yield, in my

interpretation of data for this session 1 identified sixteen possible criteria for

determining whether it matters who you talk to in a conversation for it to count as a

discussion (for leaming) tbat we explored. Using the data regarding whether you

cm have a discussion with a baby in dialogue segments S and 9A, 1 identified eight

possible criteria for saying wbether it matters who you taIk ta in a discussion (for

learning).Then, as a result of a question Whoopy generated out of our discussion ta

• 181 see ·Collaborative Philosophical Inqufry" under 1.4 Research Interest in
Chapter 1. Introduction.
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this point, in our furtber explorations of wbetber you couid have a discussion witb

a plant (in dialogue segments 9B, 10, 13, 17, 19, 21 and 22), our exploration

opened up new directions of inquiry and yielded eigbt more possible criteria

Sixteen Possible Criteria

•

1. Ability to understand
(whetber or not one couid taIk
or indieate understanding in other ways).

2. Minimumlmaximum age. (baby 1elderly person)

3. Ability to tallc..

4. The subject (wbat to taIk about).

S. Ability to know (something to talk about).

6. Ability to know (what the other knows).

7. How muJrt you &re.

8. Who you are.

9. Expectation of response.

10. Must respond in some way (need not he spoken).

Il. Two or more participants.

12. Participants are people.

13. Participants are talking not only ta tbemselves.

14. Talker's ability ta figure something out for
bimlherselfby talking.

lS. Ability to respond by talld"g back.

16. Ability to know if the other "couid kinda put it in
tbeir head what youtre saying".

[Y.min]

[Y.min]

[Alison]

(y.min]

[Y.min]

[Arachnid]

[Araehnid]

[Araehnid]

[Volee)

[Whoopy]

[Y.min]

[Y.min]

[Whoopy]

[Jennifer]

[Kirby]

[Marfah]

•

In philosophical terms our considerations of whether a baby could

participate in such a discussion led us to explore epistemological issues of wbat it is

ta know and ta understand. And our considerations of whetber you couid have a

discussion with plants led us to make subde conceptual distinctions between

'understanding' and 'responding' tbereby enabling us 10 appreciate tbat

'respondîngt may or may not he an indication of 'understandingt.
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Conceptual analysis questioning

My own initiation to conceptual analysis techniques was a matter of

recognizing tbat they were a1ready a part of my thinldng - a recognition tbat made

it possible for me to use them purposefulIy. In class philosophy sessions there was

a tilDe when 1 [Judy] used to provide my young Philosophy for Children students

with explicit insttuction in both the techniques and the terminology of conceptual

analysis using "What is a chair?" lessons 1 devised myself. However, 1 had not

taught them to the students who were my DRO co-researchers a1though in DRO 1

did try al least twicc - once in Session 9 and &gain in Session 23 - and 1 gave up

both limes œalizing that such instruction was not needed. Using my conceptual

analysis "good eye" (Wilson 1963/1987, p. 1-2), through my Sigma interpretatiODS

of our verbatim data, 1have identified instances of their use by my co-researchers'

uses of conceptual analysis techniques - an indication that such techniques were

an integral part not oo1y ofmy own thinking, but of our thinking together as weil.

For an example of how my c<>-researcbers made early use of conceptual

analysis techniques, 1 revisit Yasmin's first intervention in Stories 1 - Session 2:

• V••mln »> Does it matter who you talk to? 1think Il does because
- 1mean -1 you were to talk to a baby - they wouldn't
understand. Or even 1 you were to taIk to an elderly
persan - VOu know they couldn' under-. they wouldn't
understand either. Il depends.

[VT1S02J92.10.29ThIDRGNerbatim Transcript]

•

Yasmin's baby is an example ofwhat Wtlson caIIed a t'model case":

One of the best ways to start ••• is to pick a model case: tbat is, an
instance which we are absolutely sure is an instance of the concept.
something of which we could say 'WeU, if that iso't an example of 50
and-50, then nothing is·. (Wilson 1963/1987, p.28)

In addition, when she said, "they wouIdn't understand", Yasmin did what Wilson

described next: t'We cao then look at the features of the case and try and see which

are the essential features in virtue of which We cm and do correctly use the word

.... to describe it (p. 28).. In so doing, she produced our first candidate criterion

for whether it matters who you taIk to in a discussion (for learning): understanding.

What is more, when she then taIked about u an elderly Persan" Yasmin did next

what Wilson descnDed next!
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Then we could take other model cases ... and see if all the features
we Doticeel in the first case are also present in the second. If they are
not, it migbt look as if the absent features are not essential: for if they
were essential, tbey would perbaps be present in ail model cases. Thus
we can narrow down our searcb for the essential features by
eliminating the inessential ones. (Wilson 1963/1987, pp. 28-29)

Although 1 doubt tbat Yasmin could bave articulated that sbe wu looking for

"essential" features of a "concept", 1 do not doubt that this was wbat sbe was

doing. Wbat is more, in this ber first intervention, sbe used other conceptual

analysis techniques as weil. Sbe self-conected wben, spealdDg of the elderly, tirst

sbe said, "you know they couldn't under-, they wouldn't understand either" and

then added, "It depends." It was a move tbat illustrates wbat Wilson said about

"(2)'Rigbt answers"':

... questions of concept often do Dot bave any single, clear-eut
solution. We are by now used to the openiDg move 'It depends wbat
you mean by .•. (WUson 1963/1987, pp. 24)

Yasmin's "It depends" was a closing move and it was an "it depends 0 n ... " not

the "it depends what you mean by ... " to wbicb Wilson was referring.

Nevertheless, both her self-correction and ber "it depends" are indications that sbe

was working in an exploratory mode of inquiry. Her initial "1 think it does

[matter] ... " was therefore a staning point for the exploration ratber than a

statement ofa flXed opinion.

Example 2. Data from Session 21 during wbich we were reviewiog the

meanings of the live conceptual elements befote deciding wbich to cboose for

making a second map show how, even from conceptual ground zero, we were able

to make researcb-relevant meanings. For example io answer to the question, "What

does 'coUaborative' mean again?", pbilosopbical (conceptual analysis) moves

wbich we were making witbout tbere baving been any expüCÎt ORO or class

philosophy instruction on how to do this included (1) isolating and analyzing

concepts in our researeh question byexploring its single word comPQnents one al a

time; (2) breaking individual words ioto tbeir component parts as a way of

exploring everyday meaning; (3) using examples as a way of usiDg the known to

construct new knowledge; and (4) projecting new 'knows' onto œlated cases.

Although we did not identify tbese as pbiIosopbical research moves at the lime, they

were part of the co-œsearcbers' philosophy œpertoire and, without needing

encouragement to do so, tbey put tbem to use for research purposes.
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Example 3. One of the most memorable examples for me was our

exploration of the concept of ~inquiry' in Session 27. This was an exploration

which, as for the term 'collaboration' in Session 21, began al 'ground zero'. This

time it was an entire discussion which we began with precious little mutual

knowledge of the concept in question and these data show the pracess of

knowledge constn1ction through conceptual analysis questioning as it haPPened.

This discussion resulted in the development of a rich and textuœd concept where

there was not even a word al the beginning.

Our implieit uses ofconcepmal analysis techniques int1uenced our research

in alleast three different ways. They influenced the what [IDEAS] of our inquiry

when (in Stories 3 - Session 9) we began ta organize our research around the five

concepts of 'discussion', 'Ieaming', 'collaboration', 'philosophy' and 'inquiry'.

They influenced the how [INQUlRY] of our questioning and interpretation aetivities

on a micro level. And they influenced my Sigma selection, interpretation and

presentation of our data which 1 present in Co-researching Stories corresponding

to our explorations of five conceptual aspects of discussion for learning as

collaborative philosophieal inquiry.

ldeas building - discussion (for leaming)

There are countless examples of generative questioning, building on each

other's ideas and tbinking with concepts research acts in the Co-resarching Storles

data. To investigate the progress these idea building research aets can yield, 1

examined 'discussion' trajectory data from Storles 2 - Session S and Stories 3 

Session 9 and 1 extracted eighty-four statements, observations and distinctions we

made as we were working on what counts as a 'discussion' for leaming before 1

stopped counting, satisfied that the yield was high and tbat the progress we made

was evidenL162

162 This Iist ia on file in the DRG Reaearch Files and ia available on reque.t.
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4.4 Philosophical Interviewing Research Acts

In the C~researching Storles some co-researchers took ta the research

practice of interviewing in a way that points ta the surfacing of dialogical

philosophical inquiry moves as research acts of interviewing. From the very

beginning, even be/ore Monica did a research interviewing demonstration, sorne

c~researchers showed a high interest in and an intuitive sense of how to conduct

interviews. Two of the early practice interviews had a philosopbical cbaracter. One

was when Yasmin tried ta interview Monica in Session 6. This ~interview' started

out as an information-seeking question and answer session and soon turned into a
dialogue with Monica on teaehing and leaming. The other was when Einstein

conducted a ratber odd ~interview' with Jennifer in Session 8 and then explained ta

us in Session 9 that he bad a hidden philosophical agenda for the interview he was

conducting. The c~hers' eagemess ta do research interviews was a source
of Sigma tension for me until the point where our work on researcb interviewing

led ta an insight which points in the direction of a philosophically dialogical fonn

of researcb interviewing which differs from standard research interviewing practice.

Using Interview Guides & Schedules

At ÏlfSt 1was attracted ta the use of interview guides and scbedules becanse
of how, according to Bogdan and Biklen, it is "in keeping with the qualitative

tradition of attempting ta capture the subjects' own worcls and letting the analysis

emerge..." and especially for bow they "generally aUow for open-ended

responses and are flexible enough for the [mterviewer] to note and coUect data on

unexpected dimensions of the topic" (Bogdan and Bilden 1992, p.77). However,

Bogdan and Biklen also expressed caution regarding the use of interview schedules

and guides in qualitative research saYing that they are most commonly used to

gather comparable data in multisubject studies and across multiple sites in team

research work. With each subject, similar data are coUected sucb that you cao

"make sorne statements conceming the distribution of facts that you gather (Bogdan

and Biklen 1992, p. 77).

458



•

•

•

Wbüe tbis is important in certain studies, concem with foUowing a
scbedule rather than with understanding the data çan undermine the
major strength of the qualitative approacb. Qualitative studies that
report.bow many people do Ibis and how many people do tbat, rather
tban generating concepts and understanding are not bighly regarded
by qualitative researchers. (Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p.77-78)

Mindful of the possibility that my co-researchers might collect different opinions

about philosophy rather than genente questions and concepts tbrough their

interviewing, 1 was l'eluetant to encourage them 10 pursue their intense interest in

interviewing until 1was in a better position ta guide them.

My co-researchers did not wait for me, however, and 1 now sec the work

they did on making their own interview guides as important not so much in terms

ofdata gathering instruments but ratber as a furtber indication of bow cbildren with

a philosophica1 background use philosophical discussion inquiry moves in researcb

acts of research interviewing. In wbat follows, in order to provide a context for my

[Sigma] besitations, and in order 10 interpret the interviewing work my

co-researchers did, 1 describe three ways of conducting interviews as presented in

the qualitative literature that was intluencing my response 10 my co-researcbers al

the time.

Three interview formats

Maykut and Morehouse taIked about the use of interview guides and

schedules as a way of influencing the "shape tbat an interview cao take" (Maykut

and Morebouse 1994, p. 81). In particular they noted tbat there are a variety of

interview fonnats ranging in degree of stnlcture depending on "the extent to which

the questioDS to be asked of the interviewee are developed prior to the interview"

(Maykut and Morehouse 1994, p.81) and tbey described thœe main interview

formats which ail sbare the "critical commonality" ofopen-ended questions (p. 81):

the unstructured interview, the interview guide, and the interview schedule.

UII,tructure4 interviews are "infonnal conversations initiated and

gujded by the researcher while in the field" during which, with the focus of inquiry

clearly in mind, the researcher "tactfully asks and aetively IisteDS in order to

understand what is important to Imow about the setting and the experiences of the

people in tbat setting"(p.81). Sînce these "purposeful conversations" are "not

scripted ahead of lime" t the inquiry they represent is made vistble (a) tbrough notes
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taken during the interview, (b) by heing written down and reconstrueted in the

interviewer's field notes, or (e) by producing verbatim transeripts of audio tape

recordings.

Whetber unstructured interviews are condueted in the field or
arranged, the contents of the interviews must be written down.
informai interviews in the field are œconstrueted and entered into the
researcher's field notes. Arranged interviews are frequently audio
tape-recorded and if tape-recording is not desirable or possible, the
researcher may take some notes during the interview and tben
reconstruct the interview afterwards.... (Maybt and Morebouse
1994, p.83)

In the Co-researching Stories the practice interviews the co-œsearchers eondueted

with each other in Sessions 7 and 8 resembled 'unstruetured interviews' and the

inquiry they represent was made visible in ail three ways.

Interview guide, GlUI ,chedules may he used when "there is more

than one key question that a researcher wants to pursue in a qualitative interview"

(Maykut and Morehouse 1994, p. 83). These are prepared in advance and Maykut

and Morehouse recommended team involvement in interview development sinœ

that "cao YieJd more interesting ideas than one migbt think of alone". And they

suggested further that sueh developmental inquiry work should be made visible

during the process:

We recommend that interview development work done with others be
recorcled as it bappens on large pieces of euel or banner paper.
Individual researchen will also benefit from puttiDg tbeir tbinking on
paper. This kind of graphie approach to interview development fosters
idea-generating, syntbesis and problem solviol' and provides a
reusable record of the individual or team work. (Slbbet 1981)(Maykut
and Morehouse 1994, p.83-5)

Keeping sueh a visual record of interview development, tbey pointed out, forms

part of the Uaudit trail" - the cumulative and visible record of the inquiry

(pp. 84-85).

Interview guides are Jess struetured than interview schedules and, with

reference to M. Q. Patton (1990), Maykut and Morebouse described them as "a

relatively short set of tapies (categories of inquiry) or a short set of broad open

ended questions" (Maykut and Morehouse 1994, p.97). They descnDed how ta

draft sueh a guide as follows:
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... we sUllest you develop a sbon set of questions for your guide.
Select four to six categories of inquiry on whicb to base your
interview questions. For eacb selected category of inquiry, develop
one or two broad open-ended questions. Theo sequence ail the
questions, taking into consideration the information provided above
on sequencing, and your own sense of the possible. Be sure to include
a penonal introduction, a statement of purpose, assurances of
confidentia1ity, ete., al the beginning of your interview guide. Draft a
complete interview guide. (Maykut and Morebouse 1994, p. 97)

In the C~researching Storles the sets of interview questions that the ORO

~researchers produced on their own initiative most œsembled 'interview guides'

in that tbey consisted of a series of questions related to our inquiry some of which

were open-ended. In addition, witbout prompting, they were careful to include

assurances of confidentiality at the beginning and to thank the interviewee al the

end. Tbese a1so served to malee our inquiry visible in tbat they revealed the Unes of

questioning which the interviewers thought it impottant to pursue.

Interview schedules are the most structured interview fonnat and consist

of "many carefully constructed questions, follow-up questions or probes, and

possibly other information for the interviewer. It is substantially longer than an

interview guide and is an especially useful metbod of data collection for beginning

researchers and research teams, to 8Chieve sorne consistency in the tapics of

infonnation pursued" (Maykut and Morehouse 1994, p.97). The following are

instructions Maykut and Morehouse provided for the drafting of interview

schedules:

... select severa! categories of inquiry on whicb to base your
interview questions. These categories will provide an overall
framework for your interview schedule. For each selected category,
develop severa! open-ended questions. Depending on your focus of
inquiry, these questions may cover some or all of the tyPes of
interview questions described by Patton (1990) and one or ail three
lime frames. It is helpful to prepare a large pool of possible questions
from which to select the most promising ones for the interview
scbedule. Once you bave selected the best questions, sequence them
witbin their respedive categories of inquiry, and sequence the
categories themselves. You may need to eliminate some questions or
categories of the interview because of its UDwieldy lengtb. Recall that
you are trying to design an interview that will last about one-and-a
balf- to IWo bours. Alter you bave settled on the final items~ be sure to
add a penonal introduction, a statement of purpose, assurances of
confidentiality ete., al the beginning. Prepare a complete draft of your
interview scbedule. (Mayot and Moœhouse 1994, p.97)
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Maykut and Morehouse included their own operational visual device 10 summarize

their reœmmended procedures for drafting interview guides and schedules

(Maykut and Moœhouse 1994, p. 84).

For my CCHeSearChers to be able 10 produce such structured and

compœhensive interview schedules would have required instruction which 1 was

reluctant 10 provicle for two reasons. One was my own inexperience with tbis

pr8Cticc; and the second was that 1 was more interested in what my co-researchers

could do·on the basis of the skiIls they already had or could transfer or transfonn by

virtue of what they could a1ready do. Our Co-researc#ûng Stories interviewing was

theœfore limited 10 the use of unstructured interviews and interview guides.

Co-researching Stories

Philosophieal Interviewing Research Act.!

During tbeir early attempts 10 conduet research interviews, two occurrences

are important. One is the way in which the co-researchers invented efficient and

productive interview procedures, and another is the philosophical agenda Einstein

had for bis interview with Jennifer in Session 8. The content of these interviews

complements the Researcher Profiles by œvealing more about who the

co-researchers were 10 he doing this researcb expressed in their own worth. Of

particular interest is the ref1exive aW&reness on the part of many of the

co-researcbers of when and how tbey "blossomed" philosophically.

Philosophical research interviewing

Einstein's interview with Jennifer provides a striking example of what

philosophical interviewing migbt look like in terms of bath IDEAS and INQUIRY. It

is interesting in IDEAS terms because ofhow, with bis hidden philosophical agenda,

he sougbt to 6surface the philosophiea!' in bis interview with Jennifer. And it is

interesting in terms of INQUIRY because of its dialogical characteristics.

Einstein's philosophical interview with Jennifer

lDEAS: Recognizing the ·philosophical'. The pbilosophical content in this

interview cm be seen in the kind ofquestions Einstein asked and the ways in which
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Jennifer responded. In Round 3 wben be asked Jennifer, '~at does 'cool' mean?"

Einstein was not asking ber for information or for her œady-made opinion; rather

be was inviting ber to explore the meaning of an everyday word ('cool') by

drawing on ber own experience ("in your terms? ). And, despite ber playful moad,

in her responses Jennifer sbowed a concem for relevance, a willingness to try, a

reflex to self-correct and a readiness to admit tbat sbe did not know ("1 have no

idea. 1mean once _ft) without letting that stop ber from carrying on.

In Round 5 wben Einstein asked Jennifer wbether she could tum ordinary

questions into philosophical discussions, he provided ber with what be considered

to he a characteristic of what it is to do philosophy and Jennifer recogni1ed that

when she responded, "That's what »> philosopby is... " before she went on to

gjve another example of the same thing from our mutual experienœ ("those 

condom ones").

And in Round 6 when Einstein askeel Jennifer to give an explanation of

"How you do philosophy" he was asking ber to reflect on what he knew that she

already knew how to do. Although she had sorne difficulty providing a cogent

explanation, sbe did begin to answer by reflecting on ber own experience. Thus, in

alI three rounds they were attempting to 'do philosophy' about what it is to do

philosophy.

INQUIRY: Dialogic interviewing. The dialogic characteristics in these three

rounds cao he seen in how Einstein questioned Jennifer as weil as in how she

responded.

In Round 3, when Einstein asked Jennifer what sbe thought 'cool' is,

although he framed the question in personal tenns (''Do you consider yourself

. cool?"), be immediately repbrased the question in pbilosophical terms indieating

that he was not asking her for an evaluation of berself. He was asking ber to

consuIt ber own experience as a way of aniculating the meaning of wbat was an

everyday tenn for them. That is, rather than asking for infonnation, he was inviting

her to engage in a philosophical dialogue with berself about wbat counts as 'cool'.

Jennifer and other co-researcbers responded ta Einstein's question not just

by answering but by dialogjcally questioning him about its relevance in a way tbat

required him ta œassure them that be bad a purpose ("I bave my link eut

up ... ft). Tben, in another mave cbaracteristic of class pbilosophy dialogue,
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when Jennifer was having trouble articulating the meaning of ~cool', rather than

state bis own views, Einstein provided Jennifer with sorne examples-to-think-with;

and he parapbrased what she said as a way of verifying bis understanding while

encouraging her 10 continue. What is important here is the way Einstein was using

dialogical techniques to provoke Jennifer's thinlcing as opposed to fineling out ber

opinion. And wben bis line of questioning did not produce the results be migbt

have h0Ped for, he accepted Jennifer's response without trying to influence it

unduly before tenninating the round ofquestioning.

In Round S, when Einstein asked Jennifer about turning ordinary questions

into philosophical discussions, he again provided ber with an example ta think with

("Kraft Cheese and Macaroni or is it Kraft Macaroni and Cheese?") and JeDnÜer

responded not with a 'yes' or 'no' answer and then took bis example a step furtber

(That's what philosophy is") while al the same time producing an example of ber

own.

And in Round 6, when Einstein asked Jennifer if she could explain how to

do philosophy, after Iistening to her tentative responses, he dialogically pushed ber

to explore her own thinking further ('Ils that how you do it?" ). He was not judling

her responses to be right or wreng; rather he was encouraging ber to go furtber

witb ber explanation.

What makes Einstein's questioning philosophically dialogical is his quest

for meaning rather than information or ~answers'• Also wonh noting is bis interest

in Jennifer's reflections on tbese matters using bis own ideas as prompts for her

tbinking. He was Dot trying to 'find out' and record her opinion as he might in a

survey interview. There was more purpose 10 bis questioDÎDg than tbere would if

they were having a 'conversation'. And be was not interested in 'debating' these

issues with ber. His questions came from thcir mutual experience of doing

philosophy together and he was trying 10 engage ber in an exploration that might

lead to additional insights and understanding.
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4.5 Advancing the Inqoiry Researcb Acts

It is one thing to identify the progress being made in a research enterprise by

aualyzing the data after the fact. It is quite another ta see that progress in the

making. In addition to three ways 1 [AlisoDlSigma) had suggested for making our

progress visible so that we could see our own progress (i.e., recording and

reviewing video tapes; having and transcribiDg discussions of our research

questions, and making conceptual research maps), another way was 10 think about

our ideas in writing. In class philosophy 1 [Judy) referred ta this practice as

"thinking-in-writing" and in this particular year with my students we called the

products ofsuch activily "blurbs" - named after the enticing invitations 10 read on

the backs of books.183 A corresponding qualitative research method as described

by Anselm Strauss is that of "memo" writing (Strauss 1987, p. 18). In the

Co-researching Stories some co-researchers wrote 'blurbs' as a way ta advance

their inquiry into a particular issue or problem and tbese 'blurbs' 1 surface as

research acts akin to the writing of 'memos' .

Writing Research 'Blurbs' or 'Theoretical Memos'

When written specifically for researcb PUlPOses, our class philosophy

practice of 'blurb' writing is analogous 10 wbat Anselm Strauss referred ta as

writing "theoretical memos".

'Blurbs' a.~ 'memos'

Theoretical memos. Strauss described the writing of 'theoretical memos' as

a way of keeping traek of and continually linking and building up of theoretical

ideas" (Strauss 1987, p. 18). He also explained such memos as "writing in which

183 ln my current cla. philosophy practlce we now reter to such thinklng-in
writfng as -Meditations·. 1 changed the lerm trom 'blurbs' after noticing
striklng slmilaritles between our 'blurbs' and excerpts trom Meditations by
René Descartes as clted in an article by Anthony Kenny in The Oxford
IIlusll8ted Hlstory of Weslem Phllosophy (Kenny 1994. pp. 114-15). Not only
Is the term 'medltatlon' more suggestive of phllosophy, but It had the added
adYantage ln a French Immersion school of being billngual.
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the researcher puts down tbeoretica1 questions, hypotheses, summary of codes,

etc., - a method of keeping track of coding results and stimulating further coding

and a1so a major means for integrating the theory" (p. 22). He identified eight

different kinds of theoœtical memos each of which had different features and

funCtiODS.164 He then added that memos vary consiclerably

• • • by phase of researcb project and given additional variety by the
personal styles of the researcber's thougbt, as weB as by bis or ber
experience with the phenomena onder study and witb the research
itself; also, by whether the œsearcber is worlting alone or witb a
panner or teammates. (Strauss 1987, p. 110)

After providing examples of many different kinds of memos, Strauss added, "Of

course this does not exhaust the entiœ range of memo types, but it suggests

something of how and when varieties of memos are written, as weil as how they

fonction in research projects" (p. 129).

How memos are wrinen. The description Strauss gave of how memos are

written reminded me of the ''thinking...in...writing'' blurbs 1 had taught my

philosophy students to do (Kyle 1983b). For example, when Strauss said,

"recollect that waiting for the muse to appear is not the model here" (Strauss 1987,

p. 109), it reminded me of my instructions to my students not ta think be/ore they

write, but to record their thoughts as tMy OCCUT. And when Strauss taIked about

how "one can fœquendy sense the hovering presence of memos which arise out of

codes and ideas generated in seminar, consultation, and team sessions", when he

wrote that "such sessions must soon be followed by a jotting down or typing out of

the summary or the thoughts stimulated, just as individual researchers need to

interrupt their data collecting and coding to write memos" (p. 109), and when he

described mema...writing as "scattered 'bright ideas' . . .or just thinking aloud on

paper for purposes of stimulation in orcier 10 see where that thinking will

lead...", 1 was reminded of my instructions to my students to be ready, willing

and able at any time to write a blurb whenever they were inspired by an idea worth

•

164 For more on the dlfferent kinds of memos Strauss identlffed. see Strauss 1987,
Chapter 5. They included the followlng: initiai, orienUng memas; preUmlnary
memos; memo sparka; memos that open attacks on new phenomena: memos on
new categories; iniUal dlscovery memos; memas disUnguishfng between two 0 r
more categories; and memos extandlng the ImplicaUons of a borrowad concept;
additional thoughts memos; taklng off from preYious memas; the lntegralive
memo; and the organizlng, summary mamo presantad at team meetings to
prompt discussion.
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exploring. Just as, aœording 10 Strauss, "grounded theorists are trained ta write

memos regularly - olten from the tint days of a research project - and in close
conjunction with the data coUectiDg and coding" (p. 109), so my students had bad

regular class philosophy experience with blurb-writing from the tinte they were able

to write.

Blurbs and memos as internal dialogue. Noting that memo-writers are

engaged in a "continuai internal dialogue", Strauss œcommended that researchers

engage in memo-writing whether they work aloue or with otbers.

Even when a researcber is working alone on a projec~ he or sbe is
engaged in continuai internal dialogue - for tbat is, after ail, what
tbinldng ÎS. When two or more researchers are working together,
however, the dialogue is oven. In aDY even~ the memos are an
essential part of those dialogues, a nuuûDg record of insigbts,
hunches, bypotheses, discussions about the implications of codes,
additional thoughts, wbamoL CumuJatively, the Dlemos add up to and
feed into the final integralive statements and the writing for
publications. (Strauss 1987, p. 110)

Linking 'memo-writing' with internaI and externaI 'dialogue' and 'discussion',

Strauss paid particular attention to "this kind of higbly co-operative, even closely

collaborative dialogue" as "empbasized by the American Pragmatists (especially

Dewey and Peirce), whose tbinldng pervades the grounded tbeory approach 10

qualitative analysis" (p. 110).

Of course, this working together, discussiDg cootÎDually together, does
oot al ail preclude disagreemen~ sbarp debaIe, even full-fledged
argumenL [t does put a premÎUJD, bowever, on the ultimate faith in the
working agreements to result in "payoffs" for ail the partners. (This
is we even when the partnen are an in one researcher's head, as he or
she works alone.) (Strauss 1987, p. 110)

Sïnce the tbinking ofPeirce and Dewey also "pervades" Pbilosophy for Childreo, it

is hardly surprising that children cxperienced in tbat program would take readily 10

the internai dialogue of memo writing in their research practice.

Research ftmctions of blurbslmemos. Wheœ the description of memo

writing for research purposes differs from that of blurb-writing in class philosophy

is in the research orientation of the twelve "mies of thumb" for writing research
memos Strauss has provided (Strauss 1987, pp.127-128) and in the

comprehensive uses of mema.writing in relation to working with data. For

example, Strauss talked in general tenDs about writing many memos during all

phases of the research.
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From lime to lime they are taken out of the me and examined and
sorted, whicb results in new ideas thus DOW memos. As researcb
proceeds to later pbases, memo writing becomes more intense, more
focused, and memos are even more frequendy spark.ed by previous
memos or sum up and add to previous research. Bath examination
and sorting produces memos of greater scope and conceptual density.
(Strauss 1987, p. 18)

And be taIked about the IOle of memo-writing in Iater stages of the researeh process

asfollows:

Later !Demos will incorporate the results of the (early, frequent and
Iater, occasional) microcoding; focus on emerging major categories
and tbeir œlationsbips witb eacb other and the minor categories;
struggle witb whetber to cboose one or more core categories;
integratively summarize previous memos and coding' suggest
pinpointing bits of data ta fill out lut points in the analysis; and 50
on. (Strauss 1987, pp. 109-110)

In the Co-researching Storles we did not use our blurb-writing in such an

intensive research-oriented way. Altbough 1 was weB aware of the potential of

blurb-writing for research purposes, one of my Sigma tension issues was to what

extent 1 should make tbis link wilh or for my co-œsearcbers. 1 knew thal blurb

writing was a class philosophy aetivity whicb they enjoyed and found ta he useful

for discussion purposes. However, bath in class philosophy and in our research

sessions 1 was also wary of imposing written aetivities on the cbildren given my

perception that students tend ta consider tbem - negatively - ta be 'work'. For

the Most part, therefore, 1 settled for ligbt-banded prompts and encouragements and

preferred ta sec what, if anything, they wouId produce - preferably on tbeir own

initiative.

Team meetings as memos. Strauss also wrote about "a special kind of

memo writing which can occur when two or more resean:hers are discussÎDg either

data or just ideas that pertain 10 joint researeh".(Strauss 1987, p. 130)

Team meetings as memos. There is a special tmd of memo writing
which cao occur wben two or more researcbers are discussing eitber
data or just ideas tbat penain to joint research. In effect their
exchange can result in coding (new categories discove~ relationship
amODg categories discussed). or a number of generative questions are
raised, hypotbeses are suggestecl. comparisons are made and pernaps
explored. This Idnd of discussion can even occur betwccn a solo
researcher and an understandiDg coUeague, but usually it bas more
focus and tbmst if it occurs repeatedly between or among research
aromates. Tbereafter. one of the participants olten will write a memo
based on DOtes or memories of the session. .• (Strauss 1987. p. 130)
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Although we weœ not concemed with 6coding· our data in the way in wbich

Strauss advocated, in the C~esetl1'ChingStorles theœ is a sense in which Staci's

talking bear, Cotton Candy, CID be seen as a fonn of 'coding' for the idea of

'communication with one' person. And just as Strauss described, our Cotton

Candy code was the result of intensive discussion between two or more

co-researcbers which in tum resulted in al least two co-researcbers taking the

initiative ta write "thereatter" blurbs (tbeoœtical meUlas) based on tbeir memories of

the discussions and in attempts ta sort out the issues discussed.

Co-re,eGrchi"g Storie,

Theoretical MemoiDI Research Acts

Although blurblmemo writing wu not a œgular feature of our

C<H'eSeaJ'Ching, there were otber examples a1most ail of wbich weœ done on the

children's own initiative. Only on one occasion (Storles 6: Col/Qborating

Cooperatively - Session 44) did we all sit down and write blurbs together in an

effort ta come 10 tenus, finally. with the question of whether we should use

'coUaborative' or 'cooperative' for the 'c' in CPI. On tbeir own initiative Staci and

Ferrari produced additional examples of doing philosophy (in writing) wbich 1

surface here as research acts of theoretical memo writing.

Example 1: Staci's "Tallcing Bears!" (revisited)

The 'blurb' in the Prologue which Staci wrote beginning in Session 12 (and

continuing over five non-consecutive sessions) is an example of how cbildren with

philosophical eXPerience explore ideas in writing as a way ofdoing research - and

also how such inquiry cao sustain a ce>-researcber's interest over time.

Two sessions alter our "Cotton Candy [Cwlf' discussion in Session 10,

usmg a computer. Staci began 10 type '7a1king Rean!" as a way 10 explain to

others (and to think more herself) about Cotton Candy and 'communication with

one' issues.185 On ber own initiative each time, Staeî worked on this written

version of her argument until she felt il was œady for the Data Fde.. The data she

recorded on ber computer log carel indieate tbat she worked on it during five

165 See the Prologue. p. 1.
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n~nsecutive sessions spending a total of two bours (120 minutes) on it

beginning in December and ending in Marcb.

Date Tlme T'UDe T'UDe
(Cumulative) Started Flal.bed

92.12.10Th 10 3:50 4:00

93.01.211b 40 3:25 3:55

93.03.10We 60 3:25 3:45

93.03.111b 95 2:55 3:30

93.03.181b 120 3:00 3:25

Figure 18. Staci's computer time log card

These data indieate that Staeï began ber blurb in the last ten minutes of Session 12

on Thursday, December 10, 1992. Six sessions later (Session 18) sbe worked on it

for thirty more minutes in the last balf bour of the session. Theo it was not until

March that sbe worked on it again. In Session 26 sbe worked on it for twenty

minutes, in Session 27 she worked on it for thirty-five minutes, and in Session 28

she spent twenty-five minutes finishing it and making a print-out for the Data Ftle.

'7a1king Bears!"

In her four-paragraph blurb Staci began by addressing the reader directly.

Then, in a narrative voice, she told the story of wben and bow ber bear began ta

talk. Next, still addressing the reader and still in a narrative voice, she told the

research story of how Cotton Candy came up in (and later came to) DRG. In the

third paragraph she used the Cotton Candy story to theorize about 'talking ta

yourself' and 'communication'. And in the fourth sbe stated ber conclusion.

In "Talking Bears!", Staci articulated a position which she had already

worked out. UnIike other blurbs in which one works out one's ideas for oneself,

sbe wrote this for others who might be slœptical about the position she was taking

wben, in Session 10, she kept insisting tbat Cotton Candy had a mind of ber own

and really could talk. At the same lime, bowever, by writing a blurb for others, she

still had to account for possible objections to ber theory and provide plausible

explanations•
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When sbe introduced Cotton Candy in the fint paragraph for example, to

account for skeptical readers' probable doubts tbat tbere could he such a thing as a

talldng bear, she took eue 10 say tbat this bear is Ua very special bear" and that she

is '&Yery intelligent". So tbat there he no misunderstanding, addressing the œader

direcdy, she put those doubts into the reader's mouth 50 that she could then insist

tbat her bear is "an exception", tbat she is fla stuffed, talking bear", and that, "No,

she does not bave a talle buttant...

In the second paragrapb, as if ta autbentieate her bear further, she provided

the date and circumstances ofCotton Candy's arrivaI and told the improbable story

of how "just like tbat" Cottan Candy started to taIk to her. Again, however, Staci

recogniRd that the skeptical œader might not believe tbat and 50 she accounted for

possible objections again by explaining tbat at first Cotton Candy "wasn't that great

al talking". This Pel'IIlÎtted Stacî to admit tbat "1 helped ber with her voicett
• Even

after two years of 'ialking more and more", sbe admitted further that Cotton Candy

had "developed a very selective vocabulary" as if ta allow for the condition that

there are some things that Cotton Candy CID not say.

In the tbird paragraph Staci was ready to explain what ail this has to do with

our DRO research. Again sbe put doubts on the table wben she told bow everyone

started to laugb when she brougbt up the subject of ber bear. Then, again, she

addressed those doubts and revealed the researcb œlevlDce by identifying the

research question that sbe and Ferrari had discussed in relation 10 Cotton Candy: "Ys

it communication ifyou are making the voice'?" Then, continuing the story of how

Cotton Candy aetually came ta DRG one day, she said, '~veryODe saw that 1 taIIœd

ta ber", and then added, "but tbey could also see how 1 carried on a conversation

with my bear" (my italics).

At this point she came clean and admitted tbat 10 speak 10 a stuffed bear is ta

speak 10 "yourself' when, again acknowledling possible doubts, she wrote, UI
guess tbat some PeOple don't think tbat baving a conversation with a stuffed bear

(yourself) is communication". Thal was the first time Stacî equated talking ta your

stuffed bear with talking ta yourself. However, when she finished tbat sentence,

sbe also related talking ta your stuffed bear with talking to someone else: ''but it's

li/œ your having a conversation with someoDe eue" (my italics). Theo, œcognizing

that the same applies ta talldng to yourselfwiIhout a bear, she articulated the theory
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tbat was driving her whole argument: "Even if you're just talking to yourself, you

are communieating ta yourself, and rnakjng thoughts fit into place..."

Finally, she CODcluded ber blurb by upholding her original view when she

wrote, ~'Bear, or no bear" (i.e. taIldng ta a stuffecl bear or talking 10 yourself), "1

still believe that talking to yourself is communication".

Although Stacï may appear in this blurb ta he simply defending her ready

made opinion, from an 'inquiry' perspective, by doing sa in writing sbe bas taken

care to include and account for doubts and possible objections al ead1 step of the

way. Writing the blurb helped ber ta confirm the view she had been championing

by laying out ber argument for ail ta see (including herseif, presumably). Wbat 1

found particularly interesting was how writing the blurb also enabled ber ta 'admit'

for the first time that when talking ta ber bear she was taIldng ta herself while al the

same lime integrating this point inta a wieler theory of doing sa as if sbe were

taIldng to someone else.

Example 2: Fe"ari's homework (revisited)

Other examples. The tbree blurbs tbat Ferrari did for bomework166 have

many of the characteristics of theoretical memos as described by Strauss. He wrote

them as a way of keeping traek of, linking and building up tbeoretical ideas. He

wrote as a researcher, about tbeoretical issues arising out of our researcb, and for

the purpose of advancing our inquiry. They were a way for him ta integrate the

theory pertaining to whether and how CPI migbt he coDSidered ta he applicable to a

person thinking by and for him/berself. They were written following DRG team

meetings as a way of making sense of and furthering the work we ""ere doing

togetber. And they show three different ways in wbich Ferrari worked on the ideas

we had discussed regarding discussion as communication (with one or more) in

relation to our œsearch questions.

168 see S8ssion 19: Maldng Progreas - 'Homeworlc'. Impromptu Interviews & a
-Msxf..Map· in Stories 5: Maldng '/nqulry ProgresSe
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'Concept Mapping' or 'Using Operational Visual Devices'

In addition 10 writing worth in bluTbs as a way of seeing and mtJ1cing

progress, in the Co-researching Stories we also used graphic means. Much latert

again wbile reading Qualitlltive Analysis for Social Scientists (Strauss 1987), 1

was struck by paraUels 1 recognied between our DRG practiœ of maldng research

maps and guidance Anselm Strauss provided œgarding the use of "operational

visual devicestt
• 1am thinking of the "Step Chatt" Daisy made and used as a way to

help a discussion make progresst the seventeen œsearch maps we made wbich were

an outgrowth of my previous experience with concept mapping, the research notes
and diagrams tbat individual co-researchers made in their steno pads on tbeir own

initiative. Next 1 outline SOlDe of tbose paraIlels from both a phi10s0pbical and a

qualitative research perspective.

Before beginning, however, one important difference to note is tbat Strauss

was writing from the perspective of a research teacher. It was he who made the

diagrams and otber visual devices during research seminars and individual

consulting sessions as a way of belping bis gnduate students advance tbeir carly

attempts to analyze tbeir data and also ta show tbem how to use such visual

devices. In the Co-researching Stonest acting more as co-researcher [Alison] tban

as principal œsearcher [Sigma] or teacher [Judy], 1did not make resean:h maps for

my students and 1spent little âme showing how to do them. When 1 [Judy] brought

my prior experienœ with 'mapping tbinkingt 10 the project, Daisy showed

particular interest in it and over the course of the project we al1 worked out our

research mappÎDg method togetber by domg iL

Concept mapping

Early in my first year of implementing Philosophy for Children with Grade

Pive cbildren (1981), Iœcognized tbat we needed not only 10 say but also to 'seet

our ideas. This is consistent witb the first step of the Philosophy for Children

methodology which is 10 mate vistble the ideas chlldœn mise after reading the

philosophical children's novel by writing tbem on a blackboard and schematizing

tbem in sorne way by linking ideas tbat go togetber with lines, arrows and circles.

The Philosophy for Children maœrials for teaehers include a varidy of ways to
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represent ideas schematically. In my early classes we wrote our ideas on large

sheets offlip-cbart paper commonly used in elementary schools while more œcendy

1do tbis on overhead projector transparencies.

"Mapping thinlcing". Il was when 1 conducted a worksbop in Lacrosse,
Wisconsin with Pbilosopby for Cbildren colleagues Richard Morebouse and Pieter

Mostert tbat 1 leamed of a specifie technique Picter referred to as ''mapping

thinking". As part of tbat workshop, participants viewed a video-taped discussion

by one of my own Grade Six classes on the tapic of "Children's Rights" and

atterwards Pieter led us through an exercise of 'mapping' the tbinking that we

peteeived in the video tape. In his article titled "Mapping Thinking" wbich formed

part of the special feature we did for AnIIlytic Teaching (Kyle, Morehouse, and

others 1985), Pieter Mostert reproduced the introductory material which he

provided for this session (Mostert 1985). Later 1 read more about concept mapping

in Leaming How to Leam (Novak: and Gowin 1984), a classic œfeœnce in this

are&; and still later 1 leamed of an extensive litenture associated with concept

mapping in science edueation.187

'Mapping' metaphor

The metaphor of 'mapping' has been used by analytic educational

philosophers working with concepts and also by œsearchers cbaracterizing

'research' .

Philosophical concept mapping. My first encounter with the metaphor of

'mapping' with regard 10 concepts 1 cao trace back to my initiation to 'doing

philosophy' and my reading ofIohn Wilson's Thinlcing with Concepts:

•
187

Questions of concept seem queer, because it is Dot clear how we
should set about answering such questions. 'Are ail men equal?' How
could one answer this? How does one start? Wbat would count as a
proper answer? The whole thing is mysterious. 'Equal?' Wbat do you
mean, equal? EquaI to what? EquaI in wbat? Wbat would be the point
of saying that all men were equal, or tbat they weren't? Under wbat
circumstances would one want to say either of these? Wbat practical
consequences would foUow if one did? ••. We get the impression of a
tangled bail of string which bas 10 be caœfully UDwound, of a great
püe of different objects wbich bave 10 he soned, or of a large area of
country which we bave to map. ~dson 1963/1987, pp. 14-15)

1 am gratetul ta research coIleagues at the National Foundatfon for Educational
Resean:h ln England and Wei.. for provldfng me wIth • science education IIst of
185 reterances related ta concept mapplng.
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Wilson found the simiIe ofa map 10 be panicularly pertinent saying that, "Making a

map of a pieœ of country, liJœ leaming ta deal with concepts, is essentially a

process of becoming more self-conscious in relation ta one's normal environment".

Even though "we may bave rued the country for some tîme, in the sense that we

bave passed through il, and got ta know our way around in il", Wilson went on,

we bave not become conscious of it "in the way tbat one needs to if one is going ta

make a map of it". A1though "we can find our way from one town to another, and

we may know that some parts of the country are hilly, others wooded, and so on",

he noted, "...wc cannot sketch it out on paper with anyaccuracy, because wc do

not know the country in that particular way". Theo, "Similarly," he said, "we

have ail our lives worked with words, used words successfully to communiC8te

with our fellows; but we have not become conscious of the meanings of words"

(p. 15).

A few ycars later, Richard Peters, noted British analytic philosopher of

education used the same metaphor in the very first line of bis classic book, The

Concept ofEducation.

In exploring the concept of education a territory is being entered
where theœ are few signposts. To use Ryle's phrase, the 'logical
geography' of concepts in the area of education bas not yet been
mapped ... Il is not surprising, theœfore, that in presenting ... what
amounts to a bird's eye view of the contours of this territory. 1 have to
rely mainly on my own pœvious attempt to map it. (peters 1967, p. 1)

Judging by the presentation of these ideas in their respective books, the 'concept

maps' bath Wilson and Peters bad in mind were tbemselves metaphors in a

different sense in that, unIike geographica1 maps whicb are schematic and consist of

lines and shapes and words, the idea of a 'concept map' was prescnted in words

omy by these two edueational philosophers.

Mapping as a metaphor for 'research'. In a section tided ''Wbat is

research?" in their self-descnbed "How To Research" guide, Experience.

Research, Social Chonge: Methods /rom the Margins. Sandra Kirby and Kate
McKenna used the metaphor of mapping to descnbe what researchers do in

exploratory research:

Researcbing is like embarking on a voyage of discovery. As the
voyage takes place, the researcher maps or chans the process of
exploration. (Kirby and McKenna 1989. p. 43)
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Using the example of exploring Canada, they said tbat if you were ta cœaIe your

own maps as you went, you would he doing researcb. Kirby and McKenna went

beyond Wilson's analogy of becoming conscious of your normal environment

bowever, when they used the metapbor of mapping to refer ta the necessity ta maIœ

cboices during the process of exploratory map-making that they saw as 'researcb'.

How can tbis territory be best explored? You migbt choose to use
only public roads. You would then limit your exploration to !hose
areas where roads bave been established. You would not be able to
access many remote communities. Given these restraints, you might
choose to explore the country in different ways. Cboices must be
made about what pans of the country are more important to explore
than others and how you can record wbat you are observing on your
explorations. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 43)

Noting that, "Good researcb includes making observations, recording them fully,

reporting on them in an understandable way and distributing the information ta

otherstt
, Kirby and McKenna used the metapbor of drawing a map to speU out the

cbaracteristics of what they saw as 'good researcb':

Suppose you record your observations by drawing a map. Them are
many different ways of drawing observational maps •.. as many ways
as there are ways of observing. A map with clear descriptions and
conclusions would be better than one that consists of speculations.
Good maps provide enougb information to adequately describe,
explain and generate further questions about the mapped ateas. Poor
maps are those which are deciphenble by onty a few people and
which do not describe the terrain clearly 8nough to be of easy use.
(Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 43)

Theo, drawing the paralIel between a researcber and an explorer even more tigbdy,

they noted that the same skills are oeeded by bath: "A researcber needs the skills of

an explorer: goad eyes, goad ears, a clear mind and a vision of the land to he

explored. The researcber a1so needs a method for recording herlhis observations

and a facility for constructing goad "maps" (Kirby and McKenna 1989,

pp. 4344).

Map as metaphor for our own thinldnglminds. Unlike the philosophers

and researchers just cited who considered the map ta be a metapbor for sorne

extemal territory to be explored and articulated. Mostert conceived of the map as a

metaphor for OUT own thin/dng and our own minds.

As wc use maps to find our ways in the empirical world, wc also 
metapborically - design and use maps for our mental world.
(Mostert 1985, p. 14)
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"In order to understand our thinkiog, we use ail kinds of metaphors", he explained

adding tbat, "One ofthe metaphors is the idea of a 5map': the mind is conceived of

as something spatial in which our thoughts are located and where connections of ail

differeot kinds are established. The process of thinking is conceived of as the

travelling along these connections from one thought to another" (Mostert

1985, p. 14).

By this account the metaphor of a map is a rM1Itai device that we use in

order ta help us understand. This could explain why Peters and Wilson settled for

verbal 'maps' of concepts. However, elaborating 00 the point tbat we conceive of

our minds as something spatial, Mostert pointed out that wheo we want to think

constructively '~e have to map our thoughts out and visualize the connections

between them" and he went on to cite some expressions we use in language which

testify to this:

Expressions like uOn the one band •.. ", "On the other band . . . ",
"From this perspective .•. ", and "Look at it a bit more closely" or
" ... from a different angle" ail suggest tbat a main part of our
tbinking is the struggle for a ~atial organization of our thougbts. One
way of representing tbis organiZatioD is a map. (Mostert 1985, p. 14)

Further, Mostert pointed out how maps can have a 65double function" in relation ta

our thinking: "We cao use a map, but we CID also make a new one - for ourselves

or for others, in daily life or in schoal teaebing" (p. 14). And he made a move

away from verbal ooly maps when he said that, 6~Ctures, diall'alllS, schemas or

tlowcharts cao function as such maps" (p. 14).

It is this ge1lerative function of maps that maIœs the metaphor especially

interesting for research purposes.

The fonction of maps is neither illustration nor the addition of new
information. They provide us with a "leader" witb which we can
organize numerous bits of information. They enable us to keep our
minds organized, Dot ooly as far as new information is concemed, but
also in the integration of new knowledge (facts, concepts, mies,
methods, etc.) into the previously acquired knowledge. Because
thinking involves a permanent process of reconstructing the old mind
in the ligbt of new contributions, maps tbat guide and lead us in tbis
wk are indispensable. (Mostert 1985, p. 14)

We do oot only use maps to reproduce, ta describe, ta report; but we also need

them to help us to generate ideas. thoughts, connections - to construct &new'

knowledge.
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The 'mapping' that we did in the C~'esarchingStories was a combination

of both concept and research mapping as described here. The conceptual 'territory'

we were mapping was 'discussion for leaming' and as part of our exploratory

research pracess we cœated our own maps. In our many research discussions we

created verbal maps of discussion for leaming concepts we explored; and in tbat

process we also created schematic researeh maps.188

Map Characteristics

Map characteristics. Five cbaracteristics of mapping tbat Mostert

mentioned are worth keeping in mind with regard to mapping tbinking for research

purposes. First, he stated tbat mapping is an indirect and partial representation

of reality.

In an indirect, metaphorical sense, the line on the map "is" the road
that bas been mapped. But the road can be mapped in several ways
and what counts as a road depends on the chosen approach. (Mostert
1985. p. 14)

Second, he pointed out that as representations of reality, there are differences

between the map and the reality it represents since not everything is mapped and

even though "it guides us by means of what is left out", at the same time it can only
give us a partial view of that ofwhicb it is a map.

That becomes clear when we compare different maps of the same
are&. AlI may be correct maps. but nevertheless they show different
structures. This depends on the elemeDts that are selected (warerways
or roads), the purpose they are supposed to serve (for driving or
walking). and the perspective from which they have been designed
(wbat is on top. what at the bouom). These characteristics are also true
for mental maps. (Mosten 1985. p. 14)

A third cbaracteristic is that "unlike writing, mapping proceeds in a non-linear

fashionn and that "ail kinds of spatial relations are allowed with only a few words.

Moreover, one can look at a map as a whole and see many relations al a time

(p. 14). Fourth, Mostert noted that different maps cao he drawn of the same area.

Tberefore il is impottant to compare them and see wbat they add to
each other 50 that we cao acbieve a more complete map - one that
does not al the same tilDe confuse the structure of the mapped area.
Fortunatelyt it is quite easy to compare different maps (in contrast ta
comparing different writings) because we cao look al them from some
distance and view them as a whole. (Mosten 1985, p.. (4)

• 168 see Appendix B: CtHeseatt:hlng Stodes A_arch Maps.
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Fifth, cautioning that "there is a serious danger of misunderstanding the metaphor

of a map", Mostert noted tbat it represents both content and process - or in my

terms, IDEAS and INQUlRY.

Il is [a] misconception that a map only represents knowledge, not
(mental) acts. A map a1so contaïns decisions of how to proceed: bow
to continue the investigation; wbere to search for more clarity,
evidence, or arguments; how to distinguisb the essential from the
accidental ete. A map makes visible bath our tbinking resuIts and our
tbinking processes. (Mostert 1985, p. 14)

And he eoneluded by saying, "It is important to recognize bath functions 

especially in the analysis ofclassroom discussion" (p. 14).

In the Co-researching Stories, the 'research maps' we construeted also

have these five characteristics: (1) They are indirect and partial representations of

the 'reality' of our investigation; (2) we did not map everytbing and they are ooly

partial views of that whieh we did map; (3) when we made them we proceeded in a
non-linear fashion, they repœsent our inquiry spatially with few words, and one

can look al them and see many relations al a âme; (4) sometimes we drew different

maps of the same are&, we compared the different maps in an effort to achieve more

complete maps, and we viewed them from a distance in an effort to view tbem as a
wbole; and (S) we used our maps to make decisions regarding bow ta continue our

investigation, and therefore they represented ·'bath our thinking results and our

thinking process" (p. 14).

"Operational visual devices"

In Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists, Anselm Strauss ·'present[ed]

students and researcbers with a systematic metbod for interpœting 'qualitative

data' ..." with "SPeCial emphasis...on how 10 develop theory through

qualitative analysis" (Strauss 1987, p. il. An important part of this method

involved the use of ·'operational visual devices" such as diagrams, matrixes, tables

and graphs - some standardized and '~ of the repertoiœ taught in graduate

scbool or absorbed whüe reading teebnicalliterature" - and others "invented wbile

struggling with bow 10 give specifie data a greater conceptual order' (Strauss

1987, p. 143, my italics).
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While acknowledging that, "Whether one uses tbem or not undoubtedly
retlects personal tbougbt styles and predilections for various types of imagery",

Strauss pointed out that "they are designed to bandIe, or at least to get more

understanding of, a particular problem" (p. 143). He described some of the

"working functions" of such operational visuaIizations as follows:

Even as spontaneous scribblings, they cao sugest ways to get off the
ground during various stages of the researcb. They cao give
visualizations of wbat's going on with the pbenomena onder scrutiny.
They can yield rougb working models in visual forme And they cau
jog faded memories about ''Wbere wu 11" alter severa! days away
from one's desk. A1so, these operational visualizations cao sum up the
gist of a given work session, 50 tbat laler one cao more easily stan.
from there. . .. Still others suggest new concepts and boles in
conceptualization, just because the researcber is able to stare at and be
stimulated by a diagram, a matrix, a table of items. These ail belp our
thinking about comparisons and theoœtical samples. (Strauss 1987,
p. 143)

Such graphic means were useful to researchers who used tbem, Strauss said,

because of how they "allow[ed] their analysis of data ta caIl out in themselves

diagrams, ete., which 'fit' the particular bit of datum under current scrutiny"

(p. 143) and also for how they cao "help researchers ta visualize quicldy, and

suggest 'next thoughts'" (p. 144).

Strauss cautioned against overuse of such cievices, however, saying that,

'70 employ them too often must surely reduce the POtential tleXlbility of thought
processes, and so of the analytic process" (p. 148). And he added that theœ is

"some danger that . .. valuable data can be l05t in the transfer into graphie

representations"; and also that, ''This is an additional reason why sucb

representations cannot fonction in analysis as the sole cmiers of infonnation but

must be supplemented by theoretical memos ... " (p. 148). He therefore

recommended the use of (a) different kinds of visuaJizalions for different kinds of

problems; and (b) a variety of visual means 10 ensme analyses and presentations

which are '~ore imaginative, more freely engaged with the data themselves

(p. 148). Summarizing, Strauss provided six "ru/es of rhumb pertaining 10 this

combination of memo writing and graphie representation" and he advocated that,

"Sînce these representations CID measurably help analytic operations9 researchers

sbould attempt to develop skills using them" (p. ISO)•
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Making œference to Strauss in their introductory ten for qualitative

researchers, Bogdan and Biklen also included the use of visual devices on their list

of ten suggestions of ways to "make analysis an ongoing part of data collection"

and as a way "to leave you in goad stead to do the final analysis alter you lcave the

field" (Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p. 154).

Graphics and chans sucb as diagrams, continua, tables, matrices, and
grapbs can be employed in ail stages of analysis from the planning to
the finisbed prodUCl. They vary in sophistication from rougb stick
figures drawn on a piece of scrap paper to very carefully drawn
professional models. Some visual devices are mere scribbles in
fieldnoœs that express relationships or arrange insigbts YOD are
gleaning. (Bogdan and Biklen 1992, p. 163)

They œfened ta such visual œpresentatîons as "primitive doodling" and

acknowledged that their use "olten helps you to visualize complexities that are

difficult to grasp with words". Furthennore, '''lbey CID help summarize your

thinking for presenting fmdings to others..." and, also recognizing tbat some

researchers never use such devices, Bogdan and Biklen nevertheless œc:ommended

their use for bath ongoing and fmal analyses (p. 164).

Research maps as visual theoretical memos

In researcb seminars »> visual elements can funber analysis and
function as a type of theoretical memo. (Strauss 1987, p. 149)

Next, following Strauss, 1 portray our DRO research maps as visual
theoretical memos. Drawing parallels between our research map-making and the

qualitative research practice ofmaking 'operational visual devices' (Strauss 1987), 1

consider first how our researcb maps weœ "operational" visual devices; second,

how we were "dimensionalizing" when we weœ making them; and third, how they

fit the description and served the purposes of"integrative diagrams".

Operational: moving inquiry forward

Operation.' visual devices. When Strauss referred to visual

œpresentations as "operational" visual devices. il was ta convey that they advance

the inquiry both in general and specific ways. For example he wrote of ''using

graphie representations, especially diagrams. to clarify for myself what CID he done

analytically with the presented data". He would "sketch diagrams of wbat seems

salient...usually elaborating or modifying the diagram when classroom
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discussion brings out additional features". Sometimes he put bis diagram on the

blackboard, "intending it to function as a summary of the total discussion; or to

show sorne steps that have been missed in the discussion". Or he would put the

diagram up earlier ''when a discussion is floundering" in hopes of giving "a more

useful direction to the discussion". Other times a diagram "cao fonction to set the

initial direction of the seminar discussion". Or, midway through a discussion a

visual representation could "show the students tbat they bave concentrated only on

certain featuœs ofthe data" and could generate questions about what next to explore

(Strauss 1987, p. 149).

ln shon, the teaebiDg diagrams ... fonction as operational ones, since
they serve to move the collective analysis along. (Strauss 1987,
p. 149)

The maps in our C~rese(,JTCh;ng Storles were a1so 'operational' in this

sense. Although we were not working with ''presented data" in a researcb seminar

situation, in our philosophical debDerations our maps a1so helped us to clarify

concepts (and relationsbips between them) for ourselves. They belped us to see
what "seems salient" and we made and modified our maps as appropriate during the

course of our discussions. At the end of a mapping session our maps too
funetioned as summaries of our discussion. And sometimes we used them in the

initial stages of subsequent sessions to identify what we had missed and 10 decide

what next 10 explore.169

Dimensionalizing

The achievement of "conceptually dense theory" is one of the main

objectives of the "grounded theory" style of qualitative analysis which Strauss was

teaehing; and "dimensionalizing" is a "work process" he taugbt as a way to furtber

that end. There is a paralIel to be drawn between the process Strauss referred ta as

'dimensionalizing' and the philosophical practice of 'making conceptual

distinctions'. Indeed, in a glossary of major terms, Strauss referred to

"dimensionalizing" tu ''making distinctions":

•
169 See e.pecfally our u.e of reaearch map. to sort out .imilanUe. and differences

between 'cooperatlon' and 'collaboratlon' ln 840: Explonng Exemples 
'Collaboratlve' or 'Cooperative'? (Map 13) and 842: Sortfng out our Confusion
(Map8 13 & 15) in Storie. B: Collaboratlng Cooperative/y..
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Dimensionalizing. a basic operation of mating distinctions, whose
products are dimensions and subditMnsions. (Strauss 1987, p. 21)

Although in the Ctrresearching Stories we did not use such tecbnical terms, we did

engage in distinction...making activity wbich corresponds to wbat Strauss caIls
"dimensionalizing" .170

In drawing parallels between 'dimensionalizing' while generatïng grounded

theory and the 'distinction...making' which is involved in making operative visual

devices such as our resean::h maps, Strauss described at least five common points:

fust, both depend on "generative questioning" (Strauss 1987, p. 17); second, the

distinctions made are "provisional" (pp. 14-15); tbird, the provisional distinctions

lead to "directed inquiry" (pp. 15...16); fourth, both involve "making comparisons"

(p. 16); fifth, "personal experience" is considered ta he an important source of

ideas and comparisons in making the distinctions (p. 15); and sixth, both

"stimulate theoretical sensitivity in the service of generatîng theory" (p. 17).

Generative questioning. With regard to the imponance of "generative

questioning" for both 'dimensionalizing' and 'research IIUlP'"'making', 1 was

reminded of Philosophy for Children community of inquiry practices when Strauss

wrote about: (a) the raising of generative questions as "essential to making

distinctions and comparisons" and 10 "tbinking about possible hypotheses,

concepts, and their relationsbips" (Strauss 1987, p. 17); (b) how generative

questions "stimulate the line of investigation to profitable directions", how they

"Iead to hypotheses" and "useful comparisons" (p. 22); and (c) generative

questioning as "a skill at thinldng in tenns of variations, that never settles for one

answer, but always p:':~es on..." (pp. 272-273). In our class philosophy

exPerience these corresponded to our practices of generating questions which

capture our attention as the first step after each new reading. They corresponded 10

"Questions Arising", a class philosophy practice wbereby we often hegan a new

discussion topic by brainstorming as many questions from the tapic as possible as

a way to interpret the meaning of the question, to explore its possibilities and to use

as points of entry iota the discussion. And it is similar 10 the questioning wbich

occurs as an integral part ofour dialogic philosophical discussions•

170 see Co-researchfng Stolfes: Makln" Progre88 R_rch Acts 18ter in this
8ectfon.
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Provisional distinctions. Strauss wrote about bow 'dimensionalizing~

distinctions are "provisional" as foDows:

Our observations lead us to make a provisioual distinction (which may
or may not tom out to be significant after further research)... The
basic operation of mating those distinctions is dimeras;onalidng. But
since further distinctions can be made - eitber by tbinking about
previous observations or makîng new ones - the process of
dimensionalizing will continue. That is tenned subdimensionalizing.
Subdimensions may a1so be generated analytically by questions that
soooer or later will accor ta us about some of tbose distinctions.
(Strauss 1987, p. 14-15)

In class philosopby and ORO terms tbis is analogous to the useif..corrective" aspects
of community of inquiry discussions (for leaming) and 10 the l'tentative

conclusions" we reach in our inquiries, always williDg to revisc them in the light of

furtber deUberations.

Directed inquiry. According ta Strauss~ provisional answers (or in our

terms 'tentative conclusions') to questions generated are what give an inquiry

dilection by in tom generating new questions.

Those questions are given provisional answers - that is~ tbey have the
status of bypotheses. Some may be cbecked out by further
observations or interviews. But now the researcher cao be more
directed than previously in makîng observations and doing interviews.
He or she is likely to realize (recognizing wben observing) that »>
and so will interview around chat hypothesis. Or Ihinking about »>,
the researcher may either ask »> for exampJes of wben »> - thus
eliciting relevant data - or be on the Jootout for »> in tenns of
further conditions »> . (p. 15)

The udirected inquiry" Strauss bad in mind here is empirical as indieated by bis

reference to the researcbers being "more directed tban previously in making

observations and doing interviews". However~ he was also interested in achieving

uconceptual density" in data analysis, and bis remaries also apply to conceptually

directed inquiries.

This line of reasoning can lead to further subdimensionalizing and
furtber questions and provisional hypotheses. Thus, for connections
that become disconnected more or less easily: »> . (p. 1S) »> Tbese
questions and hypotheses and distinctions MaY not tom out to be
"rea1istic''l; but if they are. then further di'ect~d inqlliry will tell the
researcher: yes - no - maybe; as well as, why. (p. 16)

It is in the conceptual sense that our class philosophy and DRO inquiry

uobservations"~ "hypotheses" and "interviews" were direded by virtue of our
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self-eorrective procedures and our tentative conclusions. In particu1ar, from the

point in Session 9 when 1 made the Sigma decision to make explicit use of my

phrase 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' u a possible description of 'discussion

for leaming', we began ta direct our inquiry towards the five conceptual elements

of 'discussion', 'leaming', 'collaborative', 'philosophical' and 'inquiry'.

Maldng comparisons. For Strauss there was a tight relationship between

the empirical and the conceptual in bis "grounded theory" style of data analysis and

this was manifested in the systematic method of "constant comparison" which he

advocated.

"Grounded theory is based on a COllc~pt.indicator model, which
diœcts the cOllc~ptulJl coding of a set of ~mpirical itulicators. The
latter are actual data, such as behavioural actions and events, observed
or described in documents and in the words of interviewees and
informants. These data are indicators of a concept the analyst derives
from them, at fint provisionally but Iater with more cenainty."
(Barney Glaser as quoted in Strauss 1987, p. 25, author's italics) 171

Compared 10 the grounded theory method which features making empirical

comparisons (by "conceptual coding of a set of empirical indicators"), our

'discussion for leaming' or 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' method involved

making conceptual comparisons based on empirical observations from our own

experience. For example, when Strauss wrote that, "1be directed inquiry will also

very naturally and easily lead the researcher ta ask: Where cao 1 find instances of

'x' or 'y'1" he wu refening to researchers going out into the field to collect more

relevant empirical data.

The teehnical term for this is th~or~tical lampling - for the researcher,
alter previous analysis, is seeking samples of»> guided by his or her
emerging (if still primitive) theory. This sampling is bamessed at least
implicidy (explicidy by the experienced researcben) to making
comparilons according to various subdimensioDs. Thus, the
researcbers may compare, either"in imagination" or tbrougb their
own experiential data,... (Strauss 1987, p. 16)

In the Co-researching Stories. guided by our "emerging (if still primitive) theory"

which we œpresented symbolically as "D4L=CPI?", we made comparisons bath "in

jmagination" and "through our own experiential data" by tbinking about our class

philosophy and DRG discussions in relation to our emerging tbeory as we worked

on how to understand each of the five conceptual elements (~discussion',

• 171 Quoted by Anselm Strauss from Barney Glaser's TlJeoretical Sensltlvlty~ 1978.
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'leaming', 'coUabontive', 'philosophicar and 'inquiry'). As 1 explained eartier,

this was our conceptual form of what Strauss referrecl to as 'theoretical

sampling' .172 In 'dimensionalizing' terms, for our research purposes we

subdimensionalized 'discussion for learning' inta three subdimensions when we

inquired as to whether we considered each of the terms of 'collaborative

philosophical inquiry' to he appropriate descriptars for 'discussion for leaming' .

Our metbod also differed from the empirical approach Strauss was teaching,

however. Whereas Strauss wrote that having already thought about tbeir emerging

theory and seeldng instances of il, researchers "cao go funher afield and say, make

(or discover) comparisons between what happens when..." (p. 16), in DRO we

did not "go further afield" ta find instances of discussion for leaminglcoUaborative

philosophical inquiry. Rather we looked for them and made our comparisons by

reflecting on our own common class phüosophy experiences of discussions for

learning and we produced new instances of discussion for leaming when we

reflected reflexivcly on the discussions wc were having in DRO.

Personal experience. Strauss emphasized the imPOrtance of researchers

reflecting on their personal experiencc, or as he put il, "our experiential data" while

dimensionalizing or making distinctions:

Ali of these subdimensions, subcategories, and questions come Dot
ooly from inspection of fieldfmterview data but, undentandably from
our experiential data. .. (Strauss 1987, p. 1S)

Examples of personal experiences Strauss provided included "from watching

others", or "reading novels or autobiographies or nonfictionalliterature" (p. 17). In
our DRG case, 1 would add from watehing television or wbat 1 [Sigma] coded as

"retroactive television WatchiDg [RETROTV]" when interpreting our data.

Theoretical sensitivity. Fmally witb regard to dimensionalizing, Strauss

made the points tbat when "diœcted by bis or ber tbeorizing" a researcher samples

widely by dimensionalizing and making comparisons beyond the imJnediate focus

of the research, and that 'The PUlPOSe of tbinking about those comparîsons is Qot to

pursue a more encompassing theory...in general, but ta stimulate theoretical

sensitivity in the service of generating theory ..." (Strauss 1987, pp. 16-17,

my italics). As our DRG data show, my ccrresearchers did Qot make distinctions

172 se. 3.5 ·Sampling' in Chapter 3. Methodology Matters.
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for their own sakes or 10 see how many tbey could do. Rather, as an indication of

their understanding tbat we were doing 'research', they demonstrated a sensitivity

to the theory we were generating througbout - during the course of discussions173

and in the "operational" process ofmaking research maps.

Integrating

Of the eigbt steps of the grounded theory "research process" which Strauss

described. the fifth one he mentioned was "integration":

Which dimensions, distinctions, categories, linkages are "most
important", most salient - which, in sbort. are the core of the evolving
theory? (Strauss 1987, p. 18)

Strauss noted that "tbis issue becomes soIved during the course of the inquiry", tbat

it "actually begins primitively and provisionally with the first linking up of

dimensions, categories, ete.", and that it "becomes incœasingly more certain and

"tigbter" as the research continues" (p. 18). And in a glossary of major terms he

provided the following definition:

Integration. the ever-increasing organization (or articulation) of the
components of the theory. (Strauss 1987, p. 21)

At the same lime Strauss also said that "conveying how integration happens is not

easy" and settling on "the core calegory or categories that will œst hold togetber

(1ink up with) all the other categories - as they are related 10 it and 10 eacb other 

will take bard work and perbaps special techniques 10 put 10gether in a convincing

fashion...n (p. 18).

Our Co-researching Stories equivalents of 'core categories' were not

established inductively from empirical data as in grounded theory. Rather they

'emerged' conceptually when (in Session 9) we agreed to work with my alternative

phrase 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' and see if we thougbt it to be an

appropriaœ way 10 describe our common experience of 'discussion for leaming'.

We then bad two 'core categories': 'discussion for leaming' (D4L) and

'coUaborative philosopbical inquiry (cpn. Then, by "isolating questions of

concept", the first technique of conceptual analysis which Wl1son descn"bed, we

identified five conceptual component ~eategories' ('discussion' , 'Ieaming' ,

• 173 se. especially Session 11: -la this phllosophy we're dolng right now?· in
Stories 4: Llvfng and Leaming.
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'collaborative', 'philosophical', and 'inquiry') eacb of whieh we "dimensïonali'œ(f"

to see ifour D4L=CPI theory would "hold together".

lntegrative diagrams. One of the "special techniques" in the integrating

process Strauss wrote about is tbat of making one particular kind of "operational

visuaIization" or "graphie representation" (p. 149) whieh he caIled "integrative

diagrams". And he Iisted some of the resean:h functioDS tbat integrative diagrams

serve as foUows:

They include al least:

• helping to pull together what you think you a1ready know;

• thereby contributing to analytic and psycbologica1 security;

• stimulating you to foUow through with the implications of the
diagram;

• clarifying what you do not know (i.e., gaps in your knowledge or
understanding), and 50 stimulating the next steps in filling gaps;

• acting as a toucbstone tbat allows you to relate new analytic
advances to the main line of your previous analysis. (Strauss 1987t

p. 171)

Wben 1 read tbe "rules of tbumb" Strauss provided for the making of

integrative diagrams, 1 recognized some of our research maps 10 be "integrative

diagrams" and 10 bave served many of the same functions. For example, Strauss

noted how an integrative diagram "helps to give a clearer picture of where you

have come from in the research...", how it "puts togetber into a larger pattern,

however provisional, a lot of otherwisc scatteœd materials - or scattered sense of

those materials - into a sense that this project 'bas really gone somewhere' or tbat

'We really bave something hem tbat makes the total study impottant or al least

interesting'" (Strauss 1987, p. 185, my italies).

Second, an integrative diagram "gives direction to the forward thnut of

the research. .. not only for psychologieal reasons but also for analytic reasons".

And "examined carefully, but sometimcs even casually, the diagram helps you to

see what is lacldng in your previous data collecting, coding, and memoing"

(p. 185, my italics).

488



•

•

•

And third, Strauss recommended tbat tbere should he a succession of
integrative diagrams over the course of the project: "Bach diagram should

incorporate not only the preceding one, but also the new analyses done since the

1atter was drawn" (p. 18S). At the same time9 however9 he counseled that, "Ibe

number of such diagrams sbould not he numerous: You must not he obsessive

about 'lœeping the analysis all tagetber' every minute or al every point in the

project" (p. 18S).

When Strauss aniculated the steps in integrative diagramming by describing

an aetual work session with a studen~ foUoWÎDg the student's lead, he made

fœquent use of the 'map' metaphor - particularly in descnbing the initial pbases of

this work. He began by saying, '-ne purpose of tbis session as enunciated by the

student was to map out salient areas in the data. ta get an overview, before going

into greater depth later..." (Strauss 1987, p. 172).

DuriDg the conference9 the analysis tums largely around the
unforeseen evolution of an integrative diagram. Its initial version
emerges quicldy, during the first minutes of the session, and gradually
becomes revised and more elaborate as the analysis fills in possible
relationships among the main diagrammatic elements, and adds DeW
elements and relationships. The diagram provided visual stimulation,
loo, which belped VÎsuaJjzarion of some of those possible
relationships. AIl tbat amounts to saying is tbat the total analysis got
systematically furtbe~ that integrative steps were taken9 and
categories were rendered more precise and analytically powerful. The
session is notable also for the speed and cumulative development of its
analYtic evolutioD. Of course, this fint productive iDtegrative session
was foUowed by the student's funber anaIytic sttuggle, leading to new
diagrams tbroughout the course of ber investigation. (Strauss 1987,
p. 17~ my italics)

This description could have referred to our first map. Sïnce we did not know about

'integrative diagrams' wben we condueted our research, our production of Map 1

was also an "unforeseen evolution". Ours too emerged quickly - too quickly for

sorne of the co-rcsearcbers who made a point of saying so on several occasions.

Ours too was subject ta revision and benme more elaborate during the course of

the mapping as we considered possible relationsbips among the main diagrammatic

elements. Ours 100 provided visual stimulation and our systematically funbered our

interpretation. And ours too led ta new diagrams throughout the course of our

investigation - some ofwbich also served integrative functions.
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Black boxes. Wben writing about making operational diagrams Strauss

used the term ''black boxes" (in both noun and verb fonn) to refer to concepts or

diagram clements which were in need of "opening up".

And occasionally, Midway or so during the two-hour session, 1 put a
diagram on the blackboard to show the sbldents tbat they bave
concentrated only on cenain features of the data, askiDg them: "What
would you like next to explore?" Or, "This relationship is left
UDexplo~ so wouldn't you Iike to taekle that?" Or, "You have
developed terms for these concepts now, but riais one is just a name,
you bave blackboxecl its contents - how about focusing on that
next?" (Strauss 1987, p. 149, my boldface)

Sometimes he used these terms 10 refer to what needed 10 be done to further an

analysis and other times he wouId instruet a student to "black box" a relationship in

order 10 concentrate on a different aspect before retuming to the blackboxed concept
Jater.

Let's put tbat aside for a minute, black box that relationship and go
on and talk about this ...work and wbat wu involved in the otber
lânds of work..• and did it feed the mapping enterprise? If so, How?
(Strauss 1987, pp. 174-75, my boldface)

Either way, "Just as with the operational diagraJDS, black boxes will need 10 he
opened up, relationships between them SPeCified, clarified, and supplemented" he

wrote (p. 18S). Altbough we did not use the term 'black box' in our work,

Ferrari's questioning of Einstein is one of our own equivalents of black boxes

which became 'operational' issues in ourresearcb.

Multiple integranve diagrams. On the issue of what to do with many
different diagrams or maps, Strauss had this ta say:

There should Dot be an aggregate of multiple diagrams but successive
ones. Bach Iater one should incorporate elements of earlier ones; or
altematively, the larger, more summarizing diagrams should
encompass most of wbat is sketehed in the earlier diagrams... In
short, the diagrams should cum"late in SDowball fashion ...[and] past
diagrams should either he integrated jmmediately into the next ones,
or reexamined periodically for inclusion into the next "big" one.
(Strauss 1987, p. 278-9)

Our biggest Co-resetlrching Stories map was our first one and from it we generated

other maps based on our theoœtical sampling and black boxing decisions. This

yielded a cumulative collection of maps which was not quite an "aggregate of

multiple diagrams". However tbey were not "successive ones" either for they were

not in any particular orcier. Indeed one of our &integrative' tasks was 10 assign a
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sequence to tbem as we worked on identifying what to do next or what needed

more attention. Sometimes tbat orcier was cbronologi~ (which maps did we do

befote which other maps) and other limes it followed a conceptuallogic.

When, 1 read the above adviœ Strauss gave (several yean after we bad

completed our DRG researcb), in a Sigma memo 1 noted tbat one "big diffeœnœ"

between our research maps and the approach Strauss was œcommending wu tbat

our maps were done U as 'objects-to-tbink-with' on the fly as opposed to later and

in-retrospect". Then in the same memo 1 noted tbat "Strauss advocated just this"

wben he added the following:

Furtbermore, the making of such diagrams should become a replar
feature of the research. BegiDners especially need to force tbemselves
10 diagram »>. Altbough some œsearcbers are more visually minded
than others, il is a goadi~ anybow, lo gel into the routine of trying
10 cumulate successive memos early. (p. 279)

And 1 went on to retlect tbat l6J would now see this as not a 'feature of' but as part

of 'what it is 10 do research' - a subtle, fine distinction - but an important one?"

- another moment that contributed ta my growing sense of a more explicit role for

pbilosophy in qualitative research [PbQLR]. If such diagrams requùe

dimensionalizing (distinction-making) and serve conceptual meaning-making

purposes, then philosophy bas a contribution to malte. For example, in response 10

the remarie Strauss made thal, "Beginners especially need 10 force themselves 10

diagram•..", in anotber Sigma memo 1 registered my surprise when 1 noted how,

by contrast, my young co-researcbers had taken to mappÎDg "easüy and with little

training". And in the same memo 1 noted further how we did not have ta "gel into

the routine" of making such diagrams but rather tbat it "became a regular research

aetivity" because "we needed 10 'see' our progress". At the very least it is

conœivable tbat il was our philosophy experienœ with the distinction-making tbat

is involved in making diagrams tbat accounts for the relative eue with which we

took to research mapping and adopted it as a research practiœ.

Research fimctions served by integrative diagrams. With regard to how

useful diagrammjDg can be as a research practice, 1 recognized SOlDe of the reseaœh

functions our maps had for our research in retrospective notes by Leigh Star. a

student of Anselm Strauss•
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The diagrams have functioned in two ways: first as sort of resting
places in the process, places ta de op loose ends, take a cIeep breatb,
and feel (al leut for a wbile) tbat some order had been brougbt 10 the
chaos in the MOuntains of data; second, as ways of ferreting out
unseen connections, unthougbt-of-relationsbips. It's tbis second
fonction 1 want ta tait about bere. (Strauss 1987, p. 179)

Just as we began eacb of our maps with a single word or phrase followed by

questions and comments by one or more cc:HeSe81'Chers, 50 Star described ber

diagramming process as beginnjng "with a phrase of single code..." from wbich

"severa! kinds of questions would come from Anselm.•.or from students al tbat

point" (p. 179). Then she went on to say that these questions "formed the 6tendrils'

out from the original idea - arrows and boxes showing connections..."

(p. 179) just as our dialogjc discussions during ~making led us ta explore

connections usÎDg "bubbles" linked by lines and arrows. She aIso wrote about how

the diagrams made over the course of the research 6'appear as records of questions,

blind spots, and gaps•.." and she referred 10 the collection of diagrams as a

'~ 'story' of the tbesis process", one which served as "a useful organjzational

taol" as she began "the final write..up of this material" as it belped to keep ber "close

to the data" (p. 179). So too our research maps bave served as a visual short-band

for the conceptual 'territory' we covered and mey weœ very useful 'road-maps' to

and from the data on the video-tapes of the mapping sessioDS.

How difftcult to leam. To œtum to the point about bow difficult it is to

leam how to make integrative diagrams, Strauss descnDed the skill of integrating or

"how to make everytbing come together" as a "complex process" and "the MOst

difficult ta leam"; and he stated further that "the inexperienced œsearcher will Dever

feel secure in how ta complete an entire iDtegration until he or she bas struggled

with the process, begjnniDg early and encling oo1y with the final write-up" (Strauss

1987, p. 170). It was when 1 œad wbat Sttauss wrote next tbat 1 [Sigma] reali7ed

that although in the Co-r~$~tlChing Stori~$ we were making 6integrative diagrams'

in which we worked on making everything come together, we were domg tbis in a
diffeœnt way from what Strauss was talking about relative ta bis 'grounded theory'

method.

Perhaps the integration is more difficu1t for grounded theorists
because they cannot integrate tbeir researçh by opting for "story
lines," œsting only on a conceptual framewo~ or on severa! themes
or on a few concepts, or on concepts 1bat are not carefully related to
each otber in the total analysis. (Strauss 1987, p. 170)
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Wbile writing about our co-œsearching s'orles, in my Sigma interpœtation 1 did

opt for "story Iines" as 1 selectecl and interpreted data foUowing a cbronological

arder within each data trajectory and over the report as a whole. Also 1 have rested

primarily on ICa conceptual framework" [D4L=CPI?] consisting of "a few [five]

concepts". Although both methods have an emphasis on conceptual work in

common, that need Dot mean that they are congruent.

"Am 1 domg 'grounded theory'?" 1 asked myself in a memo 1 wrote at the

time. "If DOt, what other kinds of QLR [qualitative researcb] are theœ?" Then, in

the same memo 1 wrote, "Is tbis what Bronwyn Davies did?" tbinking about ber
'etbogenic' account of '-rbe research aet" in Life in the Classroom and

Playground: The ACCOlDW of Primary School Childrm (Davies 1982b). For

various re&SOns, 1decided it was not. And 50 it was in moments sucb as these tbat 1

reaUzed that the kind of integralive diagrammiDg we were doing withollt dif/iclIlty

bad 50 mucb in common with otber fonns of qualitative researcb without heing a
separate form of it.

Finally, Strauss noted tbat the integrative features of memo writing are

"correspondingly, the Most difficult to convey" saying tbat tbese include "how the

important categories are kept doggedly in analytic focus, and bow that focus is

embodied in a sequence of memos" (Strauss 1987, p. 170). And he advocated the

use ofboth "memo sequences and a succession of operational integrative diagrams,

togetber, cm help to keep the cumulative analysis mucb more orderly - and more
clear, in the researcher's head" (p. 170). Becluse ofmy [8igmalJudy] œluctance to

require or expect my co-researchers to write in our after-school resean:h seUing

unIess tbey chose to do 50 tbemselves, we produced more operational diagrams

(research maps) tban we did memos (blurbs). However, we did enough to satisfy

me tbat my young co-researchers were capable ofboth.
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Co-re,ellrchinK Slorie,

MùmgPro~HsRHUfthAcU

It was in Session 13 wben Daisy and 1 started 10 try out diffeœnt graphie

ways to represent what wc weœ trying to do that wc began 10 consider using the

"operational visual device" of concept mapping for sncb research purposes such as

working out our lOBAS (content), deciding which ideas to wode with next

(theoretical sampling) and lœeping track of our progresse In Session 17 we made

Map 1 - CPI, our "maxi map". However, due to complete audio-visual equipment

failure in tbat session, in Sessions 18 and 19 we reconstnlcted wbat we had done in

Session 17 'for the record' .

"Dimensionalizing", "integrating" and "black boxing"

To show how elosely our researeh map-making corresponded to making

"operational visual devices" - botb in how we CODSb'Ucted tbem and in the

research purposes tbey served - 1 interpret selected data from our reconstructions

of Map 1 in Sessions 18 and 19 (Stories 5: Maldng flnquiry' Progress). In

particular 1identify inquiry moves we weœ maldng which are analogous to œsearch

aets which Strauss referred to as "dimensionalizing" and "integrating". In

Session 18 it was 1 [Alison] who made those moves (with interventions by

Whoopy and Staci) when 1tried to œcapture what we bad done when we made our

fust map. In Session 19, however, it was primarily Einstein and Ferrari who were

'dimensionalizing' and 'integrating' - entirely on thcir own initiative. It was only

near the end of Session 19 tbat 1 [Alison] joined their discussion which was already

in progress in the library.

Alison's inarticulate interptetation ofMap 1 (SI8)

After Aracbnid and Ferrari had done their 'imaginary friend' and 'haviog a

discussion with your good side, your bad side and your mind' explanations of our

first map, 1 was not satisfied tbat we had descnDed Map 1 - CPI weil enough for

those who bad not attended DRG in Session 17. So when it was my [Alison's] tom

on the Startup list, in rather inarticulate fashion, 1 tried 10 explain what we bad tried

to do myself sincc no one eIse was offering to do 50.
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1Just want to acid one more thing about thls lB »> What we're

trying to do is - what we started out »> the clay befora [111]. •• figura

out how to do - 50 we JUst made a start, okay? So thls [CPq lB »> the

kind of discussion hl WB do in philosophy cIa8a and we'ra trying to

figure out »> and W8 took 'Discussion for Leaming' and we started off

with IWo circles and we Just went from thera. We had a discussion and we

trfed to draw - what we weN saying. So - when we talked about

'Discussion' we - we figured out that there were three kinds of

discussion: one-person discussions, small-group discussions, large

group discussions. Then, ORG counted as a smaJi-group discussion,

okay? And one-person discussions we had two examples of that Over

thera we talked about Leaming -

Dimensionalizing and subdimensionalizing. This is as good an example

as any of how inarticulate a teaeher can seem to he when ber words are recorded

'live' (Walker and Adelman 1972, as cited in Hammersley, 1983, p. 160.). At the

same time, however, it is also an early attempt at "integration" - of trying to take

stock of where we were; al "provisional" and tentative "dimensionalizing" ("We

took 'Discussion for Leaming' and we started off with two cùcles and just went

from there") and "subdimensionalizing" ("and we figured out that there are tbree

kinds of discussion: »> ") at this relatively early stage.174

UBlack Boxing". When al this point Whoopy voiced people's objections ta

how Einstein bad done the1Lëârïûng 1side of the map - too quickly and without

consulting anyone else - and when Staci asked if "cpr' is "Discussion for

Leaming", they were both painting to what Strauss referred to as diagram "black

boxes" - concepts or diagram elements which are in need of being opened up.175

These are examples of bow my c<H'eSe8I'Chers did not accept Einstein's or my

interpretations at face value. Rather, they were showing concem for the integrity of

the diagram and their own interpretations of it; they were demonstrating their

~sensitivity to the theory' we were generating.'76

174 Bee ·Provislonal distinctions· ln Research Maps as Visual Theorettcal Memos
in the precedlng section.

175 See -Black boxes" under -Integration· ln Research Maps as Visual Theoretical
Memes abave.

• 176 see Theoretfcal sensltivlty" under -Dlmensionalizing' in Research Maps as
Visual Theoretfcal Memos aboYa.
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Openïng a black box.. When 1 responded by reminding us about wbat the

letters of 'CP!' stand for, 1 opened up the black box Stacî bad asked about - but

only provisionally.

-clkay: 1contfnued, -weIl thafs what we want to »> sort out the

difference »>. This [CPI] lB the name that 1have given to what - ln

tryfng to get you to do - in cIass - .- [Stad: Yeah.] -- Okay? - It's

'collaboratiYe' because W8 work together; 1'8 -philosophical' because Ifs

about philosophy; and irs 'inquiry' becauae we question. We question.

We don't assume that W8 know [unintelliglble). [Stacf: 1guess il is.] »>

'Discussion for Leaming' il my simpler»> 1thought that [CPQ was a bit of

a mouthful sa 1thought !t's a simpler way. But ri\' question, ri\' research

question for you, for us il: Do W8 leam tram those discussions, and if 50

»> what do we Ieam? And what - are thera different kinds of

discussions only one kind of which is »> Iike that? Or 818 si klnds of

discussions -Iike that - that yeu leam from. [Volces overlBp].

Directing the inquiry. After giving this as one possible interpretation, in a

continuing anempt to "direct" our inquiryt 1 generated questions from it by inviting

my co-researchers ta make comparisons based on their own experience.177

Provisional and tentative dimensionalizing. Fmally when next 1

encouraged my co-researcbers ta make tbeir own maps and taIked about bow we

might revise them repeatedly, it was in recognition of the provisional and tentative

status of our dimensionalizing.

Einstein reconstruets Map 1 - CPI (S19)

"Multiple integrative diagrams". When 1 taIked to my co-researchers al

the end of Startup about the value of map-making in general and suggested that we

work on maps on a regular basis and tbat wc use colour c:oding ta distingujsb the

dates on which we made additions, here is what 1 said.

1would reaJly lb if once a week - or rœybe once in Iwo weeks

- we get the map out and W8 »> see 1we can makB progress - on il

The one that we startecl? Last week? »> And what ('m suggesting is that
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each Ume W8 add to it, W8 add in a differem colour and we date the

colours so that W8 œn see how the map changes over Ume. And there

may come a Ume when W8 want to change ft anogether. But when W8 do

that, that's when we reaDy gel a sense of where .'re going - and how

- and we gel inspiration? (LooIcs stFetr813 - and how what we'ra doing

- feeds imo the bigger picture.

Witbout rcaUzing it at the time, and before wc had made more tban tbis one map.

atter reading Strauss 1 recogllÎze<f that what 1 (Alison] was suggesting with these

words was tbat we use our mapping in a way wbich comes close to what he

œcommended with regard to making "multiple integrative diagrams": that ''there

should not be an aggregate of multiple diagrams but successive ones"; that "each

later one should incolPQrate elements of earlier ones"; tbat "altematively, the larger

more summarizing diagrams should encompass Most of what is sketehed in the

earlier dïagrams"; that "the diagrams should cumulate in snowball fashion

...(and] past diagrams should eitber he integrated immediately inlo the next ones,

or reexamined periodically for inclusion into the next 'big' one" (Strauss 1987.
p.278-9, author's italics).178

Einstein's integrative reconstruction of Map 1. When Einstein and

Ferrari went into the library ta video record Einstein's reconstruction of Map 1 for

the record, Einstein provided an "integrative" reconsb'Uctîon. Although he was al

eue with the "dimensionalizing" and the "sub-dimensionalizing" tbat the map

represented, there were also unrecognized 'black boxes' in bis explanations as, for

example, when he explained the connecting lines by using the phrase "from. . .we

get. . ." rePealedly and without going into a more subtle interpretation of the

relationsbips the lines represent.

(Standing up and poInting to the map.) From 1ONE PERSON 1we

can get 1DIALOGUE WITH A BEAR 1which was brought up by Stad, and

~ IMAGINAIRV FRIEND (sic) OR ANIMALS ~

177 See -Generative questioning-, -Provisional distinctions·. -Directed inquiry· •
-Makfng comparisons· and -Personal experfence· under -Dimensionalizing- in
Research Maps as Visual Theoretical Mem08 aboYe.

178 See -Multiple integralive diagram" under ·Integrating- in Research Maps as
Visuat Theoretical Memos above.
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And from ~ ONE PERSON 1you can &Iso gel ~ HAViNG ëj
PSCUSSION WITH VOUR GOOD SIDE OF VOU Mm THE BAD SIDE OF vëg

Wê VOUR MIND. lHAl'S THREE qHINGS) ~ - So you know Ifke

conscience.

And 1ONE PERSON 1aJso leada up ta CPI (Tumlng to look Into

the csmeta aga/n.) Weil thafs what we'. trying ta figure out. Uke, is it

'collaborative' talldng to yourself? Because you 818 only one person.

As he continued, Einstein made 'integrative' connections when he followed

the direction of the connecting lines in two directions as when he noted that~

HRSCN ( leads up toi cpt ~ And be made a udiœcted inquiry" move179 wben he

again said, "Well that's wbat we're tryiDg to figure out" i.e. uLike, is it

'collaborative' talking to yourself? Because you are only one person". Einstein

covered this part of the map 50 quickly and in such a free-association manner tbat
bis interpretation consisted ofnotbing but 'black boxes'. To bis credit, Ferrari was

not satisfied with this and he pressed Einstein to open some of them up.

Ferrari questions Einstein's mapping (SI9)

When Einstein reached tbis part of bis reconstruction he was at the part tbat

Ferrari (and Whoopy carüer) had said tbat other co-researchers present had trouble

understanding. So, still operating the video camera, Ferrari took Ibis opportunity te

ask him about il. "Einstein", he interjected politely, "1 have a question for you."

Einstein stopped and said, "Sure".

Ferr.rl You had1PROCESS ~ leading to' ESSAYS ~ When vou do
an essay, what is il - (He adjusts the position of the
camera sa he can...EInstein wh/le he taIks to him.) What
does il mean - by having an ESSAy oin - 1don't
understand wt8t you mean by PROCESS going ta
1ESSAVS ~ When VOu wrfte an essaJl, what kind of process
are you getting - by dolng that?

•

Black box and subdime1lSÏonaliz)ng. Wben Ferrari asked Einstein about

the '1 PROCESS Ileading to 1ESSAYS r' he was painting to another "black box"

because the two bubbles Einstein had picked weœ on opposite sicles of the

, LEARNING1side of the map such tbat the "IeadiDg toIt relationsbip between

179 see -Direeted inqufry' under -DimensfonalizinSf in Research Maps as Visual
Theoretical Memos above.

498



•

•

•

1PRoœsS 1and1ESSAYS ~ was based on a daisy-cbain of links 10 and tbrougb otber

bubbles. Altbough Einstein's response to Ferrari's question bad a quality of

'tbinldng on your feet' to il, undaunted by the question, he responded witb

confidence and as he did sa, he "subdimensiODaliRd" when he played witb subde

sbades of what it migbt mean to 'Ieam' (Le., you lcam in essays; you leam how to

do essays; you leun it, you leam /rom an essay, and because 'essay' means try,

you aIso leam 10 try or you leam by trying).'Iben Einstein tumed back to the map to

resume his reconstruction.

Summary

In tbis cbapter 1 argue that when children use philosophical discussion in a
research context, the 'inquiry moves' they are accustomed to make in class

pbilosophy discussions surface as 'research acts'. By tbis argument, 'to do

pbilosophy' in a research context is 'to do œsearch' directly and on its own terms

(in addition to byanalogy and by comparison ta other ways of domg research). In
making tbis argument 1note the close relationship between domg philosophy (in the

sense of doing conceptual analysis) and doing qualitative research (in the sense of

grounded tbeory). This is not to say tbat there is a one-bH)ne corœspondence but

rather that there are important areas of overlap.

In sections which draw on the Co-researching Stories 1 have identified

discrete pbilosophical inquiry moves 1 research aets and presented them in groups.

ln 4.1 Co·researching Stones Research Acts, following the sequence of the sets of

Stories as presented in Part Two, 1 surveyed the range and variety of class

pbilosophy inquiry moves tbat 1 identified' as surfacing as research acts and

presented them in six groups accordingly: i.e. 'Self-corrective' Research Acts

(Stories·lntroduction), Self-empowerment and Idea-building Research Acts

(Stories 1), PbiIosophical Interviewing Research Acts (Stories 2), internai

Dialogue Research Aets (Stories 3), Educalive Researcb Acts (Stories 4), Making

Inquiry Progress Research Acts (Stories 5), and Collaborative Research Acts

(Stories 6).
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Then, in sections 4.2 to 4.5, œflecting on the above œsearch aets in

different categories, 1 lOOk a closer look at how wben executed in a œsearch context

(class philosophy) inquiry moves surface as (qualitative) œsearch aets. For each of

these clusters of philosophical inquiry moveslresearch acts, with œfeœnce ta

relevant Iiterature, 1 commented on examples from the data of wbat it was tbat the

cbildren were alœady capable of domg as a way of surfacing the identified

'œsearcb acts' . At first 1 was primarily mterested in looking at these surfacings as a

'one-way-street' from class philosopby practiœ ta the œsearch context. However,

it was also the case tbat some (sucb as interviewing and mapping) did not originale

in class philosophy practiœ but came from a 'research' tradition. In such cases 1

argue that when cbildren with philosopbical experience engage in research ads sucb

as interviewing and mapping those 'research aets' surface as philosophical

'researcb acts' .

In 4.2 Research Actors 1 surfaced 'seif-corrective' and 'edueative' inquiry

moves as research acts.1n 4.3 ldea Building Research Acts, 1 surfaced 'generative

questioning', 'conceptual analysis questioning' and 'building on eacb other's ideas'

pbilosophical inquiry moves as resean:h acts. In 4.4 Philosophical Interviewing

Research Acts, 1 surfaced dialogical philosopbical inquiry moves as research acts.

And in 4.5 Advancing the Inquiry Research Acts 1 identified 'writing blurbs' and

'concept mapping' philosophical inquiry moves as research acts. Although 1 have

dealt with these philosopbical inquiry 'researcb aets' as if tbey were discrete moves,

tbat is not necessarily bow they occurred in the data. They were not Iilœ tools in a

toolbox that the co-researcbers selected and used or applied. The music metaphor

of transposition is useful bere for how it can suggest tbat in each context (class

philosophy or DRG) the c~œsearcbersplay the same (class philosopby) melody in

a new (research) lcey and ail its complexity. However, they do not only play one

note at a time but rather chords and progressions. It is the key tbat bas changed in

and for a cbanged enterprise. As children might say, It is the same only differenL
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ChapterS
Conceptuallnvestigations

To indwell means to exist as an interactive spirit. force or principle 
to exist witbin an aetivating spirit. force or principle. It üterally means
to üve witbin•..

This indwelling •.. is also retlective. To retlect is to pause and think;
to process wbat bas gone before. The qualitative researcber or
naturalistic inquirer is a part of the investigation••.but also removes
bimlberself from the situation to retbiDk the meanings of the
experience. (Maykut and Morebouse 1994, p. 25)

One of the consequences of "indwel1ing" in a project that involves doing

pbilosophy as a way of doing empirical research is tbat one retlects continually in

pbilosophical terms about what counts as 'research'. As indweller AlisonlJudy

co-researcher witbin the Co-researching Stories, 1 was constandy pausing and

thinking about how and wby we were doÏDg wbat we were doing and wbether what

we were trying ta do reaIly counts as domg 'research'. At the same time, as

indweUer Sigma1 was forever "process(ing) what has gone beforett not only in the

DRG project but also by retlecting on this project in relation to its two anteeedent

researcb projects (IFS and MRG) in my searcb for a compelling way ta argue tbat

our DRG work was indeed 'research' and tbat the cbildœn reaIly were acting as

co-researchers.

By conceptual investigation. As my tbird way of 'answering' the question

of how young children who are experienced in doing philosopby use pbilosophical

discussion as a way of doing researcb, Dext 1present examples of Sigma retlections

in which 1produced refined conceptual interpretations ofa variety of research raies.

In this chapter 1 replay, in chronologjcal arder, reflectiODS 1 engaged in during and

subsequent ta working with our co-research story data.. Unlike the previous cbapter

in which 1 draw explicidyon the Co-resetlTChing Stories data presented in Part

Two, tbis time, stepping back, 1 present my [Sigma] investigations into conœptual

issues wbich arose out of and were inspired and influenced by our Discussion

Researcb Group wade.
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In 5.1 On 'Co-research Participation', 1play out my recursive deliberations

as 1 worked on whetber and how the children in our story can be said to be

participating as 'co-researchers'. In 5.2 On 'Research Collaboration', building on

the work 1 bad donc on 'co-research participation', 1 œplay my further retlections

on the 'collaborative' aspects of our co-œsearching relationship while working

with the data for the 'collaborative' data trajectory. In S.3 On 'Transformative

Co-leaming' , 1 present retlections which 1 wrote as a way to think out and better

characterize what 1 [JudylAlison/Sigma], the adult co-researcher, was gaining from

domg this research with chlldren. And In 5.4 On 'Researcb' 1 present 'by analogy'

philosophical work 1 did when 1 tumed to Ludwig Wittgenstein for inspiration

while writing preliminary drafts of this dissertation - tbat is, after coming to see

that the claim that the children are domg 'research' by virtue of fitting a description

of what others do (grounded theory) did not go far enough and belore coming to

the further 'by sur/acing' position that this is research diœctly and on its own

terms.

S.l On 'Co-researcb Participation'

. .. when researching from the margins il is important to clearly
accounl for how and wby the œsearch is being done. and who is
heing researched.... In this way, the researcber is incorporated ioto
the researcb and is not left bidden from the process. (Kirby and
McKenna 1989. p.41·2. authors' empbasis)

Our co-research story included children not as researched 'subjects' but as

'human research instruments' and tbis raises methodological questions regarding

children's roles as 'researcbers' and also about similarities or differenœs between

their researcb roles and those of adult co-researcbers. To account for "bow and

why [our] research [was] heing done", md to provide a rationale for including

children as researchers, in Ibis section 1 explain how 1 used the IFS and MRG

anteœdent research projects and the philosophical notion of 'agency' to tbink out

the issue of co-research participation. W1uIt was being researched was the process

of 'discussion for leaming'; and the "who" of our co-research story, the ORO

co-researchers, were "incOrPQrated ioto the research" as processors ifyou will. The

question for our research, therefore, was DOt, '~o was being researcbed?" but

ratber "Who was domg the research?"
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Ta support my identification of the teaeher and student research participants

as 'co-researchers', 1 tried ta mate sense of our co-research participation by

exarnining the roles of the participants in' the IFS and MRO anteeedent research

projects in relation to our present project. In order to make distinctions regarding the

contributions of the participants in each study, 1 had ta think recursively. For

example, when 1described the research roles in the earlier IFS study 1 found that 1

used the terms 'œsearcbed' and 'researcher' in one way; but when 1 moved ta the

liter studies 1 saw nuances in researcher aetivity that 1 had not seen before and thal

prompted me 10 revise my description of the IFS roles. This is therefore bath an

in-retrospect and a recursive accounL It is "in retrospect" because 1 made these

decisions alter-the-fact using my rear-view mirror with 2().20 hindsight; and it is

"recursive" because decisions 1 made with regard to the liter studies caused me ta

revise tbose for the earüer which in tom prompted me ta revisit those for the later

again until 1 found a re5ting point. Engaging in tbis retlection led to a

re-interpretation of the participants' contributions to ail tIuee studies in terms of the

ways in which they may or may Dot have aeted as researchers and it a1so yielded a

discemible progression from the iust study (IFS) to the Most recent (DRO).

Research Agency

Since the term 'research participant' could refer 10 everyone involved in a

study, 1 looked for a way to distinggish researcbers from researched in a way thal

would avoid the "separation of researcher and researched" (Gitlin, Siegel, and

others 1989/1993, p. 200). One that would not mask the variety, complexity and

importance of what different research participants did and of how what they did

served our research purposes.

While re-interpreting the roles of the research participants in the anteœdent

IFS and MRG projects. 1 used a criterion of research 'agency' - a conception

which, according 10 Hospers, fits what we talœ ourselves to he (H0SPers

1953/1967, p.345), "namely, beings who act, or who are agents, rather than

things that are merely acted upon ... ".180 And 1 began by examining the active

conttibution that all research participants made by asking what each did in relation

10 the research purposes of each project. This led me ta recognize tbat sorne

180 Taylor 1983 as quoted in Hospers 195311987, p.345.

503



•

•

'researched' participants werc actually co-research 'agents' in the minimal sense of

"people who acf', "doers", "people who are capable of causing change, of getting

something done" (Avis 1982, p. 27).

Next 1furtber distinguished 'researchetr (participants who werc 'active' but

not research 'agents') from 'researchers' (participants who were 'active' and who

were research lIagents') by classifying their research activities as tbose of eitber

'data providers' ('researched') or of IIdata producersfmterpreters' ('researchers').

pe•• 'IDI"'QI'

• bllngs who

• daera

• people who Ile capable of caualng
change. of getUng sometNng

(Active but not
re"lrch 'agents')

(ActIve raearch 'agents'

•

Figure 19, Researeh Participation

'Researched' as Data Providers

While consttucting the eategory of IIresearched'. 1 asked of the data for eacll

of the three studics,~ or who was heing researched here?' and 1 looked

separately at the children, the teaehers and the process. 1eategorized as 'researched'

those who provided data by participating in the implementation of the research

design (by engaging in designated research activities such as completing paper and

pencil tests, heing observed in a discussion, or heing interviewed, for example).

Although the 'researched' may have been 'active' œsearch participants, 1 did not

count tbeir acts ofproviding data to he exercising research lIagency'. Re-examining
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the anteeedent IFS and MRO projects, 1 built on the notions of students and teacbers

as 'researcbed' ta the point where in DRG 1 expanded the eategory of 'researched'

(student and teacher participants) to include a process ('discussion for leaming') of

which the participants were the producers.

In the IFS project, the 'researched' were the students, their philosophy

teachers (indirectly) and the process of 'doing pbüosophy' in which they were

learning 10 engage together. Both chilclren and teachers provided (but did not

produce and/or interpret) data for this project. In the MRG project, the

'researcbed' were the students (but this time not their teachers) - and, indirecdy,

the process of 'doing philosophy' in which they were engaged. The MRG project

built on the IFS study in that, as data providers, the students were even more

researched tban in the IFS study: tbat is, they provided more data (three multiple

choice tests instead of one), more detailed data (classroom observations) and

di/ferent lcinds of data (individual interviews). It was during our MRG

explorations of the complexities ofchildren's philosophical reasoning that, for bath

practical and ethical reasons, we began 10 take seriously the idea that children could

and should participate more aetively in research on their own reasoning (Cbervin

and Kyle 1993); and that became a point of departure for the DRO study.181

'Researchera' as Data ProducerslInterpreters

While investigating the eategory of 'researcber', 1 asked of the IFS, MRG

and DRO data, 'Who was doing this research?' and 1 retlected on how what the

research participants did contributed to the research purposes in each project. 1
eategorized as 'researcbers' those who produced or interpreted data as they

participated in the implementation of the research design. For example, participants

who were interviewed and provided data in their responses 1 classified as

'researebed' (only) whereas 1 classified as 'researchers' those participants who

aeted as bath interviewer and interviewee or who participated in 'dialogic

interviews' in which bath interviewer and interviewee provided and produced

•
181 Detailed documents 1 produced while malcfng the distinctions regarding the

students. the teachetS and the process as 'researched ln the three studies are
on file in the DRG Research Files.
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data.182 Unlike ('researched') 'data providers' wbo may or may not bave known

tbat they were making an active contribution to research, data

producer/interpreters ('researchers') engaged in refiective research acts.

Using this concept of 'research participation' as 1 re-examined the

anteœdent IFS and MRG projects, 1 expanded my eategory of 'researchers' from
one which initially included only adults with academic credentials (in IFS and MRG)

to one (in DRG) which recognized teachers as researchers, children as researchers,

and teachers and children as co-œsearchers. In addition, 1 built on notions of

students and teaebers as 'researchers' 10 the point wbere in the DRG project 1

identified individual participants as sometimes researcbed, sometimes researchers

and sometimes both as they used philosopbical discussion as a way of doing

research.

Even though not designed as such, all three studies hac! a lot in common

with 'teaeber-as-researcher' œsean:h183 which has been described as œsearch

eondueted (a) by practising teachers, (b) on questions of their own ehoosing, and

(e) in relation to work with their own students (Wells 1993a). In the IFS study, 1

was the practising teacher who hac! responsibility for the project with rescarcher

assistance from two then doctoral candidates ('John' and 'Wikke') who helped with

project design, elassroom observations and data analysis. Two of the otber

practising teachers ('Debby' and 'Rhona') were not œcognized as 'researchers' at

all and it did not occur ta anyone !bat the Grades Four and Three ehildren could

participate as anytbing other than researched 'subjects'. When 1 examined the mIes

of each of the adult participants in relation 10 my emerging concept of research

ageney, 1 recognized both Debby and Rhona 10 he 'researchers' because their

participation in the training program and their implementation of the Pbilosophy for

Children program and associated research tasu served the purposes of this œsearch

sueh tbat the research 'ageney' of these teachers was a sine qua non of this project.

In the MRG project all four MRG researchers were practising philosopby

teachers who together pursued research questions of their/our own choosing -

182 see S06: Introductron to Research Intervrewrng -A VIslt (rom an EducalionaJ
Researcher rn Storles 2: Phllosophlel -Blossomlng-.

183 Emott (1988) traces the deveropment and definltfon of the -'eachers as
researchers movemenr from Ils origlns ln the British -Humanitles Project
(1967·72, L Stenhouse, dlrector).
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questions whicb had arisen in part from Elizabeth's and my teaching practice and

the anteeedent IFS œsearch - even thoup at the tilDe we were not aware of the

teacber-as...researcher literature, accounts of which were at that lime "few and far

between" (Bail 1985, p. 38). At first 1 thought that the only 'œsearchers' in the

MR.G project were adults and, with the exception of 'Elizabeth' wbo was one of the

four MRG researchers, 1 failed to recognize the children's teacbers as 'researcbers'.

However, when 1 re-examined the roles of each of the adult participants using my

concept of researcb agency, 1 decided that two 'researcber' categories were caIIed

for: 'researchers' for the three class philosophy teaehers of the children in the study

(Debby, Rhona and Elizabeth) because of the 'researcher' functions they Performed

when they implemented the MRO research design; and 'principal researchers' for

the four MRG researchers (Elizabeth, Judy, Michael and Stan) because of the

'principal researcher' functions tbey Performed and the responsibilities for the

research they shared. Elizabeth, therefore, counted as both 'researcher' and

'principal researcher' .

The MRO research raised two issues which led to the design of the DRO

study. One was Elizabeth's teacher and resean:ber role which prompted us ta retlect

on the distanced, 'objective' role of teachers in our MRO researcb and to endorse

the participation of teacbers as researchers in projects involving their own students

(Cbervin and Kyle 1993, p. 28). The other issue arose when, while listening to and

attempting ta interpret the cbildren's philosophical reasoning by listening ta their

explanations on taPe, we realiœd that we needed ta bave the children present ta

belp us ta 'read' their responses thereby raising the ethical issue of not consulting

the children direcdy during our data interpretation (p. 29). We tried ta imagine

what our MRO research would have looked like if the children had been involved in

detennining its focus and in playing a more active part in our collaborative inquiry?

(p. 29) and tbat is when we came ta the position that for ethical, political and

epistemological reasons, we now would no longer exclude children from parti...

cipating as research partners in future research related to them (p. 30).

It is for these reasons that our DRO project was designed ta he a

'teaeber/cbiIdren-as-eo-researchers' study condueted by a practising teacher in

collaboration with ber students, on questions of their own cboosing, and in

relation to their class philosophy work together. As the practising teacber, the only

aduIt, and the participant with academic credentials and a doctoral purpose, 1

['Judy'/'Sigma'] bad obvious 'researcber' and 'principal researcher' status.
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However, in arder ta recognize our participation as tbat of co-researcbers, 1

re-examined the roles of the œsearcb participants in aU tbœe studies using the

research agency criteria of data production and interpretation and decided tbat

two additional categories of œsearchers were called for: 'co-researchers' (for the

teaeher and childœn) because of the research functions we perfonned in common;

and 'Sigma Co-researcber' for the 'principal researcber' fonctions tbat 1performed

with and without my co-researchers.

'Researcher' Distinctions

While making distinctions regarding the research functions of the

participants in the three studies, 1 identified four sub-categories of 'researchers' as

represented by participant fonctions in the data: 'Researcbers' , 'Principal

Researchers', 'Co-researchers' and 'Sigma Co-researcher'. In what follows, to

describe how the ORO co-researchers participated in the analysis (Kirby and

McKenna 1989, p. 157), 1make subtle distinctions between our respective research

mies (how the research is being done and by wbom).

~Researchers'.Ta count as 'researcbers', participants bad to meet 'agency'

criteria by participating in one or more of the foUowing research functions:

• project implementation
• data collection, production, or interpretation

ln the two anteeedent projects, 1classified six participants as 'researchers': Wikke,

John, Debby, Rhona, Elizabeth and Vivian.184

~Principal researchers'. To count as a 'principal researcher', a participant

had to be responsible for one or more of the following:

• project design and planning
• securing researcb funding
• access anangements
• overseeing implementation
• data collection, production, or interpretation
• research reports, publications

In the IFS project the 'principal researcher' responsibilities were mine with

assistance from two academic 'researchers' (Wikke and John). And in the MRG

project, wc began with one 'Principal Researcher' (Stan), a funded research

• 184 Descriptions of the kfnds of researcher functfons these participants performed
in the three studies are on flle ln the DRG Re.earch Files.
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assistant (Michael), and two practising Philosopby for Cbildnm teaehers (Elizabeth

and Judy) wbo acted as unfunded 'consultants'. However, my re-interpœtation of

our mIes in tbat project according to the above criteria of research agency led me 10

œcognize ail four as 'Principal Researchers' among wbom the responsibilities for

the project were distributed.185

'Co-researchers'. To count as a 'co-researcher', one bad 10 collaborate

with other 'researchers' in the performance of one or more of the foUowing

œsearch functions:

• project design and planning
• project implementation
• data production
• data interpretation

1 assigned aU four members of the MRG research group and aU eigbteen participants

in the DRG study ta the eategory of 'co-researcher'. In our DRG research, all

eigbteen participants performed ail four 'co-researcber' functions. The seventeen

ORO children perfonned 'co-researcher' functions when tbey coUaborated in
(a) project design and planning - by belping to mate decisions during ORO

Startup sessions; (h) project implementation; (c) data production - by

participating in audio and video-taped research discussions, creating research

documents and mapping the progress of our researcb; (d) data management - by

helping to organize a data file and managing co-researcher responsibility rotations;

and (e) data interpretation - during the course of data production activities. And 1

[AlisonIJudy] performed 'co-researcher' functions when 1 too coUaborated in the

same researcb activities. It must be noted however tbat 1 was not a co-researcher in
the same way as the cbildren were since 1 was also 'Iudy' (tbeir class philosopby

teaeher) and 'Sigma' (the researcher responsible for the research) and that coloured

our relationship without mitigating our acting as co-researchers.

'Sigma' Co-researcher was the term 1 coined 10 account for my ORO raIe

which was a combination of 'Co-researcber' with my students and 'Principal

Researcber' with responsibility for the projecL Sigma co-researcher functions

included participation in and responsibility for the foUowing:

• project design and planning
• access and funding arrangements

• 185 Descriptions of the principal reaearcher funetions these participants performed
are also on file in the DRG Reaearch Files.
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• overseeing project implementation
• data production, management, interpretation
• research reports or publications

Like Elizabeth who aeted as bath 'Researcher' and 'Principal Researcher' in the

MRG study, as 'Alison' 1 funetioned as 'Co-researcher' as weIl as 'Sigma'

Co-researcher in our DRG project.

Since this was my doctoral research project, 1 was necessarily the DRG

'principal' researcher for the following reasons: (a) the ultimate responsibility for

completion of the research and submission of the report was mine; (b) since my

co-researcbers were volunteers, and sincc 1 had decided that 1 could Dot malœ

commitment demands on them, we were Ilot participating on an equal footing; and

(c) as a doctoral candidate, 1 was more likely to know more about what counts as

doing 'research' than my co-researcbers.

However, wanting to explore my co-researchers' capabilities ta do research

in the fullest possible sense, 1 resisted such bierarchical designations of my research

role relative to theirs as 'principal' or 'senior' researcher. Although respoDsibility

for the finished product was mine, 1 considered that ta he as much a fonction of

time and purpose than it was of the students' capabilities. It migbt not he that they

were unable to do it, but rather that we did not bave the conditions under which ta

find out if they could or not. Given the practicalities of the lime-line and the

availability of my co-researchers, their roles were necessarily limited to the data

production and interpretive activities that occurred during the course of data

production. Post production data intcrpretation has been solely my [Sigma]

responsibility sincc my co-researchers 'graduated' from elementary school and

were no longer available.

With regard ta (b) above, if we were 10 bave made ORO he an in-school

project and if we had had access 10 the resources of an academic research project

(bath human and material), who knows how far we could have gone'1 Perhaps then

my co-researchers would have been in a position ta make the commitment

necessary and in that sense we would have been on a more equal ('1) footing.

And with regard to (c), 1 considered the point about what it is to 'do

research' to he as much a pbilosophical one as il is a matter of prior education for

there is an important everyday sense in wbich 'ta learn' is 'to research'. 1 take the
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assumption tbat 1 would neœssarily know more than my c<Hesearcbers in Ibis

regard ta be just that, an assumption - a questiontlble assumption - one tbat is a

product of the bierarchical organization of education wbicb is predieated on the

notion that older is necessarily wiser.

Testinl my Co-research Participation Interpretation

To test my theory of co-researcb participation, 1 compare it to a contrasting

interpretation of researcb roles by Kirby and McKenna in wbicb tbey made

distinctions between 'the researeber' and 'the participants'.

The voices of the researcber and the participants usually differ in two
main ways. The fint is that the researcber IS interested in expressing
wbat a number of people think about a panicular experience or topie,
rather tban concentratîng on one individual description. The second is
that the researcber is Iikely to he eoncemed with discussing bow those
ideas fit togetber and bow weil sueb patterns explain the topie being
researcbed. (Kirby and MeKenna 1989, p. 162)

My interpretation ofmy students' participation as that of 'co-researcbers' collapses

the distinction Kirby and McKenna made between 'researcher' and 'panicipants'.

AU DRO co-researchers were involved in "expressing what a number of people

tbink about a particular experience or tapic" and althougb sometimes we

concentrated "on one individual description", we were not limited ta just one; and

we were ail "concemed with discussing bow those ideas fit togetber and bow weil

sucb patterns explain the tapic being researched" (p. 162).

Although tbere were sorne research functions wbich 1 [Sigma] performed

that the cbildren did not, they were still 'co-researchers' by virtue of wbat they did

do. When 1did bave to make a distinction between my participation and tbat of my

students, in order to minimize the distinction between our researcher functions and

to avoid masking the researcher ways we worked together, 1 used the term 'Sigma'

ratherthan bierarchical terms such as 'Senior' or 'Principal' researcher to describe

my role. Althougb we MaY not bave bœn researcbers in the same way, we were
still ail 'researchers' and '~hers'.

Kirby and McKenna made furtber distinctions between ·participants' and

'researcher' saYing that, "Wbüe participants may be inteœsted in descnbing and

explaining their experience to the researcber, tbere may he no corresponding

willingness or sense of obligation ta become an active seeker of social change"
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(Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 162). In our DRO project, all co-researcher

'participants' were "interested in describing and explaining tbeir experience" to ail

the other researchers during our researcb discussions; and by willingly engaging

in teaeher-student co-research, we were not "seeking" but initiating social change.

In addition, aœording to Kirby and McKenna, ''Most participants will not

initiale their own researcb, but will he more aware of the research pracess and the

construction of knowledge after their involvement" (Kirby and McKenna 1989,

p. 162, my italics). Althougb stticdy spealdng the DRO project was initiated by me

and not my cCHeSCatCbers, tbat does not make them 'participants' but not

'researchers' any more than that would he the case for researchers who coUaborated

on other projects which someone else initiated. As co-researehers we were all aware

of bath the research pracess and our construction of knowledge during our

involvement as our data show.

And finally, Kirby and McKenna a1so distinguished amang participants

when they stated the following: "Many will influence knowledge creation primarily

as participant-collaborators, consumers and interpreters. Others will involve

themselves in acting ta cœate change" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 162). This

prompted me to consider describing the children's mIes as those of "participant

coUabarators" rather than 'co-researchers' since they did participate in a

coUaborative way; and, a1though 1 would not describe tbem as "consumers", tbey

were "interpreters" throughout. However, they did more than "influence" our

"knowledge creation"; they made it possible. Our DRG project was not (only)

about the cbildren as co-researchers, it was about our co-creation of knowledge.

And the children's designation as 'co-researchers' was to capture the coUaborative

aspects of our work while al the same time featuring their participation as

'researchers' .

Co-researchers as 'Formants' or Knowledge Producers

In DRO we researched our own experience of "discussion for lcarning"

from the penpectives of bath the "researcber' and the "researched" (Cole and

Knowles 1994, p. 2); and our co-researcher functions included and went beyond

providing 'accounts' and 'narratives' of our experience of the pracess. A1though

the DRO co-researcher children did not perfonn aU the 'researcher' funetions that
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the Sigma co-researcher did, the fonctions tbey did perform were 'resean:her'

fonctions in a central sense bec8U se they were as fuIly involved as the Sigma

researcher in the pbilosophical work wbich constituted Ibis research.. Thal is, it was

by virtue of their abilities to 'do philosophy' tbat the DRO children co-researcbers

participated as research 'agents' bqond researcb 'subjects' or 'key informants' in a

research process which involved conceptual analysis and theory generation. The

only restriction on tbeir 'researcber' participation was that they were involved as

co-researchers with a Sigma researcber.. Rather than describe the children's

research roles as those of 'key' or 'empowered' infonnants, therefore, 1 note tbat

the philosopbical knowledge-producing aspect of their work prompts me to coin a

new, if somewbat awkward, term ta express their researcber participation as tbat of

formants186 ratber than informants - "fonnants" who were, by definition, 'key'

'empowered' and 'subjects' in the sense of heing "those who know and aet"

(Anderson 1989, p. 260). This is not ta claim, bowever, that as 'researcbers' the

cbildren could have done this researcb on their own for that would be to go beyond

the scopc of titis project

Summary.. To come to this concept of 'co-research participation' 1

eategorized as 'researched' those participants wbo provided data.. Then, reflecting

on the IFS, MRG and DRO projects, 1 identified certain Participants as

'co-researchers' using 'agency' criteria of producing and/or interpreting clara as

weil as participation in data collection and project implementation.. In so doing 1

made distinctions which resulted in four 'researcher' categories: "researcber",

'~rincipal researcher", "co-researcher" and "Sigma co-researcher".. Further, 1

identified as 'principal' and 'Sigma' researcbers those wbo had responsibility for

the research.. Since what the participants did could fit ioto more than one category,

it was not the people 1categorized but rather the research functions they perfonned..

Next 1 tested my interpretation that the DRO children weœ co-researcbers against an

alternative description of researcher/œsearcbed participation and 1 noted tbat

a1though, the researched and researchers are distinguishable, they are not separable;

and that is consistent with qualitative research retlexivity which recognizes the

researcher in the researcb in a way that takes researcher subjectivity into accounl

186 Although the term 'formant appears in my dfctfonary, It doea not carry quite
the meaning 1need here - -':ormant ln scouilles and phonetics, any of various
frequency ranges in whfch the partials of a vowel sound. etc.. are strongest
and determine the aeouslle quality or tone color of the souner (Avis 1982•
p. 523).
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And finally, coining a new te~ 1 concluded tbat the raIe of the co-œsearchers in

this study was one of 'key' and 'empowered' knowledge-producing 'fonnants'

rather than înformants.

S.2 On 'Research CoUaboration'

Just as the tenn 'researcb participant' could refer 10 everyone involved in a

study, 50 it might be tempting ta describe research involving more tban one person

or more than one team of œsearchers as 'collaborative' when in fact distinctions are

warranted. In the foregoing section, with reference 10 the IFS and MRG antecedent

research projects and using a concept of research 'agency', 1 made distinctions

between the research raies of different research participants and argued that the

young children in our co-research project aeted not as 'informants' but as (self)

'empowered' research 'formants' who were al once researchers and researched.

Now, reflecting on our DRG conceptual work regarding the concept and

practice of 'collaboration' in relation ta 'cooperation' ,187 and again using the IFS

and MRG anteeedent research projects in relation to DRG. 1 explain how 1 made

further distinctions- this lime between research 'cooperation' and research

'collaboration' in order to support my designation of the DRO teacher and student

participants as collaborative 'co-researchers'. This âme 1 looked beyond our

research participant roles to our relationships, and beyond our researcher

jrmctions to how we researched in relation to each other as 1 examined

collaborativtHeSearChz-asz-empowerment aspects of our research. In what

follows, fmt 1 describe the elements of my refined understanding of 'research

collaboration'; second, with reference to the IFS and MRO anteeedent studies, 1

make distinctions between research 'cooperation' and research 'collaboration';

third, 1 test this interpretation of 'research collaboration' by contrasting it ta two

alternative interpretations; and 1 conclude by bringing these distinctions 10 bear on

how we were 'collaborating' in our co-research project.

187 See Stades 6: Co/laboratfng Cooperative/y.
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'Research CoUaboration'

This interpretation of ~research collaboration' bas two elements: one is the

notion of ~work' which 1 take to he embedœd in the term 'col-Iabor-ation'; and the

other is the idea of two or more ~different areas of expertise' being contributed by

different research agents. When 1fonnulated the phrase 'collaborative pbilosopbical

inquiry' ta describe our class philosophy genre of discussion, 1 dehDerately chose

theterm ~collaborative'becauseofits mot -'labor'; and in ourc~bingwe

looked al wbether and how the notion of colltJborative philosopbical inquiry migbt

feature people wor1cing together in a sense more rigorous than that suggested by,

say, Cooperative Leaming. And with regard ta 'collaboration' as the combining of

different areas of expertise Cm particu1ar between studcnts and their teacher), 1

consider Kirby and McKenna's observation regarding about how tbis issue can he

seen to be problematic when they wrote about cballenges ta their collaboration on

their book. Experience. Research, Social Change: Methods from the Margina.

. . . wc found some academic coUeagues questioning our
collaboration as authon ... and collaboration belWeen a professor
and a student is viewed with suspicion. Wben the idea of the book was
first conceived, tbere wu no question tbat it needed to be written by
two authors, one who was more of an academic and the other who was
more of an activist. (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 28)

In tenns of the 'work' element, it is conceivable tbat the questioning of the

'collaboration' between Kirby and McKenna was based on status byascribing more

value ta the 'work' of a professor relative ta that of a student as if to assume the

flISt ta he more rigorous than the second. Similarly, witb respect ta the 'different

areas of expertise' element. in addition to differences of expertise entailed by one

being a professor and the other a student. it is conceivable tbat the questioning of

the 'collaboration' between Kirby and McKenna was based on ascribing more value

to the 'expertise' of an "academic" relative to tbat of an 6'activist". By contrast. my

întelpretation of 'research collaboration' recognizes the differing contributions of

professor and student. of academic and activist, to he 'work' and 'expertise'. And

it is the combining of tbeir different strengtbs wbich gives such collaboration added

value.
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'Research Collaboration' Distinctions

For the interpretation of 'co-research participation' as described in the
previous section, 1 counted ail involved in a research project as 'research

participants' . And, using a theory of 'agency', 1 distinguished between co-œsearch

participants who were 'researched' (data providers) and those who 'œsearchers'

(data producers fmterpreters). Witbin the latter group 1 distinguisbed between four

categories of researchers based on the œsearch functions they perfOnD.

For this further interpretation of 'research collaboration', 10 distinguish

between research 'cooperation' and 'collaboration' among participants, 1 made

distinctions by thinking in terms of tbœe concentric categories of co-œsearch

participants: (1) 'research participants'; (2) 'research assistants' and

(3) 'co-researchers' .

Figure 20. Concentric categories of research participant relationships

1 interpreted research relationships as cooperative and/or collaboratille from the

perspective of the principallSigma researcher(s) and the categories of 'research

participants'. 'research assistants', and 'co-researchers' served ta account for

differences in the mIes and relationships of ail the participants. It sbould he noted,

however, that although these categories were useful, they were not necessarily

mutually exclusive sincc some participants sometimes cooperated as 'research

assistants' and al other limes they collaborated as 'co-œsearchers' dcpending on

the research tasks they performed. In what follows, 1 explain how, as with my
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interpretation of 6researcb participation' 1 made these classifications by

re-examinjng the researcb roles and relationsbips of ail the researcb participants in

the three (IFS, MRG and DRG) studies.

Re,earch cooperatioll

1 classified as cooperative the mies and relationships of ail 'research

participants' whom 1 classified in subcategories of 'resealCb participants' and

'research assistants' as follows:

Research participants. In this eategory 1 included everyone involved in ail

three studies since 1 considered all the participants (childœn and adults, researched

and researcbers) to be in a 600-' relationship with the 6Principal' or 'Sigma'

researcher(s) by virtue of having consented to participate in the project and also by

virtue of the researcb tasks they perfonned. The principal /Sigma researchers'

relationships witb the children research participants were 'cooperative' although in

the IFS and MRG studies sorne were only so lat arm's length' given that they had

liUle or no contact with each other. The children 'cooPerated' when they agreed ta

participate in the research, when they asked for and received their parents'

pennission, and when they participated in the pre- and post- testing and other

research activities which were otherwise not required of them. And the l'luit

participants 'cooperated' when they agreed to participate in various aspects of the

projects and when they volunteered their time, energy and expertise.

Research assistants. The designation of 'research assistant' as a eategory

of research participation is a familiar one - especially for undergradu8te and

graduate students who are leaming how to do research. Sucb research assistants

help principal researcbers by carrying out assigned research tasb. The œsearch

assistant relationship is portrayed metaphorically in an illustration bearing the

caption U Aristode's research assistants" in which Alexander the Great is portrayed

exploring the sea bed in a glass diving ben searching for specimens of rare

organisms to send to Aristode, bis former tutor and founeler ofscientific biology. In
this illustration Alexander is conducting the research and bis research assistants are

'helping' from the boat and together tbey are ail AristotIe's research assistants on

location (Clark 1994, p.31). 1 also classified sorne IFS and MRG reseaœher

participants as research assistants - namely tbose who contributed COQPCratÎvely ta

the project by virtue of research tasks they performed not only for but also with the
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principal researcher(s); and/or by virtue of researcb tasks tbey performed which

made the project possible.

In the IFS project, as principal researcher 1 was assisted by two of my

tcacher-colleagues ('Debby' and 'Rhona') who 'cooperated' by carrying out

œsearch assistant tasIcs by participating in the Philosophy for ChiIdren training, by

introducing the program to the stu~ts in their classes, and by administering the

pre- and post-tests. 1 was assisted by a then doctoral student in epidemiology

eWikke'), who 'cooperated' by doing the statistical analysis of the data for me and

who helped with the interpretation of the results. And 1 was also assisted by a tben

doctoral student in philosophy ('1000') who 'cooperated' by helping with the

œsearch design and by carrying out extemal observations in Debby and Rhona'5

philosophy classes. Our œsearch œlationships in the IFS project weœ also

'cooperative' in that, for the most part, we performed our different œsearch

functions independently of each other. Although we worked 'togetber' on the same

project, we did 50 differently such that we never actually worked with each other or

met as a team.

In the MR.G project, Debby and Rhona were again research assistants (to the

four co-researchers) only tbis lime they had an expertise to contnbute by virtue of

the training they had teœived for the IFS project and their subsequent experience

teaching Philosophy for Children. Again tbey 'cooperated' by administering the

peneil and paper tests, by providing the class philosophy context for classroom

observations and by 8g[œÎDg to release the ehlldJen selected to be interviewed

during class lime. However, 1 do not classify them as 'co-researchers' becallse tbey

did not contribute ta the design of the study or to the interpretation of the data. In

addition, in the MRG project we were also assisted by a graduate student with a

background in Philosophy for Cbildren ('Vivian') who, alter suitable research

training, 'cooperated' by conducting the interviews and classroom observations in

the post-test phase of the reseaICh.

Although research assistants might carry out assigned researcher funetions

such as collecting and tabulating data. tbey are usually in an apprenticesbïp

relationsbip to principal researchers who bave control over the range and scape of

research aetivities tbey perfoon. Also, even though research assistants might

complete those tasks with as much competence as a professional researcher, they

are olten (though not always) considerecl to he researchers-in-training with the
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Power differential that implies. On the otber hand, unlike the œsearch work of

others such as teachedresearchers, the research work that research assistants do is

acknowledged in financial terms. Indeed many researeh projects are funded pardy

because of the contribution tbey make ta the training of student researchers.

Therefore, for purposes of my interpretation of 'research collaboration' , 1

caœgorize research assistants as cooperative (but not collaborative) researchers

since their 'work' , although often funded, is recognized as assistance or help and

their 'expertise' as under construction.

Research collaboration

Next, using the additional criteria of research 'work' and 'expertise' t 1

classified as collaboratille the research raies and relationships of those in the

'co-researchers' sub-group only.

Co-researchers. The designation of 'co-researcher' as a eategory of

research participation is becoming more common given an increa5ing empbasis on

collaborative research. 'Co-researchers' can refer to 'principal researchers' working

on a common project and who have (student) 'research assistants' who leam bow

to do research by carrying out tasks assigned by the principal co-researehers and

whose research 'work' and 'expertise' may not be recognjzed as 'collaboration'.

Or, the designation of 'co-researchers' can tefer to bath the principal researchers

and the research assistants on a project with the 'work' and 'expertise' of everyone

being valued for the contribution it makes to the project and with corresponding

implications for power relations between co-researchers - even though the overall

responsibility for the researcb may rest with some more than others.

In the IFS project, as principal researcber, my relationship with John, a

doctoral candidate with IAPC Philosophy for Cbildren training, was 'cooperative'

and 'coUaborative' in restricted senses of bath. Our relationship was 'cooperative'

when we fulfilled similarresean:h functions (e.,. as internai and extemal observers)

which contributed to the same research and which, by design and in the interests of

preserving extemal observer 'objectivity', we carried out independendy of each

other. Our relationsbip was 'collaborative' to the limited extent that the design of the

project, its teacher-training companent and the final report were the products of our

research discussions. However. also by design and in the interests of extemal

observer 'objectivity'• we did not collaborate on the implementation of the training
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or on data collection or interpretalion from the testing of the cbildren. 1characterized

John's contributions as those of a 'co-researcher' ratber tban a 'research assistant'

because he was involved in sustained œsearch 'work' relating to the project as a

whole and bis philosophical expertise was essential to the design of the project and

to the philosophical interpretation of the classroom observation data.

In the MRG project which was expressly 'coDaborative', wc were four

'co-researchers' all of whom contributed 10 the design of the project as a whole, to

the research instruments we created and 10 the interpretation of interview data. We

'worked' 10gether in regularly scheduled research meetings and from our various

perspectives we cach contributed diffeœnt and overlapping relevant expertise. Stan

and Michael contributed pbilosophical and research metbodology expertise while

Judy and Elizabeth provided Philosophy for Children classroom teaching expertise.

Although we each carried out research tasks independendy of each other, during

our many research meetings we 'collaborated' on the design, methodological and

interpretive aspects of the project from its inception.

ln my œ-examination of the roles and relationsbips in the IFS and MRG

studies, 1classified as 'co-researchers' only those whose sustained contributions 1

considered to be substantive research 'work' (as distinct from specified research

'tasks') and whose contributions 1recogniuxl as research 'expertise' .. And it is this

strict collaborative interpretation of 'co-researcher' that 1 anribute to the DRG

children who made sustained and substantive resean:h 'work' contributions by
virtue of their 'collaborative philosophical inquiry' expertise.

According to this interpretation of 'resean:h collaboration', then, in general

tenns 1 characterized the research relationsbips in the IFS project as cooperative;

those in the MRG project as a transition from cooperative to coDaborative and a

mixture ofboth; and in the DRG project as primarily cooperative coUaboration..

Testing my 'Research Collaboration' Interpretation

To 'test' this interpretation of 'research collaboration', next 1 comment on

two contrasting interpretations of who count as research coUaborators.

Research collaborators as ~assistants'. According to Kirby and

McKenna, a research collaborator ÎS, 6&A person who does not necessarily have
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œsearch experience per se but who has a wealth of experience in relation 10 the

œsearch question - one who cao gœady lSSist the researcher". Research

collaborators are "people who help us focus and assist in keeping various stages of

data gatherïng in order ... [and who] can also help us avoid pitfalls and keep us

honest in the face of amassing data" (Kirby and McKenna 1989, p. 31, Glossary

ofTerms). A difficulty with Ibis description, as with Mac an Gbaill's "collaborative

model" below, is that the role(s) attributed 10 research collaborators are seen as
secondary to the role(s) of the principal researcher. As if sensitive to this difficulty,

altbough without elaborating further, Kirby and McKenna also added that, "Sorne

feminist researchers have suggested tbat œsearch participants need to become full

collaborators in the research process" (p. 31, my italics).

Research collaboratora as 'constructive contributors'. Mairtîn Mac an
Gbaill went a little further when be described as "research collaboration" a
relationship with bis studenta which developed during the course of an
ethnographie study he conducted which looked al a group of black female students

who were responding positively to education (Mac an Ghaill 1991, p. 102).

Reflecting on bis experience in this and another study, Mac an Ghaill

acknowledged more of an active raie for œsean:h coUaborators when he

characterized bis teaeherlœsearcher relationsbip with bis students as Ua collaborative

model" (pp. 109, 113).

As my research developed, 1 moved to a collaborative model that
involved the students, their parents and other memben of the black
community. in generatîDg empirical data and fonnulating and
validating theory. Our continuing critical discussion was vital to my
aUernpt to ground the theory in the data coUected•... Furtbermore
they were not mere objects of my research but rather they were
actively involved in its construction. (Mac an Ghaill 1991. p. 113)

According 10 my interpretation of 'co-research participation', "the students, their

parents and other members of the black community" could count as researchers

(data producersfmterpreters) by virtue of their having bœn "involved" ... "in

generating empirical data and fonnulating and validaling theory". This therefore

comes very close ta the kind of coUaborating 1 bad in mind for my co-researchers
and 1 note especially Mac an Ghaill' s recognition tbat tbeir "continuing critical

discussion was vital" ta the grounding in the data of the theory tbey generated (my

italics). And also, just as 1 acknowledge the imPortance of my class pbilosopby

pedagogical approach ta my collaboration with my students, so Mac an Ghaill

acknowledged that, "An important factor tbat undelpinned my collaboration with

521



•

•

•

the students was my general pedagogical approach" - an approach which he

attributed ta the work ofFleiœ (p. 113).

There the similarities end, however. Altbough Mac an Ghaill stated tbat bis

students were not "meœ objects" of bis research, tbey were, nonetheless the

research subjects of bis ethnographie study in a way tbat my students were not. Our

research subject was ratber the "continuing critical discussion" Mac an Gbaill

described as '~ta1". Although we were 'subjects' in and of our research, we were

more titan subjects in the sense of 'objects' of study. And we were subjects in a
different sense from that of Mac an Gaill's students as we investigated whether we

could go beyond students-and-teachers as researched 10 students-and-teachers

together as co-researchers and co-researcbed.

DRG co-researchers as 'collaborative J researchers. According 10 tbis

interpretation of 'research collaboration', then, as portrayed in the C~researching

Stories, the children were <a> research participants who cooperated as
(b) research assistants. Their researcb functions were dependent on those of the

Sigma co-researcher and they saw their own research roles as 'llelping Judy get ber

PbD". At the same time, they a1so collaborated as (c) co-researcbers whose

sustained generation of first-order ideas 1counted as research 'worlc'; and each a1so

contributed 'diffeœnt' and relevant philosophica1 'expertise'. Similarly, as 'Alison'

1 was (a) a research participant who cooperated as (b) a researeh assistant 10 my

co-researchers by virtue of my own œseuch apptenticeship and the assistance

functions 1 provided them. And al the same lime, 1 a1so collaborated as
(c) co-researcher with them according 10 the same criteria of research 'work' and

contribution of 'different' philosophica1 researcb 'expenise'.

5.3 On 'Transformative Co-leaming'

Reflecting on what it bas been Iike for a teacher to do co-research with ber

students, in this section 1 explain bow, inspired by and adapting Louise

Rosenblatt's transaetional theory of the üterary work (Rosenblatt 193811983;

Rosenblatt 1978), 1 settled on the phrase "Transformative Co-leaming" 10 descnëe

how teaebers and children leam together (uco-leam'') when tbey engage in the

IDEAS -INQUIRY process of CPI discussion (for leaming) wbetber in a classroom

or a research context.
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'Transformative Co.learnïng'

Based on my interpretation ofour DRG data, 1 bave come to view 'leaming'

({rom discussion) as a process wbicb is al once 'interactive', 'transaetive' ,

'formative' and 'tramformative'.

Interactive. The process of CPI leaming (from discussion) is 'interactive'

in the minimaJ sense ofleamers' ideas heing 'in motion' and coming in contact with

each other - their own or tbose of odler participants. However, as a full

description of wbat is going on, 'interactive' does not go far enougb and is subject

ta the same objection which Rosenblatt attributed ta John Dewey and Arthur F.

Bentley wben she was interpreting the dynamics of the reading process:

Dewey and Bendey sought to counteract the dualistic pbrasing of
phenomena as an "interaction" between different factors, because it
implies separate, self-contained, and alread.y defined entities acting on
one another - in the manner, if one may use a homely example, of
billiard balls colliding. (Rosenblatt 1978, p. 17)

'Dual monologues' and 'opinion exchange' discussions in whicb

participants' ideas remain "separate, self-contained and aJready defined entities

acting on one another" may be 'interactive' in tbis minimaJ sense. However, just as

Rosenblatt went beyond 'interactive' ta descnbe the œading process, so the

dynamics of the process of CPVD4L (CoUaborative Pbilosophical Inquiry 1

Discussion for Leaming) caU for a description wbich includes and goes beyond

'interactive'. In the following, to show how closely CPI discussion for leaming

parallels Rosenblatt's account of the œading process, 1 substitute [CPIID4L] for

Rosenblatt's "reading", [discussant] for ber "leader" and [lOBAS] for her "text":

In discussion of the [CPIJD4L] process ... we need to Cree ourselves
from unscrutinized assumptions impficit in the usual terminology and
in the very structure of our language. The usual pbrasing mates it
difficult to attempt to do justice to the nature of the aetual [CPIID4L]
event. The [discussant], we cm say, interprets the [lDEAS). (The
[discussant] aets on the [IDEAS].) Or we can say~ the [IDEAS] produce
a response in the [discussant]. (The [lDEAS) aet on the [discussant).)
Bach of these phrasings~ because it implies a single line of action by
one separate element on another separate element, distorts the actual
[CPIJD4L] process. The relation between [discussant] and [lDEAS] is
not Iinear. It is a situation, an event al a panicular lime and place in
which each element conditions the other. (Rosenblatt 1978~ p. 16)

Like œading, CPIID4L is 'interactive' in the minimal billiard bail sense of

discussants IDEAS being in motion and contact without necessarily implying
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change. Or, 10 put it another way, CPVD4L is 'interactive' in the sense of video

pme players who are involved in adynamie process in which they CID affect what

bappens without what happens necessarily affecting them or the nature of the game.

However, we need a different tenn to account for the œciprocal change and

'leaming' that occurs in the processes of bath reading and CPVD4L.

Transactional. To refer to what happens whcn readers read texts (literary

works) Rosenblatt preferred the term "transactional" in the sense of a 'transaction'

as something that is accomplished as a result of the interaetivity between reader and

texte If we take 'discussant' and 'discussion' 10 be analogous ta Rosenblatt's

'reader' and 'text', then CPI discussion for leaming tao is "transactional" and this

is hardly surprising since, judging by her references to the thinking of John Dewey

and Charles S. Peirce, the philosophical roots of Rosenblatt' s theory are also those

of Philosophy for Children:

The "transactional" terminology developed by John Dewey and
Arthur F. Bendey seems most appropriate for the view of the
dynamics of the reading process that 1 have attempted to suggesL This
philosophic approacb, which bas its roots in William James and
Charles Sanders Peirce, and for wbich Dewey used various phrasings
during bis long career, bas had repercussions in many areas of
twentieth-century thought. (Rosenblatt 1978, p. 16)

Thus, something 'transaetional' is the product of engagîng in CPI discussion and

tbat something is a sine qua non sueh tbat it is not an instance of discussion for

leaming unless there is a 'transaction' in this sense. However, this too does not go

farenough.

Formative. Interpreting Bendey's account of James' theory, Rosenblatt

used the term 'conditioned' ta say that bath the text and the reader are changed by

the transactional process.

Transaction' designates, tben, an ongoing process in which the
elements or factors are, one might say, aspects of a total situation, each
conditioned by and conditioning the other. (Rosenblatt 1978, p. 17)

However, to describe the analogous proc:ess in CPI discussion for leaming, 1

prefer the tenn 'formative' for unlike readers and lexts, inquirers in a CPI

discussion for leaming context have a kind of 'power to change' - themselves and

each other - which is not implied by Rosenblatt's 'conditioning'. As with the

'reader' and the 'ten', bath 'discussant' and 'discussion' are cbanged by the CPI

discussion for leaming pracess. Just as when wc speaIt of young children in tbeir
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'formative' years tbere is a suggestion of coming into heing - of formation - of

development, 50 in 'formative' CPI discussion for leaming participants' ideas

'come into being' as tbey 'form' and 'formulate' Ibeir thoughts and responses.

However, unlike readers and teX! who cannot change the (reading) process by

which tbey change, in CP! discussion for leaming participants cao shape the inquiry

process itself in ways which are a1so 'formative' of the participants. Thus CPI

discussions CID be 'formative' in a triple sense: ideas change, the ways ideas

change change and participants change - tbemselves and each otber. However,

tbis still does not go far enough.

Transformative. Inspired in part by 'transformen' - children's toys

which change from one object into anotber very different object by a series of

manipulations of its original 'pieces' - 1 settle on the term 'transfonnative' to

cbaracterize what hapPens in CPI discussion for leaming. Doring the course of such

discussion it is not at ail uncommon, for example, for participants to radically

change their ideas since, tbrough its self-corœctive procedures of inquiry (Lipman

1991b; Sharp 1987), they fonn, re-form and transform tbeir ideas, themselves and

each other.

Moreover, just as with toy transformers, it is al50 not al ail uncommon for

participants to express deligbt when they emerge from a transfonnative discussion

with ideas that are entirely different from those widl which they began.

Seldom bave 1 seen cblldren dissatisfied with the product they took
from a philosophical discussion, even if it is ooly some modest
pbllosopbical distinction. for they recognize bow before that
acquisition they had even less. Children, unIike adults, do not look
insistently for answers or conclusions. They look ratber for the kind
of transformation that philosophy provides - Dot giving a Dew
answer to an old questiOD, but transforming aIl the questioDs.188
(Lipman 1991b, p.231)

Ta take an example from our DRO co-research, we began with Iittle or no

idea of what we meant by 'collaborative' and ended up making complex and fine

distinctions between 'collaboration' and 'cooperation'. Mid-way through our

exploration, just as with loy transfonners which are neither fish nor fowl in mid

transformation, we went tbrough a phase in which making the distinctions between

•
188 Upman included the following footnote fn the teXI: -rhls fs a paraphrase of a

remark by Gilbert Ryfe in hls 8888V -Hume.· CoIfected Pape,., vol. 1 (New
York: Bames and Noble. 1971). p. 180.8
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'collaboration' and 'cooperation' was 50 cballenging as ta have us dJinldng their

meanings were synonymous. Yet we also had a sense that they were not. In arder

to deal with this situation, we rode tbrough a phase of confusion until we emerged

with distinctions that enabled us ta undentand tbese two terms as very different in

ways which we were unable ta do at the outset.

Finally, not only is CPI discussion for leamiDg (as practised within the

Philosophy for Cbildren tradition) transformative of ideas, inquiry and individuals

withm the context of the discussions themselves, it can also be transformative in an
outreach sense. Just as Matthew Lipman talked in traDsformative terms about ~~a

philosophy œdesigned and reconsttueted 50 as ta mate it available and acceptable

and enticing to children" (Lipman 1991b, p. 262), andjust as Gareth Matthews bas

argued about how OOing philosophy with cbildren contributes to a transformation of

bow we understand ~children' and 'chiIclhood' (Matthews 1987/1989, June;

Matthews 1988; Matthews 1994),501 argue heœ that cbildœn who do philosophy

as a way of doing research contnbute to further transformations in the concepts of

'children' and 'research'. It is this nuance that mates CPI discussion for leaming

consistent with genres of research wbich bave 'transfonnative' social change

agendas such as critical pedagogy, feminist research and action research.

5.4 On 'Research'

In this dissertation 1have explained how 1 invited my students to engage in

tbis project as co-researchers based on the Lawrence Stenhouse description of

'research' as "systematic and susta;ned enquiry made public'· (Bridges 1996,

p. 2), and based also on my assumption tbat my stuclents' existing abilities ta 'do

philosophy' would qualify them to let as 'reaI' researchers. 1 accounted for our

project as 'research' in methodological terms by explaining the origin of the

research ideas, by providing a research context for tbis project, by recounting how

we obtained authorization to conduct this research and by accounting for our

research methodology and methods. 1 bave addressed the issue of "Why

'research'?" in conceptual and emancipatory terms by examining contrasting

interpretations of 'research' (as culturally defined and as an everyday aetivity); by

linking the activities of 'OOmg pbilosophy' and 'domg researcb·; by contrasting the

"real œsearch" 1 was proposing to do with my co-researchers with the 'research'

526



•

•

•

that cbildren do for schoal projects; and by comparing it ta three examples of

children doing 'œa!' research in otber contexts. And 1bave described how we were

conducting our œsearch tirst by articu1aling an mEAS-INQUlRY tbeoretical

framework and also in terms of generative and conceptual analysis questioning.
Still, questions remain about whether such inquiry is reaUy 'research'. For me ta

say that our DRO inquiry counts as 'research' is not enough to make it so. 1bere is

still room for doubt for, as Staei pointed out, someone can always disagree with me

because they have "a different point of view".

1/ 'inquiry·. then 'research'? When, like Ferrari and Arachnid, 1 lookcd ta

my dictionary for help, 1 realin:d tbat a1tbough the terms 'inquiry' and 'research'

appear in each others' definitions, that need not mean they are synonymous.

inquiry: investigation; research, especially by questioning

research: diligen~ protracted investigation; studiODS inquiry189

Therefore, in addition ta the 'conceptual' and 'emancipatory' reasons already given

for wanling to call this work 'research', my use of that term still requires further

articulation.

One approach might he ta examine what 'research' commonly coDSists of or

what it looks like and to argue that if chüdren cao do that or what looks like that,

then they must be able to do 'research'. However, tbat would also he ta descnbe

what children do in their scbool 'research' projects and we resist referring ta that as

'real' research saying that it is not 'researcb' in the same sense as for adult academic

'research' . If it looks Iike a duck and walks like a duck and talks like a duck, tbat

need not Mean that it is a duck. Reasonable facsimiles aeed not count.

By contrast, a "different point of view" migbt he one tbat is politically

motivated in such a way as ta mitigare any arguments 1 might bring forward. For

example, ifwe take 'research' to he something that only aduIts cao do (by virtue of

being adults), or that children can not do (by virtue of being children), then no

argument will suffice unIess in some way the adultlchild distinction with regard 10

our use of the term 'research' can he dissolved. If it cannot, then the Most we could

say is that the children with whom 1 worked only counted as 'co-researchers'

because they were working with an adult academic researcber. However, even if it

189 Avis 1982, pp. 696, 1143, my italics.
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looks with a duc~ walks with a duck and talks with a duc~ tbat need Dot mean

that it is a duck either.

For emancipatory purposes, 1 chose ta œfer ta our DRG work as real

'researcb' as one way ta give voice ta cbildren in educational œsearcb and as if to

say look how these young children can speak and let as if they are adults.

However, now 1 see tbat it may Dot he that cbüdren aet as if they are adults but

rather tbat the aetivities in whicb both engage and which we recognize as 'research•

cm be shawn to be 'doable' by bath adults and children. In Ibis section, retlecting

furtber on my argument that pbilosopbical discussion 'iDquiry' Cali he seen as a
way to do 'research', 1 tell how 1 came ta see tbat if CPI discussion for leaming

can be seen as 'inquiry', then il cao also be sem as 'research' - research tbat

bath adults and children caB do - separately and with each other.

The Same Only Different:

Seeing an 'lnqoiry' Duck as a 'Research' Rabbit

Ta counter possible objections ta the idea of referring to our work as

'research' , for this section l drew on Ludwig Wittgenstein's "duck-rabbit"

philosophical investigations regarding the experience of "seeing-as" or "aspect

seeing" (Monk 1991; Wittgenstein 1953/1972). It was while reading Ray Monk's

account of Wittgenstein's preoccupation with issues of "aspect-seeing", tbat it

dawned on me tbat rather than argue tbat our discussion for leaming 'inquiry' is
'research', it would he better to argue for seeing discussion-for-learning 'inquiry'

as 'research' - an argument tbat can retain congruency between CPI

discussion-for-learning 'inquiry' and 'research' wbile at the sune âme allowing for

a perception shift sucb that each cao also he 'seen' separately.
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The duck-rabbit figure

My moment of 'dawning' occurred as 1 was looking al the ambiguous

figure of the duck-rabbit190 tbat Wittgenstein used while investigating the

experience of "aspect-seeing".

Agy" 21. The amblguous duck·rabblt figure191

"Suppose 1 show it ta a child," Wittgenstein is reported to have said when he

discussed it in a lecture, "[The child) says 'It's a duck' and then suddenly 'Oh, it's

a rabbit.' So it recognjzes it as a rabbit. - This is an experience of recognition.

. .. But you haven't an experience of recognition ail the tîme. -The experience

only comes at the moment ofchange from duck to rabbit and back. In between, the

aspect is as it were dispositional" (quoted in Monk 1991, pp. 507-8).

It was while looking at the duck-rabbit and having my perception shift back

and forth between the picture-duck and the pictuœ..rabbit that it occurred to me tbat

'discussion-for-leaming' could be 'sccn as' an 'inquiry-research' duck-rabbit the

perception of which could shift back and fortb between discussion for leaming as

'inquiry' and discussion for leaming as 'research'. As with most analogies the fit is

imperfect, however, since 'inquiry' and 'research' are not 'pietutes' or 'drawings';

190 -As he acknowledges in the Investigations, Wittgenstein took the duck·rabblt
figure trom Joseph Jastrow's Faet and Fable ln Psycho/ogy (1900), but hls
discussion of aspect-seeing owes far more to Wolfgang K6hler than It does to
Jastrow. It fs K6hler's Gestalt Psycho/ogy (1929), and especially the chapter
on 'Sensory Crganlzallon', that Wittgenstein has ln mind in much of his
discussion. Many of the lectures began wfth Wittgenstein readlng a short
passage tram the boo~ (Monk 1991, pp. 508-509)•

191 The figure of the duck·rabbit reproduced here la from Monk 1991, p.507 and
rs slighUy different from the one ln WIttgenstein 195311972. p. 194e.
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and tbey are more akin ta each other tban ducks are ta rabbits. Still, it is a useful

analogy for the way it portrays the iclea of there being one 'tbing'

ediscussion-for-leaming') which can he "seen as" both"~uiry' and 'œsearcb' by

the same 'viewer'. And because of the overlap between 'inquiry' and 'research',

unlike the duck-rabbit, 'discussion-for-leaming' cm also be "seen as" bath

'inquiry' and 'research' atonce. Or ifnot, at least as more one than the other. This,

it seemed to me, offered the promise of a way out of the straight-jacket claim tbat

'inquiry' ;s (necessarily or always) 'research'.

1(Seeing-as" or 1(aspect-seeing"

Wittgenstein used the term "duck-rabbit" to refer to the ambiguous figure or

drawing. And, introducing the idea of a "picture.abject", he used the tenns

"picture-duck" to tefer to the perception of the duck-nbbit as a duck and

"pieture-rabbit" to tefer to its perception as a rabbit (Wittgenstein 1953/1972,

p. 194e).

The point about the figure is that it can he seen onder more Iban one
aspect: the same drawing cao be seen as a duck aod as a rabbit. And it
is this phenomenon of seeing-as that interested Wittgenstein. (Monk
1991, p.508)

Two uses of 'see'. Wittgenstein hegan bis discussion of aspect-seeing with

wbat Monk: characterized as ICa masterfully clear statement of the distinction"

between two uses of the word 'see' (Monk 1991, p. 511).

The one: 'What do you see there?' -'1 see this' (and then a
description, a drawing, a copy). The other: '1 see a Iikeness between
these two faces' ...

The importance of this is the difference of category between the !Wo
'objects' of sight. (Wittgenstein 1953/1972, p. 193e)

While thinking about these two "objects of sight", 1 wondered which 1 would use

with regard to seeing 'discussion-for-leaming' - an 'object of sight' for me and

for my co-researchers but perhaps not for those not acquainted with Philosophy for

Children CPI discussion for leaming.

With regard to the first ("1 see this"), since 'discussion for leaming' is

neither a drawing nor a copy, the best 1 CID offer is a description. But - a
description of what? Tbere is a sense in which 'discussion for leaming' cannot he

'seen' at ail .. While working with the data, how do 1know 'discussion for leaming'
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when l 'see' it? What is it that makes me say, "Oh it's 'discussion for leaming'?" in

a way analogous ta Wittgenstein saying, "Oh it's a duck-rabbit"?

With regard ta the second ("1 see a likeness between two ... lA), it occurs

to me now that this second sense is the one to which 1 have recourse in the absence

of the fust. That is, in the absence of a flXed drawing or copy, the best 1 can do is

describe 'discussion for learning' in relation to the 'cousins' to which it stands in

likeness. However, those who do not 'know' (have experience of/with) 'discussion

for leaming' can ail tao easily mistake it for one if its cousins (e.,. opinion

excbange, debate, argument) by virtue of 'seeing' the likeness(es) but not the

difference(s).

For our purposes, 'discussion for learning' was the name 1 [Sigma] gave ta

something recognizable - an 8Ctivity, a PrOCess, a way of communicating, an

experience - and even though at the beginning my students were not familiar with

my newly fonnulated phrase 'discussion for leaming', when 1 invited them ta

research it with me, tbey did recognize it (if only intuitively). It was enough for me

ta 'point ta' the tbing itself as when 1 said it was, "our own cxperience of

philosophical discussions". lust because we had not yet tried to describe il, that

did not Mean that there was not an lit' to describe.

"Objects of sight". As Monk pointed out, by '''abjects' of sight"

Wittgenstein did not mean "the phenomenalist notion that the objects of our

immediate cxperience are the private, shadowy entities that empiricists caU sense

data as if they wcre objects of some kind" as if wc were to say, for example, "that

when \ve see it now as a duck, DOW as a rabbit, the extemal figure - the drawing

- bas not changed; what bas changed is our internai pidUre - our sense datum."

(Monk 1991, p. SOS, my italics). Rather, according to Monk, such an

interpretation was "the target of Wittgenstein's philosophy of psychology". And,

he went on, "It is for fcar of this kind of generalization tbat one of the tirst points

Wittgenstein makes about aspect-seeing ... is that it is not typical; wc do not see

cverything as somcthing" (Monk 1991, p. SOS, my italics).
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More pertinent for my purposes is Wittgenstein' s point about the importance

of the distinction between two uses of the ward 'see' being "the diffeœnce in
category between the two 'objects' of sigbt" noting in particular how one persan

might notice in a drawing, a likeness that anotber migbt not see (Wittgenstein

1953/1972, p. 193e, my italics).

1 contemplate a face, and tben suddenly notice its likeness to another.
1 see that it bas Dot changed; and yet 1 see it differendy. 1 cali this
experience "noticing an aspect". (Wittgenstein 1953/1972, p. 193e)

He then went on ta say that unlike psychologists whom he took ta he interested in

the causes of this experience, "We are interested in the concept and its place among

the concepts of experience" (Wittgenstein 1953/1972, p. 193e, my italics).

Assuming that there is a recognizable discussion for leaming lit' that was

not a figment of my own private sense data, next 1 wondered about ways in which

it could be 'seen differently' by others. Three 'aspects' of discussion for leaming

that interested me in ascending arder of importance were those of 'classroom talk',

'inquiry' and 'research'. From my Philosophy for Children practical experience, 1

saw 'discussion for leaming' as a SPeCific form of 'classroom talle'. In the

Philosophy for Children Iiterature it was already seen as 'inquiry' . And in the MRG

project descn"bed earlier, we (Michael Chervin and 1) began to see it as 'research'.

Second, 1 wondered if, by virtue of their school eXPerience with Philosophy for

Children, my student co-researchers also would see discussion for leaming as

different from other kinds of talk. 1 wondered if they would cbaracterize it as

'inquiry'. And 1 wondered if they would be able to put it ta use for 'research'

purposes. And third, 1 wondered if readers of our co-research story would come
to see discussion for leaming not ooly as classroom talk, but also as 'inquiry' and

as a way to do 'research'.

Ta/king about seeing something as something. Monk pointed out that

Wittgenstein did not ... find it very easy 10 say what is involved in seeing

something as something. "It is Dot easy", Monk quoted Wittgenstein as having

said. "These thoughts 1 am DOW working on are as bard as granite." Then Monk

went on ta say that, "This strain perbaps shows in the paradoxical, and even

contl'adictory, descriptions that were finally publisbed in the Investigations:"

(Monk 1991, p.514).
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The expression of a change of aspect is the expression of a new
perception and at the same lime of the perception·s being unchanged•

&8eeing as ... • is Dot part of perception. And for that reason it is like
seeing and agaïn not Iike. (Quoted in Monk 1991. p.514)

"On one thing he WQS clear," Monk stated. and tbat is that "however it is described,

it must not he by recourse 10 a &private object'" (p. 514)•

. . . above all do not say AAlter ail my visual impression isn·t the
drawing: it is this wbich 1 can't show to anyone.· - Of course it is Dot
the drawing. but neither is it anytbing of the same category, wbicb 1
carry witbin myself. (Quoteel in Monk 1991, p.514-15)

ln another example, Wittgenstein talIœd about the interactive relationship

hetween &seeing as', 'seeing' and 'interpreting' when he talIœd about imagining an

illustration such as the following cube appearing in severa! places in a book such as
a textbook.192

Agy', 22. lmagining a cube appearing in several places

In the relevant text something different is in question every time: bere
a glass cube. there an invened open box, there a wire frame of that
shape, there three boards forming a solid angle. Bach time the text
supplies the interpretation of the illustration.

But we cau also see the illustration now as one thing now as another.
- 80 we interpret il, and see it as we interpret il. (Wittgenstein
1953/1972, p. 193e)

Reading ofWittgenstein's difficulties with saying what is involved in seeing

something as something underlined for me the philosophieal eomplexity of what we

were trying to do in this research. One problem in particular tbat it addressed is the

phenomenon 1 have encountered rePe8tedly of other people not seeing (at first

glanœ at any rate) what 1 see in the data. "You will have 10 walk us tbrough it,"

some bave said, "- and even then we might not see".. Or, "You might have ta

• 192 Cube reproduced from Wittgenstein 195311972, p. 1938..
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show us again and &gain". uHow did you see that in the data?". And, "How did

you know what 10 look forT'

My response has been ta say, "1 bave an eye for this sort of thing,"

attributing it to my experience with Philosophy for Children. Il was as if there were

something special about my eyes - as if 10 say that 1 had developed some sort of

philosophical x-ray vision. Although this is a common way to ta1k, it feels less than
satisfactory as a response. And it feels as though people aœ humoring me when 1

say what 1 see - as ifto say, "We'n take your word for it". Unlike the duck-rabbit

or the cube, discussion for leaming docs not bave a visual representation that 1 cao

point to, and tberefore it is mucb more dependent on "relevant text" 1 cao provide in

which something different is in question every lime, as Wittgenstein put il above. 1

have to talk the reader tbrough il, and that too might not be enough.

Aiming to change the aspect seen

Wittgenstein also had a transjormative interest in aspect-seeing - an

interest which Monk described as the aim of bis philosophical Methode

It could be said of bis philosophical method that its aim is to cbange
the aspect onder wbicb cenain lbiDgs are seen - for example, to see a
mathematical proof not as a sequence of propositions but as a picture,
to see a mathematical formula not as a proposition but as a rule, to see
fint-person reports of psycbological states ('1 am in pain' ete.) not as
descriptions but as expressions, and 50 on. The 'understanding that
consists in seeing connections', one might say, is the understanding
that results from a cbange of aspeçt. (Monk 1991, p. SOS)

What changes? Reflecting on "tbese cases of ambiguous figures (where wc

fmt see a duck and then a rabbit ... )" Monk raised the question of what it is
tbat changes when one sees a different aspect.

• • • if we are not to say that our visual reality bas cbanged, or that the
organization of the figure bas cbanged, then wbat are we to say? What
has cbanged? (Monk 1991, p.514)

He described Wittgenstein's response tbis way: 'Typical1y Wittgenstein wants to

descoèe the process in such a way that tbis question does not arise" and he pointed

out furtber that the question itself is the problem: "LiJœ ail cases of philosophical

confusion, it is the question itself that misleads" (p. S14).

lIt makes no sense to ask: l'Wbat bas cbanged"', Wittgenstein told his
class. 'And the answer: utbe organisation bas cbanged" makes no
sense either.' (Monk 1991, p. 514)
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What difference? Monk went on to say that Wittgenstein "was a1so
emphatic that the question 10 ask about changes of aspect was not: 'What changes?'

but: 'What difference does the change malte?", and he noted that Wittgenstein

"replaces talle of a 'transformation of visual reality' with talle of the consequences of

seeing the figure differendy":

In the case of a drawing, the consequence of seeing it differendy
might be that it is copied differendy.•. ; in the case of a piete of
music, hearing it differendy might result in its being sung, played or
whistled differendy; in the case of a poem, it might be read
differendy. (Monk 1991, p. SIS) .

ln Wittgenstein's case, according to Monk, " ... the consequence of a 'change

of aspect' migbt he a change of life" such that what [Wittgenstein] "eamesdy hoped

for was a culture which treated music, poetry, art and religion with the same respect

and seriousness with which our present society treats science" (p. 516).

What point? On whether there was any point in urging such a change of

aspect, Monk quoted Wittgenstein as follows:

A philosopher says 'Look at things like thist' - but in the fint place
that doesn't ensure that people will look at things like tbat, and in the
second place his admonition may come altogether too late; il's
possible, moreover, that such an admonition can schieve nothing in
any case and that the impetus for 50ch a change in the way things are
perceived bas to originale somewhere else entirely. (Quoted in Monk
1991, p.516)

Eisewbere, noting that "Seeing an aspect and imagining are subject to the will,"

Wittgenstein went further still when he puzzled about whether there could be such a

thing as "aspect-blindness", whether there couId be 'lluman beings lacking in the

C8pacity to see something as something- and what would that be Iike?" Further,

he wondered, "What sort ofconsequences would it have?" and, "Would this defect

be comparable to colour-blindness or to not having absolute pitch?-" (Wittgenstein

1953/1972, p. 213e). "But," Monk observed, "tbat this 'change in the way tbings

are Pel'Ceived' should happen somehow was crucially important to [Wittgenstein],"

and, he added, "somehow, one had to try and change things." (Monk 1991,

p. 516).
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'-ro change the aspect under which certain tbings are seen" has also been

my [Sigma] aim for this research. To see classroom tait not as taDc in a classroom

but as an important medium for leaming, 10 see dialogue and discussion not as meœ

talle 'sharing' aetivities but as forms ofaction for social change, and to see childœn

Dot as receptivc leamers but as active ioquirers capable of making important

contnbutioDS ta research ioto matters pertaining 10 tbem - tbese are sorne of the

transformative aspect-change understandings 1am targeting as consequences of our

research. Initially misled by the question of whether 'discussion for leaming' is

'inquiry' is 'research' ,:f tried to show the congruency ofeach 10 the other.

By framing the issue differendy, and by considering the consequences of

that change, 1 came 10 see tbat the issue is not only about how 'discussion for

leaming' compares 10 'research', but also it is about the ways in which it could he

perceived depending on its context and the purposes ta which it is put. With this

research 1 have tried to change - somehow - the way things [children and

philosophical discussion] are petœived: such tbat children can he petœived as

co-researchers and philosophical discussion cao be perceived as a way of doing

research. These are perception changes the consequences of which have

implications for social change.
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Chapter6
'Tentative Conclusions'

To conclude this dissertation, first 1 œtum ta the two research questions it

addresses. Second, 1 make some concluding remaries about the process of

designing and carrying out the research project. Third, 1 identify research

achievements with regard ta both the dissertation œsearch question and the question

we explored in the Discussion Research Group. Fourth. 1 malte suggestions for

furtber research and 1 conclude with œt1ections on possible implications of tbis

work.

ln keeping with the "open and systematic" approach 1 have taken throughout

this dissertation. an approach which is aIso manifested in the work of the children,

and in keeping with Philosophy for Children practice, 1 tide this cbapter '7entative"

Conclusions since, even after aIl the work that is represented bere, as in any project

of research wortby of the name. the 'conclusions' are ooly as good as the next

question, indeed as the next person's question. 1 submit that if the work

represented bere does not definitively 'answer' the questions, it goes a goad

distance from their points of departure. In what follows 1conclude by continuing to

retlect - this time on what bas been gained by having undertaken this project.

6.1 Research Questions

This exploratory project had !WO interdependent research questions: one for

the Co-research Group and the other for the dissertation.

'Answering' the Co-research Group Research Question

The co-research group research question. In order to answer the

co-research group question by demonstration 1 needed some philosophically

experienced children and a plaœ to do the research. The question 1 chose had to be
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one which was of mutual interest, derived from common experience and compclling

enough to sustain everyone's inteœst in what was to be a volunteer after-school

research group. The question 1 offered ta the cblldren was: 'CWbat counts as

'discussion for leaming' and how do we leam from it?"

'Discussion for leaming', the phrase 1 coined for purposes of this project,

referred to 'the kind of discussions we bave in our philosophy classes'. This

question was compclling to me because as a teaeher 1 had long been concerned

about how underestimated and taken for granted the practice of 'discussion' is and 1

was inteœsted in dong research which would enable us ta make distinctions

between different forms of group taIk but a1so to feature pbilosophical discussion as

a vehicle for leaming. 1 was interested in rmding out how children who have

experience in this fonn of discussion would interpœt it given a research context.

Were they aware of its features and attnbutes or was it to them the same as any

other fonn of group ta1k? How comPelling such a question would be for the

students 1 had no way of knowing beforehand. 1 was banking on the fact that it was

derived from our common and concurrent experiences of it in our ongoing

philosophy classes and 1 was not disappointed•

'Answering' the Dissertation Research Question

This dissertation is in answer to the further researeh question, "How do

children who are eXPerienced in doing philosophy use philosophical discussion as a

way of domg research?" On the basis of many years of dOÎDg philosophy with

children in classroom communities of inquiry, 1 wanted to research an idea 1 had

been harbouring tbat 'to do philosophy' is 'to do research'. The children in my

Philosophy for Cbildren classes could 'do philosophy'. Did tbat mean tbat they

could also 'do research'? On the basis of two prior œsearch projects 1 had been

involved in, [ a1so wanted to do furtber œsearch on the possibility of using

philosophical discussion as a way to do research. Could children who do

philosophy do that? And on the basis of the educational reform and hberation of

children agenda of Philosophy for Children, 1 wanted to do œsearch with children

as co-researchers as a way of contnbuting ta the emancipation of children. If

children who are eXPerienced in domg philosophy can use philosophical discussion

as a way of doing research, what implications might that bave for children, for

education and indeed aIso for research?
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ln this dissertation 1 bave answered the research question in thœe different

ways: by demonstration, by surfacing philosopbical inquiry research aets in the

data, and by conceptual investigation. First, in Part Two: C~researchingStories
the co-researchers demonstrated how children who are experienced in doing

philosophy use pbilosophical discussion as a way of doing research.

Second, in Chapter 4. Surfacing Philosophical Inquiry Research Acts,

using data from the demonstrations in the C~researching Stories, 1 identified

philosophical inquiry maves the cbildren made on the basis of their class

philosophy experience. Then, 10 argue that such childœn use philosopbical

discussion as a way of doing research, with refeœnce 10 relevant literatuœ and

using verbatim data from the children co-researchers, 1 argued that the

philosophical inquiry moves they were making 'surface' as corresponding research
acts.

And third, in Chapter S. Conceptual Investigations, in answer 10 whether

this is 'research' that the children are doing, retlecting on my work on tbis project

and two other projects which preceded il, 1produced refined reconceptualizations of

key tenns such as the following: 'research', 'researcher', 'researched',

'co-researcber', 'research assistant' and 'principal researcher' and 'coUaborative

researcher'. 1 described what it is like for a teaeber 10 engage in C<H'eSe81'Ch with

ber own philosophy students as 'traDsformative co-learning'. And, with reference

ta Ludwig Wittgenstein's philosophical investigations of 'seeing as' or 'aspect

seeing' 1 argued that the inquïry maves that the children used in philosophical

discussion cao he 'seen as' a way of doing researcb.

6.2 Research Process

With regard ta our DRG research process, next 1 make concluding

comments on designing tbis research, on producing data for the demonstration of

the children working as co-researchers using pbilosophical discussion, on warking

with the data and on presenting the case story..

The research design. When designing tbis project, 1 was inteœsted in

combining philosophical and qualitative œsearch methodologies.. From philosophy

1decided 10 draw on my many yean of experience doing phüosophy with children
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and use the 'community of inquiry' methodology witb which we would ail be

funiUar ooIy this time transposmg it from a pedagogical methodology to a research

metbodology. From qualitative research 1 was in the pracess of acquiring

experience 10 draw on and my co-researchers had none. However, on the basis of

my previous experience trying to use quantitative methods for Philosophy for

Cblldren research, and on the basis of the brief exposure 1 did have 10 qualitative

research when we began, 1 bad become very interested in doing philosopbical

research using qualitative methodologies. My approach was necessarily

exploratory, however, since very little œsearch reIared ta Philosophy for Children

had been donc using qualitative methods al that tUne.

Producing demonstration data. In order ta produce data for the

demonstration 1 [Sigma] sought out volunteer children with philosopbical

experience, 1 decided on a DRG œsearch question, and 1 arranged for a time and a

place 10 engage in philosophical discussion together in resPQDSe 10 our question. By

documenting our co-researching experienœ (on audio and video tape and by

'producing' data in a variety of ways for a Data Flle) 1 sought ta present how

children with philosophical experienœ use philosophical discussion as a way of

domg research. In keeping with my decision to use our Philosophy for Children

methodology as a way of doing research, we began the way we would begin

investigating any topie in a pbilosophy class. In tbis case we added a question mark

10 the phrase 'Discussion for LeamiDg' and we brainstonneel fourteen furtber

co-researcher questions wbich arase from the DRG research question 1 brought ta

them. Then, as in a philosophy class, we were unable to resist discussing Most (if

not ail) of the questions in the âme remaining of the same session in which we

askeel them. From tbat point on 1 decided 10 foUow qualitative research guidelines

with which 1 was familiarizing myself as we went along. For example, one feature

ofqualitative research design that 1was attracted to was tbat of the project baving an

'emergent' research design because this was consistent with bath the Philosopby

for Chüdren credo that Uthe agenda must be seen by the cbildren ta be their own"

and also with my (and Pbilosophy for Children's) hberation of cbildren agenda. In

produeing the demonstration data, theœfore, 1 sought to engage with the cbildren as

co-researchers in as egalitarian a way as possible thereby giving them maximum

say in how our œsearch design and therefore data 'emerged'.
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Workin, with the data. Living the demonstration of the answer 10 the

research question is one thing. Presenting the demonstration in the form of a

dissertation is quite another. Since we audio and video taped most of the sessions, 1

then had 10 make verbatim transcripts which then bad 10 be rendered readable for

dissertation purposes. In addition, we produced many documents on paper. 1 kept

interpretive 'Sigma' research notes and aIso transenbing notes in which 1 lœpt track

of wbat 1 was thinking and remembering while making the verbatim transcripts.

The children wrote in their steno pads and these were photocopied for our DaIa

File. We invented devices (such as the DRG Catalogue, the computer log cards, the

'Wbere are you?' attendance book) for keeping track of administrative details. We

made seventeen concept maps. Then ail of this had ta somehow be presented in the

form of a 'demonstration' tbat would portray children with experience doing

philosopby at work using philosophical discussion as a way of doing researcb.

Presenting the case story. To tell the story of bow children with

pbilosophical experience use philosophical discussion as a way to do researcb in the

fOnD of a dissertation, 1 decided to take a combined narrative and research report

approach. My choice of narrative for bath the Co-researching Stories and for the

'voice' of the research report, was inspired by bath the Philosophy for Cbildren

novel-qua-text approach and by the use of narrative as a way of knowing in

qualitative research methodologies. The entire dissertation is the story of how 1

[Sigma] came to do this research, what we did, what 1 did while we were doing it

and the sense 1made of it all afterwards - ail rougbly in chronological arder. The

C~researching Stories are staries within stories within staries. They too are
presented roughly in chronological order with a beginning, middle and end and they

tell the parts of the enterprise in which the childml CCHeSeal'Chers were on stage.

For the 'research report' part of the dissertation, 1 have selected those aspects of

doing a research 'write-up' tbat suppon and situate the argument tbat 1 am making

with this research. The dissertation as a dissertation is therefore necessarily

complex because of how it presents the demonstration of bow children use

philosophical discussion to do research and discusses tbat demonstration on a meta

level.
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'Ibis way of presenting the demonstration has its limitations, however, not

ooly in terms of the final form it takes but also becallse of the work it takes to

produce the demonstration in tbis form. Much is lost in the multiple transfers from

live co-œsearcbing discussions 10 audio then video tape, ta verbatim transcripts,

and finally 10 a narrative presentation on paper. With the advent of multi-media

teehnology, a much hetter way would be to find a way to replace the verbatim

portions of the co-researching discussions with video clips perhaps using

CD-ROM teehnology 50 that al a click of a mouse the children'5 faces and

demeanor could also he part of the presentation. This is not a cosmetic issue for

much meaning is registered in body language which does Dot transfer easily to the

printed page. This is not the time or place for a detailed discussion of these issues. 1

mise them more to say why 1 did not choose that route. One reason is that the

quality of the video-taping was not of a standard tbat would provide an adequate

presentation; and the other is that the teehnology was oot then and is still oot up to

the task. It is however, moving rapidly in that direction.

6.3 Research Achievements

Since this was a two-in-ooe research project, theœ are !WO sets of

&chievements to report.

Discussion Research Group Achievements

Discussion Research Group achievements. For practical reasons, our

co-researching was limited to the interpretive production of data during the

œsearch process and the c~researcherswere oot available to participate in any data

interpretation outside of the context of the forty-eight co-œsearching sessions. My

commeots on the research 8Chievements for co-research group project are therefore

based entiJely on my [Sigma] interpretation of having lived through this cxpericnce

with my co-œsearchers and subsequendy having worked witb the data. They

therefore refer 10 all the work wc did, including the detaiIed work on ~Ieaming'

which has not been featured in this dissertation version of the Co-researching

Stories, but which was an important part of the work we did. Tberefore, as results

542



•

•

•

of the work we did on the question "Wbat is philosophical discussion ("Discussion

for Leaming'') and how do we leam from it?" 1include the following:

• demonstration examples of 'philosophical discussion';

• detailed and Duanced explorations which confirmed that
philosophical discussion is a 'collaboralive' and 'philosophical'
fonn of 'inquiry';

• textuœd, complex and subde understandings of what counts as
'discussion' (relative ta other forms of group talk), 'leaming'
(in a wide variety of contexts and under varying conditions),
'collaboration' (relative ta 'cooperation'), 'pbilosophical' (how
it is ua family of its own") and the development of a concept
('inquiry') from ground zero;

• confirmation that we do leam from discussion and a deeper
understanding not only of how we leam from discussion but
also of how we leam; and

• confirmation tbat children CQ1l do researcb using philosophical
discussion and tbat it sustains their inteœst and engagement
over a long period of lime - outside of schaol tîme.

Dissertation Aehievements

With regard ta the dissertation, there are three sets of achievements ta

descnDe corresponding to the thœe ways in which 1 answered the research

question: by demonstration, by surfacing philosophical inquiry research aets and by

conceptual investigation.

Demonstration achievements. Among the achievements of the

demonstration of the co-researchers al work in the C~resetJTChing Stories 1

include the following:
• tbat childœn witb philosophical experience cao and do use

philosophical discussion as a way to do research in a project
where they work as co-researchers with a teaeher;

• that given a research context, such children use inquiry moves
derived from tbeir class philosophy experience as a way of
doing research;

• that in 50 domg, such children do aet as co-researchers;

• tbat the research design which merged phllosophical and
qualitative inquiry metbodologies is a useful one that is worth
exploring further for use with other philosophically experienced
chlldren and teaehers in otber settings ta do educational researcb
into matters which are of interest ta !hem and
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• that this is an example of wbat is meant by 'œsearch from tbc
margins' and 'educative research' - one tbat could he
applicable in other situations with otber groups.

SUr/acin, achievements. The "surfacing'Y achievements of this research are
a direct result of my interpretation of the Co-researching Stories data. In general

tbese achievements include a petœptiOD of philosophical discussion inquiry moves

as corresponding œsearch acts. Among the 'surfacing' achievements of my
interpretation of the data 1count the foUowing:

• that philosophical discussion inquiry moves cm be interpreted
as research aets when used in a œsearch context;

• that it is possible to surface such research aets in the
philosophical inquiry moves made by philosopbically
experienced cbildœn;

• that there are many examples and a wide range of philosopbical
inquiry moves tbat surface as research aets when children use
philosophical inquiry as a way to do research; and

• that in this context 'to do philosophyY is 'to do research'.

Conceptual achievements. My conceptual investigations regarding whether

conceprually what these children do really counts as 'researchYnot ooly confinned
that it does, but further these investigations yielded nuanced and reconceptualized

interpretations of a variety of terms associated witb what it is to do research witb

particular attention to collaborative research. These reconceptualiutions CID make

a practical difference by opening up the research enterprise to people nonnally

excluded or limited to research 'subject' roles and by altering what they aetua1ly do

and how what tbey do is perceived as 'research' .

6.4 Further Research

This Co-researching Stories demonstration of cbüdren and a teacher

engaging in cc:H'eSC8lCh using philosophical discussion as a way te do research is

but a first step. Howevery 1 submit that it is one which has the potential te open the

research door to other Philosophy for Children teaehers and students engaging in

researeh of tbeir own into subjec:ts which matter ta childœn. Examples of subjects

tbat come ta mind on the basis of my current experience as a teaeher might he the

issues such as the foUoWÎDg (not in any arder of priority): mandalory wearing of
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dress code, boredom in school, the organization of the school timetable,

homework, violence and harassment in the schaol seUing, childœn's involvement

in fund-raising, cbildren's rigbts in the school contexL Of course there could be

otber examples beyond the schoal setting. My interest beœ is in baving children's

involvement as 'œsearch aetors' be a way for them bath to leam and to teacll; for

tbem to have a voice and a new more proactive way to participate in their own every

clay and especially school lives. The 'further œsearch' 1 bave in mind therefore is

research with children about matters which cbildren identify as having an impact

on their lives.

The surfaclng acbievements of this research point ta further œsearch which

could also be undertaken by others iota the possibilities and limitations of surfacing

œsearch acts out of the existing abilities of otber people 'from the margins'. Here 1

have in mind the work tbat goes on in community groups and non-govemmental

organizations. In our research we focused on what we could already do weil and

put that to work in a œsearch contexl Wbat other skills (tbat we cao aIready do

weil) might surface in a similar way?

Our research was limited ta children and a teacher with philosopbical

experience doing research. Another direction for further œseareh migbt be ta see if

children without or without as much philosophical experience could also participate

in research as 'research actors' . If it is the case, as many in Philosophy for Children

maintain, that cbildren (and therefore people) are naturaUy philosophical, then what

about younger children or other groups of aduIts becoming 'research actors' tao?

Or, might tbere aIso be other ways for other people ta engage in research as

'research &etors' - other than with an emphasis on the use of philosopbical

discussion as the way to do research? The possibilities are infinite.
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6.5 Implications

Il is important tbat the process of investigating the world not remain a
speciaIized activity. Our everyday lives teach us skiIls which we use to
observe and reflect on our experience. We focus on problems. ask
questiODSt coUect information and analyze and iDterpret "data." We
already "do research" as we interact with the everyday world. (Kirby
and McKeDDa 1989, p. 17)

Retuming ta the 'research from the margins' quotation with wbich 1 hegan

tbis dissertation, as a way of considering possible implications for our research, 1

try 10 imagine a world in which the pracess of investigating the world does not

remain lIa specialized activity". Or, put another way, that if it does. that more people

he reco8llized as able I~ observe and retlect on [their] experience"t '~ locus on

problems, ask questions, coUect infonnation and analyze and interpret 'data", - as

able 10 "do research". 1 try to imagine a world in which more people would want 10

engage in such research both for i~ own sake (wbat is it that kept my

co-researchers coming for a whole year?), for the voice it would give lbem in
matters wbicb matter. and for the impact sucb 'popular' researcb might bave.

Childhood implications. In my persona! sphere of heing in close contact

with other people's children on a daily basis, 1 imagine a world in which cbildren

cao speak their minds without heing told not 10 taIk back. 1 imagine a world in
whicb child.ren are reco8llized for 50 much more than "sayjng the darndest things".

1 imagine a world in which cbild.ren's views are taken as seriously as anyone else's

and tbat it is considered 10 be at least possible that what they bave to say is taken

into account and can have an important impact on social change. 1 imagine a world

in which children are honoured for the subtlety and complexity of their thinking.

And. perbaps Most importantly of all. 1 ilnagine a world in which cbildren value

and bonour their own tbinking for its subtleties and complexities - as opposed 10

for their abilities to ltalk backt to adults. It is in tbis sense tbat 1 work for the

lemancipation' of children - not only from the constraints of others but aIso from

those they put on themselves. In short 1 imagine a world in which the very notion

of ~childhoodt itself is transfonned such tbat chiIdren cao participate more

meaningfuJ}y in the world they too inbabiL
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Educational implications. In my own professional spbere of elementary

education, 1imagine a world in which we no longer ask ourselves wbether or when

to include chiIdren in the decision and policy making tbat pertains to them in a

scbool setting. 1hasten to add that this is not 10 say tbat what tbey say should go,

tbat they are 'right' about everything. That is the fear. Rather 1 say that if we are
serious about the 'rights' children (and people in other marginal groups) have ta

speak and he heard, then it is incumbent on us to find ways to maIœ that happen.

Based on my experience working with lhese children, we the adults are the losers

when we keep childœn "in tbeir places" in schools and 50 are the children. It is a

lose...lose situation. The personal, professional and phUosophical henefits 1 have

derived out of working as a CCH'eSe8lCher with tbese childœn are powerful and a

privilege. Ifour wode inspires others to engage in research in sucb a way as to give

meaning to the notion of 'researcb' as an 'everyday' aetivity whicb mobilizes those

whom it may concem, then my bopes for this project will have been reaH7ed.

Judging by my own edueational context, we have a long way to go. Wbat we have

demonstrated in our case story is a goad way 10 go in order to teaIize its promising

implications•

Research implications. In the sphere of edueational research in particular

and qualitative researcb in general, 1 imagine a world in which we come ta

appreciate the contribution that 'doing philosophy' cm malœ to 'doing researcb'.

Philosophy's 'bad name' is legendary with the result that it is more common ta

deny or mask its imPOrtance than it is to embraœ it for the contribution it cau make

not only to our 'everyday' lives but also to wbat it cao help us to accompUsb in

those lives. The children in this project demonstrate what it is 10 bave a passion for

doing philosophy (as Christina Slade put it). And DOW they bave had an

opportunity to demonstrate what cao happeD wheD tbat passion is put to work in a

research context. 1 imagine a research worid in whicb philosophy comes up from

the underworld of philosophical 'underpinnings', in which the philosophy tbat we

already do and do weIl in research is named and claimed 50 that we cm do it even

better. It is for that reason that 1 was haunted throughout this project with the idea

of &merging' the philosophical with the qualitative, or of &surfacing' the

philosophical in the qualitative - ofdoing something to henefit bath.
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Philosophy for ChiIdren implications. WJth regard ta my Philosophy for

Children spheœ of activity, 1 imagine a world in which the collaborative

pbilosophica1 inquiry tbat is its haJJmark can emanate /rom school classroom

commUDities of inquiry out ta community communities of inquiry al ail levels of

society. 1 imagine a world in which we open the door from places where wc leam

how ta do philosophy out to a world in which wc do philosophy as a way of

leaming. 1 imagine a world in which we no longer do research about Philosophy

for Children but we do research with children and philosophy about anything and

everytbing eIse 1can imagine•
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