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Abstract

This thesis examines the learning experience ofraupy of students in a further
education college. This group, mainly adult reéusn (there was a small cohort of
school leavers) with few academic qualificationssceeded in gaining Higher National

awards and some went on to complete a degree.

Students from 1995-2002 on one course in a coléderther education were surveyed
and interviewed. Findings from 95 questionnaired &0 interviews on what factors
they considered important to their success, how k@ ned best, and what elements of
the learning experience were important to themevadirused to examine the learning of
this group of students, both with Highers and withidighers, adult returners and school
leavers, with a view to designing a teaching mddeboth sets of students. The initial
hypothesis that those without Higher qualificatiorequired something radically
different from those with Highers, was disprovethree case studies were used to give

a more chronological and holistic picture of thedsint experience.

The study shows that discussion, group communatilegand the trust and reciprocity
exhibited within the dynamics of this particular Eleassroom contributed to the efficacy
of the learning experiences. Concepts of leamhentity, discourse, student and teacher
identities and pedagogical traditions were explonetthe light of the data. Social capital
was used as a heuristic device to examine the meshaf classroom activity, the
bonding of the group and how the small world ofF&h classroom related to the larger

networks of the workplace, the community and higédrcation.

The final outcome, the model, was presented a®adbset of principles based on the
students’ comments, the teacher/researcher’s equeriand education theories. It was
to be “learning focused” rather than “training feed” (Eraut et al. 2000: 240).

Relationships between staff and students, studamds students, modes of thinking
linked to critical discourse and collaborative aityi were the key factors in their

successful achievement. The workplace contextlamdise of the practical setting were
seen as important in making the learning link teafrlife” but were not seen as the

pivotal force. This combination of social and cdiy@ forces was translated into a



model. The principles contained in the model werexpression of the way the students
changed in their thinking, and in themselves, arwtwclassroom dynamics brought

these changes about.
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CHAPTER 1
RATIONALE

Introduction

This is a study about second chance learning; améxes how students, previously
deemed as failures in an educational context, laveceived few or no paper

qualifications, gained success at a further edocatollege. Many factors determined
their success, from individual life circumstancesgeneralisable elements concerning
teaching and learning. The thesis will examine thltionship between learning

communities and academic success. The study$esoits in the observation that some
of the students who achieved college awards at ddidfational level had few or no

previous qualifications. Contrary to expectatiaings non-certificated group responded
to ways of thinking and learning usually associatdgth more traditional academic

institutions and some went on to gain a degreeas an attempt to understand how this
group of learners experienced learning that wenbihé the vocational, competency
based training. The students who had left schb@baand returned to college learned
how to think critically. Experiences, both insiaed outside college, contributed to their

learning.

This study will investigate how this learning joaynenabled some of them to gain
access to a degree programme. Lifelong learnirg é®ncept which describes what
learning is, when it takes place and how to asgesAlongside broad and sometimes
amorphous ideals of inclusion and lifelong learningere remains an economic
imperative to supply the market with appropriatetjucated people. Aspects of social
inclusion and access can challenge traditional atstiof teaching and can also question
who has knowledge and how it is legitimated. Samdsl and more traditional formally
accredited qualifications are seen as the domaiscbbols, colleges and universities.
Further education colleges are under pressureawid® access to post-16 learning and
to maintain traditional standards. To understdreddonflict between access for all and
maintaining standards this study examines studewts an 8 year period who have
failed to gain Higher qualifications at school buho have used other means and
methods of experience outside of the school expeegi¢o access knowledge. Studies of
those people with few qualifications (“school fadg”) such as Paul Willis’kearning

to Labour (1977: 98) where he examines how working class kedd up in working



class jobs, endorse the reproduction of labourutiinoeducation. One of the pupils in

Willis’ study, Joey, says:

...other people, say like the earoles, they'm getttheir exams, they’'m working,

having no social life, having no fun, and they’raiting for 15 years time when they're
people, when they've got married and things lika.thl think that's the difference. We

are thinking about now, and having a laff now...

Spanksy: | ain’'t got no ambitions, | don’t wannaséa. .| just want to have a nice wage,

that'd just see me through.

My study uses Willis’s image of the young peopleovitaditionally followed each other
through the factory doors, and examines how pewjille similar circumstances and
academic backgrounds broke away from that traditmmeturn to college to gain a
qualification. Studying the underdog has a strivadition in sociology: in contrast, this
is a study of achievers. Their journey throughrtheurse, what made them re-evaluate
themselves as successful, how the experience dyistywas different from school, and

why they succeeded, are the concerns here.

Over ten years of teaching in further educatiorhale observed that many of the
students who came to class with few or no quatifices from school were perceptive
and appeared as active thinkers, engaged in ictigllereflection. They were the type of
student / pupil who would have been described agtib— will go far” in a secondary
school setting (where | had previously taught farenthan twenty years). What had
happened? How was it that these students had antageon school qualifications but
ended up on a fairly intellectually demanding ceu(s their terms and in further
education terms) in a further education collegéhm west of Scotland? This study is
partly about how they got there but it is primaglyncerned with what made them stay.
With their academic track record, at the first nn@miof an essay, why didn’t they pack
their bags and walk out? How did the second chamqeerience give them an

opportunity to succeed? What did further educagioe this group that school had not?



Course of study

The students came to college to do a Higher Ndti@ertificate or Diploma in
Supporting Learning Needs (this will be abbreviatedHNSLN in the study)! The
entry requirements are two Highers (one of whichsimbe English) or relevant
experience. The aim of the course is to trainesttglto support learning with people
who had additional learning needs of varying degredgher in schools or in the

community.

There was a two day placement in a school or a#itice centre and approximately
three days were spent in college. It is intergstimat those who had had a poor
experience at school chose to study on a courdehtic school or adult learning
placements. The ratio of males to females on these was approximately 1:10

although the interview cohort had a different ratid..8.

Qualifications

One of the primary decisions for the research wasg to define the students who were
the central players in the study. The studentBhdiens of themselves were often that
they had no Highers so it was decided that sinisectimment cropped up so many times
in class, then this must be germane to their dedmiof themselves and, probably, of
themselves as learners. This definition often viiamd in hand with a comment on their
poor performance at school. The study is intedegiehow students with no Highers

gained HN awards. Of the 60 students who werenimeed, 24 went on to gain

degrees. Of this 24, nine had no Highers and adenb qualifications at all.

There was a wide range of qualifications as sonme f@a O grades, some had no
Standard Grades and some left school with a fewdatal Grades; the difficulty lay in
where to draw the line: there is perhaps a smékrénce between someone who left
school at 16 with no Highers and someone who &fbsl at 17 with one Higher. In this

study, where the term “few qualifications” (as hrettitle) is used, it means those who

! The title of this course is, strictly speaking, f#@ND year 1 only. Students from HND year 2
were also included in this study; the second yéah® course had a different title — HND in
Supporting and Managing Learning Needs. To simplihe term HNSLN has been used
throughout this thesis.



left school at 16 with no Highers. It could be dellathat the entire cohort had “few
qualifications” in relation to the qualificationsquired for university entrance. None had
the standard five Highers required for Scottishversity entrance. It is important to
recognise that this definition of “qualified” hasnse anomalies. Two Highers was an
entry requirement set by the college for those tuwb no experience working in the area
of supporting people with additional learning neeldss level of qualification had some
legitimacy in that it was seen as the student ltp\gtudied and reached a certain
standard of education and it shows a breadth alystult was decided that for the
purposes of the study, any Higher would be consitlés be “having qualifications” and
that, although this may appear a false divide mesavays, it was an indication that they
had stayed on at school past the leaving age amdcit@mpted some higher academic
study in school contexts. They had been givencti@ce to stay on at school; this
validation by the school that they were “worthy’tbfs level of study may have had an

influence on the learner identity of students whme to college.

The classification of Highers / Non-Highers was eparture from most studies in
participation in further education. The Nationaktitute for Adults in Continuing
Education which commissions many participation &siebf lifelong learning, uses the
classification of school leavers (16 plus) and adetuurners (those over 20) (McGivney
1990, 1996). The college used the temature studentfor those students over 25. In
this study | have used the NIACE classificationadiilt returners as those people over
20. Broadly speaking, school leavers are those aoinee to college from school, either
before or after taking their Highers. (Highers #re exams that Scottish students take
after Standard Grades.) An adult returner is somedm has left school, usually before

taking Highers and has had some experience of aoplarenting.

Participation studies provide quantitative datanform policy makers about the “who,
what and when” aspects of lifelong learning. Sostedies also examine more
qualitative issues of different learning approacltzesl different academic profiles
between the two groups (McGivney 1993, 1999; Gakagt al. 2000).

Instead of using the adult returners and schoalelsaclassification, the cohort in my
study was selected by qualifications gained. Appnately half of the students in our
college are mature students (for 2002/3 the ennuiringures showed that almost 50% of



the students were over 25). This distinction wae eemarked on by the students, often
by mature returners who felt that they would appess academically confident than the
younger students. Although the age difference waible and the life experience

difference surfaced in class discussions, it wasdifference in the underlying learner
identity (possibly dependent on the numbers of Eighthey had) which seemed to be
the main factor for this study. The students whme&an the HNSLN course tended to
see academic legitimacy in terms of Highers. Thexeded to be a redefinition of the
student group profile and since | was interestedxamining the success of those who
had not gained advanced qualifications at schbelgctiterion for difference became the

number of Highers the students had.

The adult returner / school leaver classificatignstill a useful one in identifying
differences in experience and learning needs armbethterms are used in the
interpretation of the data where age and experigreze more meaningful than lack of
gualifications. There was also a correspondencevdset this classification and
gualifications: broadly speaking, the mature retusnvere represented by those with no
Highers and the school leavers were representatidsg with Highers. (Of the survey
respondents, 46 out of the 54 students with no étglvere adult returners and of the 41
students with Highers, 23 were school leavers.) &g life experience appeared to be
potent factors of learner identity. Age is onlyeonf a number of factors which
determine a “disposition to learn” and participatistudies use the categories of adult
returner and school leaver (that is, at what agg ttome to college) as it is probably
easier to conduct large scale quantitative stuakasg this easily accessed data. Age is
an easier question to answer and record than a gualé@ative question on attitudes to
learning. At times there appears to be little ddfece between the Highers / Non-
Highers classification and the returners and leavEne Highers / Non-Highers category
fitted the main thrust of the research, which wasxamine the experience of those
students with few qualifications who were underresented in lifelong learning.
However, the end product was to produce a moddefoning and so both groups were

to be considered.

Research Questions
The main research question waghat made second chance learning a su&este

answer appeared to lie within the difference betwib®se with qualifications (Highers



in this case) and those without. So the next rebeguestion wads there a difference
between the two groups in the way they experieza@ing? The first part of the study
compares the two sets of students’ priorities forcess. It will compare the learning
experience in college of those who left school@tith no Highers and those who took
a more traditional route by staying on at schoal #ren coming to college with one or
more Highers. 95 students answered questionral@st their priorities for success and
how the school experience differed from that atega. This is not a comparative study
of school and further education, though comparisaiide made.

The next question to ask waathat elements of the learning experience are inapPt
The third question concentrates on the studenth wit Highers. 35 students were

interviewed on various aspects of the learning egpee.

The final part is the pragmatic section of the gtadd seeks to answer the question:
How can this information about both groups of studebe used to design a teaching
and learning model? 25 students with Highers were interviewed to gan

understanding of their learning experiences.

The questionnaire and interview questions weredasea set of assumptions:

we have a “new set” of learners — second chancedes

they may have a different set of requirements &arding than certificated students
(with Highers);

the students know what they find useful for leagnin

a new model of learning is required to teach them.

The research issues are:
the nature of the difference (if any) between thgisdents entering college with
Highers and those without:
the relationship between teaching and learning tredstudents’ performance;
their definition of themselves as learners andetationship to their success;
the relationship between the learning community @it individual outcomes;
and finally, the implications for staff developménatining in FE, assuming that

elements of the educational experience can be gbsed into a teaching model.
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The main research issue, the nature and qualitiyeofearning experience, springs from
two quotations from Bruner which had informed magdeing. This investigation was a
partial testing out of these aspects of his theoiiée first is concerned with intellectual
inquiry using metaphor. It connects the use ofjlerge to affective and cognitive
processes. It acknowledges the importance oftiotyi“mindful (but not intellectual)

immersion in experience” (Claxton 1996: 49) and $kasory unconscious that provide

us with insights which Bruner calls “hunches”:

...hunches, combinatorial products of his metaphadtivity. If he is not fearful of
these products of his own subjectivityg will go so far as to tame the metaphors that
have produced the hunches, tame them in the sésbkétong them from the left hand to
the right hand by rendering them into notions tteat be tested. (Bruner 1979: 4) My
italics.

The second is a recognition of the learning graaip aultural community.

... most learning in most settings is a communabigtia sharing of the culture. It is
not just that the (child) must make his knowledgedwn, but that he must make it his
own in a community of those who share his sensketiinging to a culture. (Bruner
1986: 127)

These quotations from Bruner’s writings gave rséhtree ideas:

learning is both individual and communal;

it is an emotional response, a cognitive procedsaasocial activity;

understanding of learning can be found in individsiaries and can also be constructed

as a metanarrative.

The first two form the substance of the study whishabout learning. The third
underpins the methodology in how we can reach atig§haunderstanding of this
learning. The stories of the students’ experierases the metaphors they used were an
expression of cognitive, social and emotional catinas. Close examination of these
narratives and the language therein may be as akge can get to understanding such

an idiosyncratic, elusive and often invisible, pres as learning.
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Rationale

Educational research has certain requirementshates with other discipline based
research a necessity to be rigorous, methodoldgisalund (generalisable in a social
science paradigm) and useful. This study meetethequirements in that it uses mainly
qualitative methods to throw light on the experemé how some students experience
learning and develop in their thinking; it showsahihis can be applied generally within
a world of lifelong learning; it offers a rich and-depth account of the process of
learning and the place of language and cogniticthiwvithat learning; and finally, it
constructs a model for teaching these learnersiieféective way. Recommendations

for staff development and training contribute sousefulness.

It questions the assumptions about suitabilitytfaining, namely, that employers tend to
send the most qualified employees on more traifihguston, Gasteen and Davidson
2002). It also questions whether the most suitatllecational route for gaining a degree
Is the traditional one of post-Highers entry froomsol. The OECD figure for 2002 for
adult participation in education reinforced preddindings (OECD 1997) that it is still
true that those with the most education are mdkelyli to participate in further

education.

Initial education and continuing education andnireg are mutually reinforcing, and
(that) education combines with other factors to enaftult training least common among
those who need it most. (OECD 2002: 248)

In simpler terms, the less training you have, #slyou are likely to get. One of the
main premises of this study is that previously walifjied students can develop into
successful learners. It questions assumptionstatdonis most suitable and receptive to
further education. To respond to the requiremehtthe market place and to create a

learning society, Coffield says:

A learning society is one in which all citizens acg high general education,
appropriate vocational training and a job ... whib@tinuing to participate in education
and training throughout their lives ... Citizens dearning society would ... be able to

engage in critical dialogue and action to improle guality of life for the whole
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community. In other words, they are lifelong leamwith reasonable judgement and

good thinking skills who use these faculties inrtegeryday lives. (Coffield 1994: 1)

Lifelong learning and social capital
The Kennedy Reportl.earning Works: widening participation in furthed@cation

concluded:

Further education has a unique contribution toerakwidening participation in post-

16 learning and the creation of a self-perpetudgagning society. (Kennedy 1997: 25)

Fryer (1997:373) reiterated thidf fifelong learning is to become a reality, FE Mié at its

heart”.

The Fryer Reportl.earning for the Twenty-first Centyry1997) and the DFEE Green
Paper The Learning Agd998) both emphasise the role of the further ettuca&ollege
in fulfilling national (both UK wide and as specilly stated in the Scottish Green
PaperOpportunity for Everyon&999: 19) objectives for lifelong learning.

Learning is central to economic success and sgoiaésion ...All those who are not
fulfilling their potential or who have underachievén the past must be drawn into

successful learning. (Kennedy 1997: 15)

This thesis examines those students who are statédth the Kennedy and Fryer
reports as belonging to groups under-representéattimer and higher education. Most
of the students that inform the main part of mydgtaould be classified as within the
group of “people without qualifications, lone paem@and low income women” (Fryer
1997: 16 and Kennedy 1997: 2). It attempts to andive question, “How does what
happens in the classroom affect the students?” KWmwv that students who have
“underachieved in the past” (Kennedy 1997: 15)li&edy to bring that legacy of failure

into the college. This thesis looks at the stusleviews of the attempts to overcome
that debilitating factor and “draw” them into afe&g network.

It relates to a social landscape in that valuestudés and habits formed through

learning are likely to have a positive effect omiciparticipation (Office for National

13



Statistics 2001). The more qualified you are dredrhore learning that occurs results in
a higher degree of activity in social networks. eTPerformance and Innovation Unit
(2002: 21) discuss the “strong positive associatetween levels of social capital,
community engagement and social trust and levelsdatational attainment”. Social

capital is defined as:

... features of social life — networks, norms andgttrathat enable the participants to act
together more efficiently to pursue shared objestiv.. Social capital, in short, refers to
social connections and the attendant trust. (Putited in Field 2003: 32)

Putnam says that education is the key to the omatf social capital. Norms of the
classroom can build up trust and reciprocity betwstidents. Accessing networks in
the links with industry through work placement atber forms of social capital. The
students build up relationships with co-workers witen enculturate them into the work
community. This extends their network and increakeir chances of participation in a

wider society.

How external support systems affect teaching andaening

This study also examines the elements that maka syccessful learning community.
Further education colleges stress the social apchp$ogical aspects that contribute to
“maintaining numbers”. These aspects take the fofnguidance, financial aid and
social welfare. The students’ previous educatigreformance is used as an indicator
of the level of support they may require. Thisnad to denigrate the intellectual quality
of the student but to remind ourselves that somgtHifferent is required if the student
is to succeed at his or her “second chance”. Swuippechanisms in further education
colleges have taken on the more practical formesdlare mainly financial and divorced
from the content of the classroom. Some of thalifug for the college comes with a
proviso that it will be spent in retaining certasocial groups or those with special
circumstances (eg. European Social Fund moneyHhidl care for those on particular
courses). This external support framework is idde#ical for success; financial worry
has a direct impact on effective learning. Althlbugost students have to supplement
their income by working, it is reasonable to assuha there is an optimal amount of

external waged work they can undertake beforeginseto affect their studies.
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The external constraints often cited for non-paréiton (McGivney 1999; Berryman
1987) are of interest to this study in that someppe overcome these constraints. What
constitutes this group who return to college and wieke a success of their second
chance learning? Participation studies tell us whdicipates and what prevents and
encourages them from entering education (McGivr#g611999, 2000) but they tell us
little about the quality of learning and what thedrning means to these students (Field
2003).

Providing an intellectually stimulating educationahvironment requires different
measures than dealing with structural issues ssctraamsport, childcare and income.
While acknowledging the necessity of the externglp®rt system, it is important to note
that the emphasis on funding and child care oféswlt in teaching and learning being
taken for granted in our college. There is litflebate about pedagogical issues and
certain principles are taken as axiomatic. Onthe$e principles is partly based on the

ideas of multiple intelligence theory (Gardner 1993

There is a potential for all types of learning tor with all types of people, practical
doers and academic thinkers. This should, osthnsibleast, free up the notion of
knowledge and learning from being tied to typesdivity and narrow descriptions of
intelligence. What it does, is to label FE studenReturners to further education, since
they are generally regarded as having “failed”ctosl and are enrolled on vocational
courses, are considered to be practical thinkeleers”, who are often high in emotional
intelligence and social skills. Rather than litiexg students from the confining
definition of intelligence being a one-dimensionfhite quality, this assessment of
vocational students can be used to substantiateditide between academic and
vocational students. Practical thinkersedskills; academic thinkersantideas. The
difference in the verbs is intentional; for praatithinkers there is a sense that we, the
educators, can determine their requirements wheeademic thinkers have a degree of

autonomy and self-determination.

This traditional profile of the further educatiotudent often results in an attitude in the
classroom that lecturers refer to as “pulling tverbeads”: such “dumbing down” is
more than an attitude and results in certain tygdeaching and learning that eschews

critical thinking. Further education colleges hawany structural support systems in
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place and they have been found to be effective (Mw®y1990) but it may be that
because so much emphasis is put on these situlafienoss 1981) aspects, the discourse
required to make changes in pedagogical approastigporting cognitive development,
tends to be more muted. It is easier (althoughess tostly perhaps) to provide child

care and emergency loans than it is to redesigrdanational environment.

Staff Development

As a college tutor, responsible for observing ela@s practice and writing reports for
the TQ(FE) course, | had experience in observiractpre in almost every teaching
department in the college. Although this is notduse evidence in this study, the
experience in others’ classrooms, in a varietyufjects, informs the teaching model.
During my ten years of teaching at the collegevehalso been involved in teaching on
staff development courses. What has often conma fhese courses is a consistent cry
for assistance in looking at different ways of presig material to engage the students,
guidance on classroom management and a desirkk @btaut teaching and learning — to
talk about the everyday experience and to dest¢hbedearning that goes on in each
lecturer’s classroom. And they want someone whg haae had similar experiences to
listen. Simple, simplistic even, but it begs thestion why this demand is not met. |If
we are seriously committed to redesigning learn@mgironments and changing the
culture of teaching and learning, then pragmatiecceons of what is “officially wanted,
technically possible and consensually agreed” (Bigited in Entwistle 1996: 112) may
leave out an important factor: knowledge of whatkgo Increasing staff awareness of
the relationship between teaching methods anditeamequires that we work on what
that relationship looks like: to put it simply, wikaows what works and are they going
to tell us? Teachers/lecturers need a model wikieldaptable to different contexts, that
works for particular students in a specific collewe a certain course. It requires a
model that accommodates the specific nature of dbbject learning and the
individualisation of the learning experience. Thain aim of the learning experience
(here | would suggest that for me, in my classrowns, to encourage students to create
their own frameworks for learning) has to be agrepdn, analysed into teachable
components and then applied to each subject. edlsy@® be constantly under review as
the profile of the subject body changes and it iregucollaboration and open exchange.
But first of all, it requires a model that is robusnough to stand up to critical

examination, firm enough to capture the messy dippesy nature of teaching and
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learning and flexible enough to adapt to changiogtexts. (Of course, | have ignored
the political factor of what is acceptable enoughfit into existing organisational
structures. However my concern in this researctoipresent a workable way of
increasing the value of learning experience in ¢l@ssroom. Its strength lies in its

efficacy for students.)

In essence, then, the thesis is concerned witle threas: the context of learning; the
content of learning; and the learning communityhéné the learning takes place, what
type of learning it is, how it is acquired and biiat process it comes to be considered
learning by the students (“self-appropriated” inges’ [1996: 105] terms) are all
questions within a more general query about the yjpcommunity which is required
for, or results from, this learning. The sociaéf learning may be an essential part of
the process. The learning community may take odymamic character which is

determined by the learners, the subject, the teaaitethe interaction between them.

It is the intent of this study to show that theseohd chance learners are not only
capable of the more conceptual and critical forfnghimking, but that the teaching and
learning techniques used in this thinking can acswpport mechanisms which enhance
the social and psychological experience of theesttdlIt is based on the premise that if
you teach students to develop their cognitive skthis will have a long term effect on
their learning habits. It is based on the evidetina# adult returners with few to no
previous qualifications gained HN qualificationsjree continuing on to degrees, having
made the transition from informal learning to foimeand academic learning with
seeming ease. How did “high school drop-outs” ghegrees? What were the factors

that enabled them to make their second chancecassz
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review looks at the four issues melgvant to this study:
1. Lifelong learning, participation and social dapi

2 Learning and discourse;

3. Learner identity;
4

Learning and teaching: theories.

It was necessary to situate the smaller issudseoftiality of teaching and learning in
the classroom within the larger context of lifeldegrning to establish a sense of its
importance. Participation studies contained thermasues. In analysing the
participants’ comments on their experience, it eagropriate to use and explore
discourse theories. The construct of learner ithentas also examined in relation to the
students’ responses. Finally, these comments wemaiaed in the light of existing

teaching and learning theories to construct a model

Methodology

To begin the literature review with the influencesthe methodology is perhaps not a
true reflection of my research process. The reaftinthe methodology was interwoven
into the other education literature and often caimaut as a result of dissatisfaction with
the apparent way forward. It was a response toitivaitive process where, as each
section unfolds, there is a realisation that théhoet used to examine one idea was not
wholly satisfactory for the next. The methodologgding is only briefly outlined in this

chapter because it is dealt with in detail in thiéofving chapter on methodology.

The Gorard and Rees study informed the methodaquiitiy in this thesis. The
understanding that time and stage in life had &etebn the way you constructed reality
was influenced by this study of adult learners ial&g (detailed in the next section).
Instead of using the “stepwise method” of accunadlatariables, they took each
variable independently and related it to the adlifesevents — what happened at what

stage in their life. “Snapshot” techniques tengdhow isolated time events, not a
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longitudinal overview. Gorard and Rees’s methodvedl for the real life changes and
shifts in influence as they happen. Their appratdcted the collection of data in my
study in that consideration was given to the stadke students’ life when decisions
were made. This ranged from the important decisfaiien they made up their minds to
return to education) to smaller issues such as henrealised they could succeed in
completing the course or could go on to the newdlleThere was a delay between their
graduation, answering the questionnaire and githegnterview; there were changes of
mind and altering of views which indicated a tengbaspecificity which was somewhat
disconcerting for the researcher. The first tiména@rviewee said,Oh | don’t know

why | said/did that: that wouldn’t be true ndwt,was difficult to know what to do with

data that seemed to keep changing its mind.

Theories of narrative based research were reaglation to the interpretation of the data
from the interviews. Although the interview quesis explored the research themes and
issues, they were not a satisfactory representafitire more whole and nuanced story.
Hunter'sDoctor’s Storieg1991) was useful in illustrating the power ofindual

stories becoming medical case histories which wee used as generic models. This
text was also a source for understanding the powedividual case studies and was
influential in the decision to use three case s®idis many parallels could be seen
between medical case histories and stories fronslgssroom.

Finally, Mauthner and Doucet’s (1998) article oa tlvice-centred relational method
presented a way of reading the interview data whake a multi-layered interpretation
of the student’s answers. These answers becanesstdrich were rendered in
individual voices. It substantiated the researchemphasis on the importance of letting
the students speak for themselves; they chosetaleddborate on and what stories to
tell.

1.1 Lifelong Learning and participation

The reading sought to determine how the smalléupgaf learning in the classroom
fitted into the wider issues of the lifelong leargidebate. FE is the most popular form
of entry into lifelong patterns of learning (Galteay et al. 2000) so, although my
research did not set out to determine whethemttusp of FE students became lifelong

learners, it was necessary to acknowledge the ctionébetween FE and lifelong
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learning in terms of its position in educationalipp The debate around human and
social capital set the context for social inclusgsues like “second chance” learning.
The group comprising the main part of the studye&mm under-represented groups as
cited in the Kennedy (1997) and Fryer (1997) repdrarticipation and retention studies
comprised much of the initial reading and were wisief situating the FE students within
the categories of participation and to determirmeldigitimacy of the categories of my
study, Non-Highers and those with one or more HighelcGivney’'s (1996) study on
participation was also used to substantiate théaieors for success given in the

questionnaire which formed the basis for the ineaws.

The success of the FE students in my study was @eea exceptional since they came
from that group under-represented in further edacdFryer and Kennedy Reports
1997). They were mainly women with minimal quakfiions, often lone parents with
low income, unemployed, and they had left schodGatThey came to college with “no
Highers”, had negative attitudes to their schogezdence and had “fragile” (Gallagher
2000: 43) learner identities.

Time spent in initial education and participatiorieéarning later on was a consistent link
in much of the participation research (McGivney@98orard and Rees 2002). The
more “educated” the person, the more likely theyente undertake more learning. In
other words, the lifelong learner was already etketeEarly education overrides all
other factors (including ethnicity and gender) dueational participation (Cross 1981;
Irons 2002). Financial incentives subsidised pewagile would have taken advantage of
the learning offered anyway. The fact that the stil¢ame from a low income group
did not adversely affect access to learning; it thase with poor secondary school
records who found it the most difficult to acceggHer learning. Cross’s (1981)
findings above were confirmed by the 1988 studyedorScotland by Munn and
MacDonald. More recent surveys by NIACE (1996; 19&hfirm these findings. This

set of readings confirmed that the group of stuglenmy study was exceptional.

Participation rates examimngho, wherandfor how longquestions. They are important
because retention rates are indicators of a céfleqgrecess and are connected to
funding. Research instruments are biased towarsi$yibe of investigation (Cross

1981). Why and how questions about successful stadee left to more expansive
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research. Participation studies were not helpfdetermining how and why people with
low qualifications succeed and what the qualitjeafning means to them (Field 2003).
Reasons for participation are often presentedreegative — barriers to participation. My
study was about success. Cross’ model (1981) efjoaing barriers to participation is
used widely (McGivney 1990; Gorard & Rees 2002) Titodel consists of 3 types of
barriers to participation: situational — work, fayrcommitments too time-consuming,
financial, child care and transport; institutioralules and availability of courses and
dispositional — learner’s attitudes to self-pertas that learning is irrelevant, or for
children, or too difficult, and “not for the likex me”. Similar barriers to learning are
acknowledged in Hillage and Aston (2001): attitadjphysical and structural. These
are lack of confidence and motivation, financiadl &ime constraints and finally, the

structures of education in teaching and training.

This small-scale study of further education stug@mthe west of Scotland was set
within a larger national picture of lifelong leangi, widening access and increased
citizenship. The Greenock students in my study cbrora an area which is heavily
endowed with social inclusion priority funds, sufférom an over-investment in
superstores and micro-chip assembly and has a @roekfvhich is trying to make the
transition from heavy industry into service indysifhe shipyards are closed and the
industrial base no longer affords a route to warkaining for new jobs (as this study is
being written, call centres, which took over frortra-chip assembly are being
downsized due to competition from global companies$ seen as imperative for the
regeneration of this town. FE was central to ttaming. Many of the women students
who came on the HNSLN course had worked in factcaired were aware of the
potential for change in employment in the socialtadional/voluntary service sectors.
They saw this shift in economic imperative as anclkeao work with people, gain some
training and education and disprove the sayiggls' from around here don’t go to
colleg€ (mature student who had worked in a factory awneld in a social priority area

of Greenock).

1.2 Human capital and social inclusion

These macro issues served as a framework for estalg) why success was important
and why these students chose this route to cateanaement. Lifelong learning is

promoted on two counts: to prepare a competentfaxark and to create a more
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egalitarian society. Those that participate haletter chance at integrating into society,
creating networks and becoming fully involved d&ens (Field 2003). Much of the
literature on participation and retention in furtleelucation centres around the tensions
between human capital and social inclusion. Hunzguital argues that training is
required for a competent workforce and social isidao arguments call for education as
a right of citizenship to improve the quality deli They do not exclude each other but
can appear, in terms of policy and ideology, astgihg to different and sometimes,

opposing, camps.

For Gorard and Rees (2002) fostering lifelong lesymeans being able to fulfil both
the economic imperative and the concern with sac@lsion. The tension between
these two can lead to policies which may fulfilther objective. Gorard and Rees see
the need for an explanation other than those raatéetonomistic models of market
behaviour” (Gorard and Rees 2002: 30). In theidgtof 1104 adult learners in South
Wales they found that 10% of the main sample whieewgerviewed in depth could be
classified into eleven lifetime trajectories. Thetindy examined who participated, at
what point in their life cycle and how their initeducation related to their uptake of
learning in adult life. Time and place in theieli€ycle were crucial factors in student
participation. These ideas were used in my thesgs lzasis for interview questions and
as an underlying theme in the examination of “leaymeadiness” — how the stage of life

relates to a re-thinking of learning attitudes.

People tend to choose employment which reaps rewfantian capital theory adopts
this fundamental law of human endeavour and satdritthe light of knowledge about
market forces, people will make choices in theiming and education for maximum
economic gain (Gorard and Rees 2002). Participatiodies are concerned with training
for the market. Most of the National Institute aflit and Continuing Education surveys
(McGivney 1996; Sargant and Aldridge 2003) giveatamal reasons for participation
and are concerned with the systemic structuresailgieople to stay in education (Tett
2002); financial assistance, learning and studysrtpguidance and mentoring, being

examples.

How does the human capital theory relate to myy&uche economic imperative is a

strong reason and would no doubt suffice as th@nrasome cases, the only,
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determinant for returning to education. If the emmirc drive was of primary importance
then it would seem that the desire for a qualifaratvas instrumental and that the
participation in the learning experience wouldeeflthat. The students in this study did
choose to come on the HNSLN course with a viewaming for the job market but they
made a choice which was not determined solely by@wics. Quite often they left jobs
where they were earning more to train for a joly tt@nsidered worthwhile. Equally,
they could have got a job in this area (albeihatlbwest wage scale) without any
gualifications. So, economic gain was not the sme&ven the most important,
motivation for coming on the course. The questibwhy they had come to college
could not be answered by the simple answer “to Baore money”. This indicated there
was a richer source of reasons why people whosedealentity was underwritten by
educational failure, should revisit the site ofdee. The story was far more complex
than financial incentive. Once through the colldgers, engaged in learning, other

priorities took hold.

The lifelong learning debate affects the chapterteaching and learning because, if FE
is to “lie at the heart” (Fryer 1997: 373) of thegmals for a learning society, then
different approaches may need to be adopted fadittesity of the student body.
Previous to the SOED (198Aktion Plan lecturers in FE taught on secondary school
lines with less formal relationships between saaifl student. The guidelines from the
SOED encouraged FE lecturers to use more activeitgpapproaches, student-centred
project work and simulated work environments. Thegggroaches were aimed at
producing a workforce which could think and actiself-directed way, be co-operative
teamworkers and have the essential communicatitia. fhe same people must write
the reference forms | receive for the ex-studehitsof these skills are requirements for
every job.) Integrating college-based with workdmhtearning, what the Scottish
Qualifications Authority terms linking theory togmtice, through these student-centred
approaches, was meant to create these conditiolase™reportSix Years On(SOED
1990) showed that problem-solving was not “chargstte of the system” (Soden 1999:
608). Developing good thinking, an essential pathe FE remit, and implied in the
descriptors of all programmes accredited by thdtSboQualifications Authority,
appears to get lost in the greater emphasis ottahemission and application of skills-
based knowledge. The ambivalent attitudes to extalal development in FE stem from

the traditional divisions between academic and trocal education.
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Despite these differences, the lines between HB-&hldave become blurred. In 1995,
one third of Scottish FE colleges had 50% of teeidents registered for higher
education awards and over 40% of students entbigiger education were doing so
through colleges (Soden 1999). It may be that FEtbidake on board some of the
deeper learning approaches, steeped in debateaitiodl thinking, which are
traditionally associated with the higher educasentor. Similarly, there are pressures
on the HE sector to use some of the adult educ#tmories normally associated with
adult returners (Zukacs and Malcolm http://www.operuk/lifelong-learning).
Improving work performance and acquiring skills flming so was a main concern of
much of the research in participation in both sectSelf-directed learning and
flexibility in thinking, both attributes of the deable graduate employee, were also seen
as enabling people to be good citizens (Soden 199@)connection between learning
approaches used in HE, application through vocaltimlevance (the primary concern

of FE) and social capital were all themes that featra foundation for this thesis.

1.3 Lifelong Learning, social capital and citizensip

Adult learners are joiners and vice versa. (Fi€ld3 38)

People connect through a series of networks andtémel to share common values with
other members of these networks; to the extentliese networks constitute a resource,
they can be seen as forming a kind of capital. A8 &as being useful in its immediate
context, this stock of capital can often be drawnroother settings. In general, then, it
follows that the more people you know, and the nyane share a common outlook with
them, the richer you are in social capital (Fied®2: 1). The idea of social capital
explains what is happening at that layer betwedivitduals, institutions and the social

world.

Social capital was found useful in this study &earistic device to explore a set of
social phenomena which identifies education asraktd its creation (Office of National
Statistics 2001). It provided a theoretical framewim examine the learning process of
students with few qualifications in an FE colleB&actly what it is and how we measure

it remains problematical. However, it provided afus model which incorporated the
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traditional one of using education for upward sbeiability and the more contemporary
ideas connected to social inclusion. Social castabnnected to lifelong learning
because the habits, values and attitudes builbingqugh learning are said to encourage
civic participation (Field 2003; Office of Nation8tatistics 2001).

An element of social capital is trust. Differentwerks require differing levels of trust.
Trust provides a bonding “glue” (Putnam in Field@019) that helps keep members of
groups together. Bonding capital, the type thatuocem families and with friends, is
necessary for “getting by”: it keeps you within th@undaries of good citizenship and
provides the close support necessary for sucdesan, of course, if the family ties are
too close, result in underachievement if the fardies not value educational or other
types of achievement. Looser trust bonds withinvoeks that are less cohesive than the
family, exist within bridging capital. These netwsroil the wheels of commerce and
“getting on”; it is the social capital that occuimstween work colleagues and
professional networks. It is the type of networéttis useful for promotion. Membership
of certain social groups is based on these tissiggest that, somewhere between these
two forms of social capital, the network of thesseoom operates, given the right
educational conditions. The third type of sociglita, linking capital, is for “getting
ahead” and links people in dissimilar situatioh®se ties which cross networks and are
probably used for promotion outside the smaller @mamity (Woolcock in Field 2003).

One criticism of this theory is that it ignores pawelationships and is used almost as a
one-size-fits-all application to almost every sb@aue. It lacks strength in specificity
and can become vague. Also, negative aspectsasutle exclusive nature of bonding
capital, can be overlooked. Bridging capital appdare more inclusive (perhaps
because of its looser trust bonds) and less likeefgll prey to the insular aspects that

can come from small, tightly bonded communitield2003).

These ideas will be used in this study to showbthreding capital exhibited within the
classroom culture and how that relates to the whdeiging capital that exists between
the student and their work placement. It is not jlae qualification that opens up new
doors for the student, it is also the networks thaye built up through their work
placement and possibly through higher educatiosdaone. It could be said that the

classroom exhibits trust and reciprocity. It magoahave something to say about our
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roles as teachers. Are we setting up conditionslgoine to bonding capital which in
turn gives the confidence to create bridging c#pitde Schools and Social Capital
Theory Group of the Applied Educational Researdmefe (2005) ask pertinent
questions about those without educational quatibos having access to social capital.

John Field has made connections between socidghtdgelong learning and

citizenship (2000, 2003, 2005). Field's studiesegthe researcher a wider view of what
learning means once embarked upon: what worldestadhad access to. As he says, “it
gives them confidence to go into social spaces matlother compass” (Field 2000: 51)
by teaching them to cope with intangibles and unaggties. Education as a passport to
citizenship formed a link between networks, attsitio learning and activity in the FE
classroom. These ideas on social capital were ins€tapters 8 and 9 to give a form to
how the pedagogic acts gave rise to the four tesfedscial capital: norms, trust,

reciprocity and networks.

2.1 Learning and discourse

Discourse issues are of particular interest ta¢lsearcher. My MPhil was about the use
of discourse and metaphor in a secondary Englesdsch a school with multi-lingual
pupils. English teachers are always concerned laitQuage, whatever other subject
they are teaching. Although the college studenthigistudy were not bilingual,
speaking English only, they shared many of theattaristics of the pupils in my
previous study (Coalter 2002). They appeared tiatiag similar language and cultural

barriers.

Anyone who has crossed a language barrier knowsajaurney involves a form of
shape-shifting or “self-translation” (Rushdie: 2BA2: 6). If we see bilingualism as
biculturalism, a concept well researched in Mikestudy (1983) of 12 bilingual girls,
academic discourse for my students when they retutm college could be considered
almost to be a language from another culture. Taglyto learn to use it and, at the same
time, reflect on how this use was affecting thearher identity. This “bicultural” shift in

the adult learner was expressed through develdpiggistic confidence.

Miller’s ideas on gains and losses in languagebsansefully transposed to the FE

students’ situation. She argues that to be “mardbbetween two cultures and also
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“occupying” two languages (Miller 1983: 9) may cawssense of disequilibrium in
terms of thinking; this is probably, according tadet (1959), when learning takes
place. This learning discomfort zone is acknowledage both an alienating and a
liberating experience. It is beyond the scope wf $kudy to establish how much of this
code switching (Bell in Miller 1983) is responsilite the students’ successful learning
—or even if it related in such a direct way. Woai be tentatively suggested is that the
change that occurs may compare with the procelemaofing a new language and that
this process could be seen as gains and losseshritst and second language. It could
also be seen as a “bilingual” state where langisgeed as a resource in an optimal
way in two different contexts: the language of haand that of the classroom and as a
student in a professional workplace. What the sttgdund in the college classroom
was an unsettling atmosphere of change: this chaatgered new language, new
attitudes to that language, and a different refatigp with learning. Readings on
Bakhtin (Eagleton 1983 and Wertsch 1991) and Mc@air(2004) influenced the
sections on discussion as a method of learningowsng the place of talk in
transforming the person: the dialogic nature & kels a dialectical relationship with
language, meaning, context and definition of Sdifough discussion we are always
seeking not only understanding of what we and stheg saying, but are also refining
and redefining ourselves through that language.WWards become “your own” the

learning is also yours.

2.2 Discourse analysis

The theories of Cameron D. (1995), Gee (1999) aadéZon L. and Low (1999) were
used in the interpretation of the language useddrinterviews in Chapter 5. Students’
metaphors were used as an analytical tool whemisksng learning. Cameron and Low
(1999: 25) argue for a contextually based undedstgnof the use of metaphor: what
they call “language in use”. What the researches gzmscious of, when interpreting the
language, was that it had to be tied into the cdriElearning in the classroom.

Discourse analysis is a reciprocal and a cyclicat@ss in which we shuttle back and
forth between the structure (form, design) of agief language and the situated
meanings it is attempting to build about the woidéntities, and relationships. (Gee
1999: 99)
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The language the students used gave form to thriltiple identities”. For the students,
these identities were situated in different corgettte classroom, the workplace and at
home. Clarke (2002) puts this into a feminist fraraek when she says that women’s
identities are multi-various and often, when tglstories from their lives, they contain
criteria by which the mother, the worker and thedsht can be evaluated. Clarke (2002:
73) discusses the “multiple, changing and oftertremiictory discourses of work,
education and domestic life.” Since the majorityrd participants in this study were
women (86%) and many of them, mothers, the id¢aaftradictory discourse” was

important.

Determining the definitive meaning of discoursé&@iblesome. It is one of those
concepts which belong to many disciplines: discedios a social scientist is concerned
with words interpreting acts with talk being onlgrpof the concept; it involves the
context of the talk and the relationship (not als/atatic) between the two or more
discussants (Gee 1999). For the English teactmrodise involves the above but
concentrates on the linguistic properties of disseuFor an educational researcher, the
textual analysis is not just in the text, but amitnit lies within the cultural norms of
what counts as legitimate discourse in the classrand elsewhere. It is the
understanding of what can be said, how it shouldai& and how that speech event is

received.

According to Van Dyck, discourse analysis involtles “many dimensions of text, talk
and their cognitive, social and cultural conteXti&ines et al 1997: 87). That is, it's the
relationship between what and how the studentewatk and communicate non-
verbally and the context in which they do it. Thantext is not just the immediate one
where the event (speech or otherwise) is takingeplbaut the social and cultural
backgrounds that the students have brought toititeutse. Discourse also reflects a
relationship between thinking and language usmaly seem that the definition of

discourse is so all-encompassing that, in effect,in danger of losing its meaning.

To add to the complexities of defining discoursevas used in three different ways in
this study. Discourse analysis (with an emphasitheruse of metaphor) was used in the
interviews to reach a deeper understanding of thiee momplex issues involved in

learning. It was also used as a way of knowing abgperience through narratives and
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case histories. Thirdly, it was used in a more imliad® sense in meaning the discussion
and talk that happened in the classroom. Usingiage to discuss and analyse language
can become tangled up in post-modernist, multi-dsrenal arguments and some of the
discussions in the reading were more baffling thelpful. Language analysis can be an
important analytical tool but it can also leadatsé certainties. To reach a way forward
through these discourse readings it was decidek®the view that language uses us
and is used by us. The students brought a setgibtic mannerisms to college,
essentially defined by culture and their relatiopstith educational institutions.
Language lay at the heart of their learning expeeeand also at the heart of their

expression of that experience.

2.3 Metaphors: making sense

Reading on metaphor was used to understand thétivegand affective aspects of
metaphor, how metaphor is used as a linguisticogefar expressing concepts and how
shared metaphors contribute to bonding within aigr@akoff and Turner 1989; Lakoff
and Johnson 1980; Cameron L. 2003; Cameron andll9®®). | chose to concentrate
on metaphors in this analysis of the discourséviorreasons. As an English teacher |
am interested in the more expressive forms of laggwand as an MPhil student my
thesis was concerned with the relationship betweetaphor and cognition (Coalter
2002). Secondly, the interviewees’ used metaph@dgminantly in their answers to the
guestion on teaching and learning. There are palvarfuments about the conceptual
understanding that the use of metaphor indicabesetare also arguments which
indicate that using metaphors as a way of makingesef the world is a common
occurrence (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). It was a efagpresenting the individual
within the world of the classroom, a way of usihgit language to make sense of their

thinking about their reality.

Since much of social reality is understood in metgal terms, and since our
conception of the physical world is partly metaptal metaphor plays a very

significant role in determining what is real for. (lsakoff and Johnson 1980: 146)
Metaphors are lexical shortcuts. They assume aahframe of reference between

discursants, a way of bonding with a set of id&a®ry discipline contains its own set of

metaphors. Pedagogy, in particular, owns metaphatsare often pejoratively called
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jargon (for examplescaffoldingandactive learning. In the case of this research it was
found that students adopted these metaphorspdrisaps obvious that if you are

training to work in education, metaphors used incation would come “naturally”. It

may also be obvious that the students would adh@ptrtetaphors used by the researcher,
since | had taught all of them for at least a ye&en if the students did not use them in
answering the questions, they were familiar witn tieetaphors used both in the

classroom and interview situation.

As Lakoff and Turner (1989: 56) saylore than Cool Reasgmetaphors are “basic to
the conceptual system on which our language andoodtare are based”. Interpreting
what people say through metaphors is one way dhgaghich shows ways of
organising and connecting both affective and cogmaispects of the mind. It may be
that metaphors represent a level of internal ictéva between what you feel and what
you think: using metaphors to express ideas oicdlffand elusive concepts may elicit

more meaningful data than literal and “factual’dyguestions and answers.

3.1 Learner identity
Weil's (1986: 223) definition of a learner identity

...the ways in which adults come to understand tmelitions under which they
experience learning as “facilitating” or “inhibigify, “constructive” or “destructive”.
Learner identity suggests the emergence or affiomatf values and beliefs about
“learning”, “schooling”, and “knowledge”. The constt incorporates personal, social,
sociological, experiential and intellectual dimems of learning, as integrated over

time.

Although this definition is used widely in adultwezhtional studies, it appears to be so
all-encompassing that its usefulness for more walcind detailed studies of
connections between specific learning experienodshaw they affected the
participants, is limited because it lacks spedificAlthough participation studies were
useful in gaining knowledge about why certain goapme to college and why they
stay (the dispositional factors were listed buted@mined in depth), it was the few
studies on learner identity which contributed mtoghe meaningful aspects of the

learning experience in my research. Gaining amgiisnto learner attitudes require
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more in-depth methods than those used in partiopatudies. It was the learner
identity which affected and was most affected lgjrtbecision to stay and participate in

a way which transformed the students’ thinking.

Most of the studies concerned with learner idemtiéye done with non-traditional
students: adult returners and Access students!3N&886) study of “non-traditional”
students (previously unqualified) on undergradeatases formed a foundation for the
concept of learner identity. A poor learner idgnhitd its origins in school experience;
this experience was often overcome by a more pesiitcome from the work
experience. Gorard and Rees’s (2002) study als@aadntribution to the origins and
determinants of this identity. They found that pgaéattitude during school years was
the significant determinant. They found that muestple fitted into 11 lifetime
trajectories: the learner identity affected theajectory in that the desire to learn could
over-ride poor schooling experience. Gorard ancsRestudy showed that, dependent

on life-cycle factors, this attitude to learningutbchange.

Participation studies (McGivney 1991, 1996; Gorand Rees 2002) discuss and use the
concept of disposition to learn emanating fromtdren “dispositional” factors used by
Cross (1981). What she meant in this earlier stuee the characteristics, qualities and
attitudes the students had towards learning andirgtedd them to theories of adult
learning. She recognises that there are “learnioggd personalities (Cross 1981: 80)
and accepts the concept of learner identity agarito learning behaviour. There are
times where people are particularly sensitive gmehdo learning — what she calls the
“teachable moment” (Cross 1981: 127). How disposdl factors influence the learner
identity of students was a theme that informed sofribe interview questions in my
research. What this study extrapolates from Cnassk is the model for understanding
participation: her chain of response model staits gelf-evaluation — the moment at
which students decide to participate. The poimttath my students decided they were
able to cross the threshold of the college doard,leow they came to that decision,
seemed to be linked to their learner identity. dyrbe that their learner identity changes
at this point or that they have reached a poitihéir lives where transition is possible.
This thinking gave rise to the question in thenvitavs: At what age and why did you

decide to come to college ?
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Education may be seen by some adults as merebpamtion for adult life (“it's what
children do”) rather than as a part of adult lifethe NIACE survey of 1987-9 from
which McGivney draws this conclusion, 60% of nomtiggpants expressed hostility
towards education. Changing attitudes towards dotuchrought about by poor
experience at school or lack of support from hometler factors, is more long term
and elusive. Financial incentives or changing tagtinal policy may not necessarily
address deeply engrained attitudes. These attimdgde changed however, through a
positive experience of success in education. Wevkhat retention rates tell us little
about the effect of teaching (Robbins Report 1968lan McGivney 1996). It is the
changing of these attitudes which, while not sqptieengrained as those non-
participants in the NIACE surveys, remain to soragrde with those students who make
it through the doors of college. It is through sheecess of such participants that change
may occur at a more structural level. It is thesggimal participants, not the non-
participants or the reluctant ones, who stand erettges of the educational circle, who,
through their success, may be able to pass ondkpéarience to less confident groups.
Funding for participation is often centred on thed® are entrenched in negative
attitudes to education. They have a range of dilies which make access to education
difficult. The students in my study had had, in geh, poor experiences at school. They
came to college with low cultural capital in therfoof qualifications, but they had other
resources which meant that success was a pogssibitit the socially excluded, with

little cultural capital, the leap is too far. Itike trying to be an elite athlete when your
report card says, “Quite good at sport.” Invesimgeople who have had some measure
of success elsewhere and who have had experieearning in a different context

from school (in the case of my students, it wathenworkplace and at home) may give

better returns.

The most relevant determinant of later take-updimcation was found to be the
disposition to learn (Gorard and Rees 2002). Moditative studies (Weil 1986;
Gallagher et al 2000; Bloomer and Hodkinson 20G@) the concept of learner identity
meaning the students’ attitudes towards themselsdsarners. In some studies the
concepts become conflated. Dispositional factodisposition to learn and learner
identity appeared to be the same. On first readinged the phrases interchangeably. As
more data was collected in the interviews, | camgee them as different. Although my

students had “fragile” (Gallagher 2000: 43) learndentities, they had a positive
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disposition to learn. The two concepts were ineatrly linked but it appeared that a

change in learner identity was dependent on thditon of a disposition to learn.

Chappell et al (2003) discuss the constructiomefiéarner identity and how discourse
and pedagogies affect this construction. The osigileterminants and construction of
the learner identity and how that identity can banged, relate to the interpretation of
the students’ interviews done in this study; intisatar, their school experience and how
it shaped their academic confidence. Gorard and Rescribe those with a disposition
to learn as having a “stable” learner identity e willingness to learn in work, in their
family role and in adult life in general. It is $héet of learners which invest and
contribute to the learning society: a set of peeygie have an interest in learning which
had not been satisfied in their formal, earliercadion.

Gorard and Rees’ study (2002) found that their sasgies has been unfulfilled in their
desire to learn previously and the researchers raaeetative suggestion that the
disposition to learn may be the most relevant datgant in returning to learn. A

positive learner identity overcame structural andricial considerations. This factor is
usually underestimated because survey methodsdireapproach used in participation
research, do not uncover this qualitative data. @rike questions for this study is how
learner identity relates to learning and how tlegreng experience can create or enhance

a positive learner identity.

3.2 The social construction of an identity

If school has as considerable an effect on leadwsertity as Gorard and Rees’ study
(2002) says it does, unravelling the complexitiemdividual action and actor within a
set of social constraints was required. Althoughl&arner identity of the student was an
important part of the study, it had to be assurhatithere were many reasons for not
staying on at school. The cause for poor learrattity does not always equate with
poor experience at school nor is that always theae for non participation in further
education. The issue is more complex than sucedsdure at school (Rees et al. 1997).
Lack of success at school can often be an incefdivater study (Gorard and Rees
2002). One of the interview questions was desidoexkamine the relationship between
school experience and learner identity. There vaaisitention to determine a causal

relationship (this would be a study in itself) bainvestigate some connection between
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the students’ views of themselves as learners dradher that was a legacy from school
or as a result of wider life experience. Factofsaing learner identity were also
implied in the second question on the questionrairaow college was different from
school. This question contained an assumptionstii@ients would reveal not only the
practical aspects but also their feelings about#tpeerience. There was a more direct

question on learner identity in the interviews.

Other FE studies (Gallagher et al. 2000 and BloandrHodkinson 2000) used the
construct of learner identity. They looked at papition of those students who had
“fragile” learner identities. The Gallagher studsamined three groups of students at
outreach centres: young school leavers, adultretarand people with additional
support needs. What these groups had in commonhe&adack of confidence. They
were in outreach centres because going to thegeollas too daunting. Gallagher’s
research was helpful in describing the learningeeepces of adult returners and young
school leavers as these groups were also in my.sti@vever, there was little available
research on the relationship between successgleglentity and what characteristics of
that construct changed and were affected by whatagnal experience. In Gallagher’s
(2000) study it came to mean a global confidendéeir ability to achieve. To achieve

what and how is left to more longitudinal studies.

Gallagher’s (2000) participation study follows Me@ey’s studies (1990, 1999) in
looking at barriers to learning, motivation factarsd those elements associated with
non-progression for each group. What was a depaftom other studies in the
Gallagher research, and that is also pertineritisostudy, was the development of a
“learning career”, looking at how students redefimemselves in the light of this
learning. The study looks at the college environnaewl tutor and peer support and how
this affects the students’ self-perception. Thaldsghment of a more positive learner
identity as a result of this change in self-pencepled the students to change their
goals. For young people there was a marked inctiaasaf-confidence. The learning
environment favoured by adult returners was founblet being allowed to work at own
pace; small, informal class settings; tutors talkstudents’ level; individual support;
positive encouragement; enjoyable and relaxed. Bdtht returners and young people
felt that the relationships with staff were pivaiaimaintaining their studies. This

pointed to a need for a more in-depth study ori-stafient relationships and the type of
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guidance and support required. Further researddakgr and Comfort (2004) on FE and

HE students emphasised the importance of thisoakttip.

Bloomer and Hodkinson’s ESRC study (2000) of 16rieey sites in FE over 4 years,
explores the transformatory nature of learning,nttaén characteristic being the students
making personal sense of their contexts. It igustta question of skills input and
learning outcomes, nor can it be reduced to compgds. Learning needs to be
concerned with their self-perceptions as learnedshw they make sense of ideas and
connect learning to life. Bloomer and HodkinsonQ@pargue for a case by case, site by

site approach to understanding learning pathwalysir Btudy, according to Gallagher,

... argues against the dominant positivist paradidgrare learning is conceptualised as a
product of input-output mechanisms to an analykliearning as a subjective experience
and a transformatory process which cannot be siggafimm other life experiences.
(Gallagher et al. 2000: 21)

Connelly and Halliday’s (2001) research on 700 aislin 10 FE colleges indicated
that, although the curriculum was important, it was the content that made FE study
important. 69% were motivated to return to collegéncrease their self-confidence and
were more interested in the “broad thrust of thearning” (Connelly and Halliday

2001: 190) than the individual competencies theyuaed. “It is clear that students want
learning to connect to life as they live it locadlgd vice versa,” (Connelly and Halliday
2001: 191). This connection of learning with lifgperience is a thread which runs
throughout my study. Learning takes place withimmsbm total of the students’
experiences and if it is to be a “transformatorygesss” it must situate itself, and be

situated by the student, within that context.

3.3 Dweck’s theory of self: motivation, self-estee@nd other issues

Dweck’s (2000) theories on how we perceive inteltige and how those perceptions
relate to motivation were useful in the examinatbschool performance, college
success and learner identity. Her studies comsitetbnts’ performance: they were
grouped according to those who had a belief theyt tould change their ability to learn
something and those who thought intelligence wamutable and couldn’t be

developed. Those who believed that they could mastask even though there may be
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initial failure were more likely to succeed thawdk who, although they had been
successful in other tasks, were unwilling to trgdogse they risked initial failure. For
students with few qualifications who came to cadletipe view of intelligence as being
fixed and innate, may have pertained.

Self-esteem is closely connected to learner idehtit was found to be difficult to
research. There were numerous definitions and rtemty based on different
assumptions: 200 different measures of self-esteara been developed (Emler 2001).
Emler’s study was used because it contained the coogprehensive review of the
research. Self-esteem has come to be linked tgpas of behaviour; there is an
assumed connection between high self-esteem agdssid&Emler’s review maintains
that there is no systematic evaluation of inteneenprogrammes; those who score low
on self-esteem inventories (Coopersmith 1981, beidgly used) are not more likely to
fail academically; in fact, there did not appeab#oa strong relationship between self-
esteem and educational attainment in Feinstei@8{Rstudy of 8500 members of the
1970 British Cohort Study where self-esteem way ordrginally related to later
educational attainment. Where there appeared todb@nger relationship was where
there were “education-specific self-esteem” (Er2I@d1: 28) programmes. Inconclusive
evidence abounds and the only (small) relationgtapwas consistently found was that
attainment had an effect on self-esteem and nattthexr way round. Two interview
questions in my study were attempts to make aldgtkveen success and expectations.
There was no attempt to link these to self-estemtdnagart from one of the factors on
the questionnaire which was increase in self-ceme, it was decided to leave it up to
the student to evaluate this area of complexitybleast, to give it a name of their
choosing. Self-confidence had been determined frenbeginning of the thesis as a
factor over which pedagogic practice had some obttirough feedback, support and
encouragement, but for the most part, it was lgroplividual and almost impossible to

monitor or measure.

4.1 Theories of teaching and learning

Theories of learning were used extensively in thal chapter on learning and teaching
models. They were also used to examine the reltiprbetween the students’ learning
profile and teacher identities recognised in thecRiSsroom in Chapter 8. They will be

briefly referred to in this review and connectedte overall themes of lifelong learning.
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Much of the empirical data that was available cémom studies done in higher
education on university students and students ae#scto university courses
(Brookfield 1990; Entwistle 1996; Claxton 1999 name three). Where possible,
research done by practitioners was chosen. The teeearchers mentioned above are

all lecturers in higher education.

Theories were selected using two criteria: thepliait use in colleges (from classroom
observation general practice appeared to be stadénity and assessment preceded by
some demonstration) and in the literature and tesésl explicitly on TQ(FE) (Teaching
Qualification in Further Education) courses whédpoused the holy trinity of adult
education: reflective thinking, learning througkdission and self-directed learning
together with application of the ideas of Kolb dtabwles (Eraut 1994) : in other
words, what theories related to what appeared gobeg on in the classrooms and what
was advocated as best practice in the trainingseodihis study cannot concern itself
with where the rhetoric matched the practice, hawegiven my role as classroom
observer on the TQ(FE) course and also on thegmb&aff development course, there
was more of an opportunity than most lecturers tméinow where there was this
match. The thesis required a definition of sommsgethat have become absorbed into
the pedagogical lexicon of the college. Talk ofistut-centred learning, experiential and
competency based learning were all familiar tenmthé college. Some professionals
adopt the terms of the discourse and they becomenom parlance. The expectation is
not that we re-examine them daily. What was necgdsathis study, however, was
some clarity on what the terms used by the lectumad those espoused by the teaching
course, meant and how these related to practice.

4.2 The FE context

As mentioned previously, HE and FE have becomeddun their identity in terms of
type of student, course and learning approachest bdhe research was done on HE
methods of teaching and learning (Hodkinson ande3a2003: 390 describe FE as a
“significantly under-researched sector”); this meat although there was considerable
participation material (mainly quantitative) ondgumts with few qualifications, there

was not an extensive amount on how these studepésienced learning. Colleges of
further education tend towards a competency basetbhin viewing the educational

process as input-output, skills-based and requaimgndrogogic (adult learning)
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approach. Competency based learning can give airtigrto the educational process by
ensuring that outcomes are specific and expligtsmless certain learners have a sense
of a goal to work towards. It may also provide aendemocratic basis for a learner-
lecturer relationship because the assessmentsrdppeaubjective. There is less dispute
involved when goals are agreed, leaving more tionéefarning. Elbow’s (1979)

research on competency based learning was usatbtmithe model; it presented a
balanced view on this type of approach. He camikd®ame conclusion as others
(Brookfield 1990; Grant 1979; Eraut 1994) aboultiitgtations. Goals can be both
limiting and liberating. It was a useful argumemeiplore in examining students with

few qualifications.

4.3 Vocational learning

No worthwhile vision of the learning society candge the enormous potential for
learning provided by the workplace, especially wies is integrated with learning in
other settings. (Spours et al. 2000: 98)

The vocational nature of FE relies on the workpl@deether simulated in college or in
industry) as a source of material for college-bdsathing and as apprenticeship type
learning. The workplace requires a more diffusexifile problem-solving aptitude than
college; the ability to transfer skills and adapbwledge is not easily translated into
competency based learning, mainly because it feudlif to teach these things quickly
and even more difficult to assess “accurately”. S\&e assessed in a “tick box”
manner and learning is treated as accomplished Wleaviour is seen to say so. Any
learning for which there is no evidence (for examjgarning about process, the kind of
learning that Brookfield (1990, 1998) saw as effegthange both personal and social)
is difficult to consider in practical learning (Meaw 1998).

The call for a more adaptable workforce has leshtich research on market
requirements and matching those up with teachiagileg methods and styles. Adult
learning theories, cultural theories of situatedretion and communities of practice,
and social theories of communal and group learanegwvell researched issues within
adult learning. However, there was no conclusivdence on what works. The best

comment that surfaces is, “it all depends” (Ent@id096: 111). This is something that
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educators of experience know. Bloomer and Hodkiiss(Z2000) recommendation for
examining learning careers on a case by casdy\siée basis, makes sense. Apart from
the obvious time constraints of such researcledtrss to make sense to say that learning
depends on the contextual circumstances: whatdi/fearning for what students at

what stage.

Investment in training, “buying” knowledge, is sderhave increasing returns (Peters
2002). However, it is acknowledged that “know-hdwmbwledge is tacit and thus
difficult to measure. Some FE colleges may havicdity with these areas of non-

quantifiable knowing.

Tacit knowledge in the form of skills needed to diarcodified knowledge is more
important than ever in labour markets... Educatiolhlva the centre of the knowledge-
based economy, and learning the tool of individual organisational advancement...

where learning-by-doing is paramount. (Peters 28p2

What is of interest for this present researchas ly emphasizing this type of learning
and its importance to the economy, research on letge economy has legitimated
“learning-by-doing”; what has been seen heretofsra less legitimate way of acquiring
knowledge.

The theories of learning and teaching will be rexad here, bearing in mind that acts of
teaching are often an eclectic mix of many theoaias that what happens in the
classroom cannot always be “theorised”. Good maakepends as much on good timing
as it does on knowledge of student, subject anatigee of learning. The last two
chapters of this thesis use an amalgam of theandgractice and it could only be
summarised here as a list of general aspects. dtadrtlicated that the “self-directed”
student and experiential learning, reflective pcacand critical thinking were the
elements that made up the formula for successhnhieg in this study. This data led to
a choice of theories that had some currency inrksEsame which may have been
described as “fanciful”. (This is, of course, pspeculation on my part as they were
never tested except in my classroom. It may bettiegatecturers would have welcomed

them with open arms.)

39



Theories of learning and teaching included:
situated cognition;

adult learning sometimes known as andragogy;
experiential learning;

reflective practice;

critical thinking;

self-directed learning ;

integrated learning theory.

4.4 Situated cognition: communities of practice

Situated learning is based on the principles okerptial learning within a cultural
context of a community of practice. For example, the students in this study, the
community of practice was the classroom in a scboaldult service centre working
with people with learning difficulties. Lave and Wger (1991) in their studies of
somewhat esoteric communities of practice (Yucatglwives and meat cutters to name
two) show how learning takes place in practicalatibns where members of that
practice community share discourses and modesuofiteg. This is not just a passing on
of information or skills but a gradual educatiomafiation which legitimises and
educates those on the periphery (like placemedests) in becoming full members of
that community. Both Lave and Wenger (1991) andaBret al. (1989: 33) show that
“learning is a process of enculturation”. The tlyesays that knowledge is context-
specific and to transfer knowledge from one contexdnother we need to be taught
about the application to the new context throudlecgon on the experiential learning
(Brown et al. 1989). Transferring knowledge to tiesv context requires modifications
of old schemata. These theories do not deny adfgeneric knowledge nor do they
eschew ways of applying knowledge to new situatlmrtsthey propose that knowledge
of the new situation must be substantial for gengrinciples to be extrapolated and
applied (Wallace 1996). For further education gekethis is an important concept as
we are aware of the requirement “to link theory prattice and to apply underpinning
knowledge”, as practically every module descrifitom the SQA intones. The
difficulty is that not much is known about thiskibetween college-based and work-
based learning and, while we know the problem gpliagtion is there, whether
reflective practice on experiential learning thrbulge use of a facilitator is the way to

make these connections, we simply don’t know;qurees more research.
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Work-based learning and its relation to more forleaftning requires that we define the
difference in the type of knowledge that is acogiirethe two sites. Eraut et al. (2000)
proposed two types of knowledge which are relet@this debate. They are codified
and personal knowledge. Codified knowledge is kinatwledge which is stored in books
and legitimated through testing to gain qualifioati. Personal knowledge is that
everyday knowledge (some may use the term commmwep&vhich is brought to bear
on working out solutions to practical problems.disi usually gained through role-
modelling, hand-me-down or personal experiencerafteiction which learns from that
experience. The two knowledges have a differeaticeiship with skills. Skills are often
taught in addition to codified knowledge, a meansvhich you can enhance your
choice of application of your codified knowledgeith\personal knowledge, skills are
embedded in that knowledge. It could be arguedtthsis a non-argument in that in
most people’s lives, we use both types of knowlettyavever the status of knowledge
Is at issue here, as is the definition of how legynakes place and how one type of
learning can give us access to another. If codikiealvledge is mainly to be gained in
formal learning and qualifications are requiredj&n access to this learning, then it
becomes important to show that people who haveedgiersonal knowledge in the
workplace can use that knowledge to gain entrgmd, acquire codified knowledge

from, formal educational establishments.

... learning is an essentially personal process whichurs within mainly social contexts
whose multi-layered communications are only minlgnegdceptive to codification.
(Eraut et al. 2000: 233)

Not all of the learning in the workplace could benslated into the codified knowledge
of the classroom. What was important for theseesitslwas that knowledge gained
through the workplace was legitimate and was reguio make codified knowledge
have some meaning. (A similar reference is madeation 4.7.) There are
commonalities here with Piaget’s theories of adsitioin and accommodation and his
later theories which suggested that these schentath absorbed, assimilated and
changed through the incorporation of new ideas wersonal and contextualised (Eraut
1994). Many of the interviewees in my study comredrdn this “personalising” process

and also that what they learned at work placenudten because it was so idiosyncratic
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and context specific, was difficult to measureamis of more academic learning. In
fact, at times during the interviews, it was ahé students were echoing educational
theorists in their vernacular. When this happerteajthorised my use of the learning
theory.

Other communities of practice were the classroorare/they were college students and
another, perhaps more metaphorical community, witneng were recipients of a
“second chance”. It is difficult to elaborate omsthmagined community and it can only
be summed up in an amorphous way. It was in sonya&lated to a group collectivity,
embarking on a journey where there wékin the same boat’(Susan) and where
some were willing to engage in taking risks in tiope that they would get something in
return. There was a shared sense of purpose. dige ®f community in relation to

learning directly informed the chapters on discewsd learning and teaching.

4.5 Theories of “adult learning”

Why do theories of adult learning have legitimabygadults learn differently from
children enough to produce a term (andragogy idsté@edagogy) to merit this
difference? Does it emanate from developmentagdfices or is there a requirement for
a different approach because of the different $adgiaamics which exist in a classroom
of adults? Kolb and Knowles represent this bodwoifk on adult learning (Eraut 1994).

| have referred to Kolb under experiential learniegause experience plays a large part
in adult learning (Smith 2001). The recognition aise of experience is effective for
social relationships within the classroom and faraging knowledge within existing
schemata (a term used by Piaget whose theoriesadeas a basis for understanding

cognition and modes of learning in many texts [Esit\e 1991; Eraut 1994]).

Knowles (Cross 1981) assumes that adults are drftéearners from children because:
they are self-directing; they use experience a&saurce for learning; they see learning
in the light of its usefulness and they use leayrior problem solving. What is in
question here is not the difference between agest(ni not all, can be applied to
children; it's just a question of degree) but tthet emphasis shifted from teaching to
learning (particularly at the time Knowles proposleelse). Cross (1981) maintains that
Knowles’ ideas amount to a theory of instructiothea than a theory of adult learning.

This seems to miss the point in terms of the tho@ithis thesis. Knowles’ theories have
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resulted in an ethos which has become embeddestisgogy in further education. The
ethos (in common parlance) translates somethirmgthils:

students are different from pupils;

lecturers are different from teachers;

college is different from school;

your experience is valued and useful for learning;

students are “self-directed”;

knowledge you acquire at college is useful.

The first three establish an appeal for students dve not had a successful school
experience. The next two validate and establishralerstanding of adult independence
and the last one justifies (in terms of pragmatisogational learning as distinct from
academic. Knowles is useful in a college contexabee he allows learning to be re-
defined in social terms. The effect, at timeshat tit may make “facilitators” of
lecturers, people who manage knowledge which stsddready have. It is common
knowledge in colleges that lecturers have to tedstiplines in which they have scant
knowledge. This adult learning approach may makebeorkers and encourage
students who have had a poor prior learning expeegiebut it may also serve a practical
purpose for the type of education and instructiat tolleges have to provide, often,

with limited resources.

Adult learning theories informed the generic natfréhe learning and teaching model.
Since college teaching practice was imbued witkdtbeories and the principles were
embedded almost as axiomatic, it was critical thatmodel that emanated from the

students’ comments, also considered what was alitegobening in the FE classrooms.

4.6 Experiential Learning

Experiential learning theories are directly relat@dhe findings in this research in that
the students drew upon their experiences from ncantexts, with the main one being
their work placement. Stories and examples fromkwagre essential to show
application and reflection. There are at leastdfihdions of experiential learning
(Moon 2004: 108-9). Most writers on experientiari@ng agree that it requires critical
thinking to be useful (Brookfield 1993, Kolb (Sm2001), Rogers 2002, Boud and

Walker 1993). Without it, experience is little mdhan “anecdotal reminiscence”
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(Brookfield 1993: 30). Having an experience andaragay from it can be two different
things.

Kolb’s learning cycle has four components which mérom observing and reflecting

on the concrete experience to forming abstract kedge which then allows for some
testing in a new context. From this cycle he dréous types of learners for each stage.
Criticisms are obvious for any staged learning psscthere are sequencing mishaps;
there is overlap and the learning styles are ov@nhplistic and not necessary outcomes
of types of action. From this has emanated a wimolestry in linking teaching approach

to learning styles.

Kolb’s cycle is useful for planning teaching adiies and affords an organic way of
using workplace practice as experience on whidleflect in class. It brings together
both contexts well. Learning styles are usefulifareasing knowledge about learning in
general and the acknowledgement that people héfeging ways of learning loosens
out the assumptions about traditional styles aflieg@ upon which rigid academic

assessments are often made.

In a college of further education there is an aggign that an experiential way of
learning through a simulated environment (eithemogkshop, role-play or kitchens and
hairdressing salons) means that knowledge, orat keset of skills, is passed on
through some apprenticeship type process: leatsyngatching and practising.
Transference to the real situation is an assumjigsed on “impoverished models
which rest on untenable implicit theories of leagii(Wallace 1996: 16). The “lecturer
as facilitator” emanates from these theories. Skitld knowledge become partners and
the experience becomes the teacher. The “facilitatdecturer, supports the learner in

making sense of the experience through a reflegtiveess.

All four stages of Kolb’s model can be facilitateda classroom. The testing stage
appears to be the most difficult although thisfterma simple matching up with their or
other students’ and lecturers’ experience in wplagcement or elsewhere. The primary
weakness of the model seems to be the solips@ticen (as it appears in the stages) of
the model. It does leave a question about areksafledge that do not come through

experience. It seems to draw on a limited world.

44



Relevance to self and immediate access to experimay be only one source for
learning. Testing out whether something has valightough the limited world of your
peers and perhaps your work colleagues, may betiedist. It may be that the internal
world has an experiential nature of its own whieholves not doing but thinking.
Reflection and experiential learning are essegtattlout an internal world. To learn, it

IS necessary to use these to resolve our relaipmsth the external world.

4.7 Schon’s theories on reflective practice

Reflective thinking emanates from experiential téag); it transforms experience into
learning. We reflect to: understand our own leagnneview behaviour critically, draw
theory from observation and resolve ambiguitieanifer Moon (1999) says that these
lead to self-development which leads to empowermBaflective thinking is reviewed
here because it has a high status within educatiincées and the associated language
(perhaps parlance would be more accurate) is complaoa The influence it exerts,
without apparent useful documented outcome, isestang, if not fruitful for this study.
Although the term “reflective practitioner” is, Bkexperiential learning and theories of
andagogy, ubiquitous, it would seem that all tei#ection is neither documented,
communicated or shared. | am doubtful that itffecent from critical thinking and that
it necessarily leads to “empowerment” through “skdf’elopment” (Moon 1999: 23). If
it is a case of being a better thinker then it heaygl to more control over the vicissitudes

of life.

The systematic knowledge base of a professioroiggtht to have four essential
properties. It is specialised, firmly bounded, stifec and standardised. (Schon 1983:
23)

Schon set out to refute the importance placed ertrdmsmission of this “codified”
(Eraut 1994: 39) knowledge in teaching. Knowledged Schon, is personal, tacit and is
about process and know-how. Propositional knowlddgenly the type of knowledge
we receive in higher education from whence alltheag€ come) has a limited scope for
using your personal know-how. However personal Kaedge, our impressions, hunches
and intuitive understanding, allow us to form, reficand transform propositional

knowledge into a learning process: it is only tlgiowur personal cognitive framework
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that we can have an understanding of codified kadge within a meaningful context.
(See 4.4 for an earlier discussion on codified Kedge and communities of practice.)
This personal knowledge is necessary when examoun@wn practice with a view to
improving it. If we define reflection as “bringingersonal knowledge under critical
control” (Eraut 1994: 156) then this fits in witthet the students are encouraged to do
in class and in practice and also what we role iatien we reflect on our own
practice as teachers. Schon’s theories have dosdin@aching practice for the last 20
years at least. As a PGCE secondary school tutasicertainly aware of the importance
of the phrase “reflective practitioner” in the 1d4t@80s, a benchmark by which practice
was judged. As a PGCE student myself in the ed@0%, we were encouraged to
reflect on our practice although | don’t remembeéistinction being made between this

type of thinking and critical appraisal.

Eraut (1994) claims that Schon’s theory is a the&dmnetacognition. It is less a recipe
for a process in changing practice (because threraaindications on how to do this
reflective thinking) and more a way of thinking abthe way we think. It is at the once-
removed stage of examining practice. For refledinneking to be useful in practice,
rather than a mechanical exercise, it must proaiday of learning which can be
applied in the classroom through pattern recogmiexperiential insight and context
knowledge. We can see how this thinking links ittvgituational learning and other
(Brookfield and Entwistle) sources in this litenstweview. However, because the
classroom is a busy place and many actions antioea@re made quickly, the nature of
the job makes this type of contemplative thinkimffjauilt. Schon’s distinctions between
reflection-on-action and in-action seem somewhatlamic in the light of the pressures
of channel-hopping teaching methods. The distimcsieems to be a matter of time and
place but the process appears to be the samectR&ilen what is happening in the
class at the time is necessary so that you cargehdirection. This of course assumes
that the teacher/lecturer has that control or evamis it. Some of the best learning
experiences that have occurred in my classroom bese engineered and conducted by

the students.

The single most useful extrapolation from Schoth& theory can be generated from

practice. He allows us to value and intellectugtissctice. Here again, the benefits of
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this theory are the challenges it presents to oeecgnceived and entrenched attitudes to

practical learning.

The dominant conception of learning in our cultdrgdo dominant that children have
been socialized into it by the age of 7 or 8 -h& tearning involves the explicit

acquisition of externalised codified knowledge.&iir1994: 39)

Perhaps Schon’s theory has been partly resporfsibéaljusting the academic myth that
practical knowledge is less valuable becausecibigext bound whereas theoretical
knowledge is somehow superior because it is raptifree from such practical
constraints. It is both the context-free notion #melsuperiority of knowledge that is not
tied into situations that Schon questions. Mosthees discuss teaching within the
context of their class and classroom (Eraut 19Q4dwledge is usually context specific,
even if it means you have made it your own by appating it. The importance of

context in learning was an essential element sfghidy.

By establishing a process which allows for deepeels of reflection (not all reflection

Is, of course, like this) Schon has shown thattpracan generate critical thinking
which, through application, can give us interpiggatind creative ways to think about
our practice. Details of this reflective processvito do it) appear to be a bit woolly.
The theory of reflection-in-action, as messy anpghaaard as it may turn out to be in the
classroom, informs the teaching/learning model. inh@ications for staff development
and the use of Schon’s theories are open-enddtegstress the importance of
personalising the classroom context. This appreaghes against universals and givens
about teaching and the epistemology of effectiaeiice. How we go about knowing
what is effective has to begin with our locus. lulgbtentatively suggest this means what
kind of teacher we want to be, how best to presansubject and how the students

sitting in front of us will relate to it.

4.8 Critical Thinking (Brookfield)

Helping learners acquire a critically alert mindre that is sceptical of claims to final

truths or ultimate solutions to problems, is opealternatives, and acknowledges the
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contextuality of knowledge — is the quintesserg@ication process. (Brookfield 1990:
21-2)

Brookfield’s (1990) theories of learning and instian redefine the power relationships
within the classroom. By encouraging students ttsbeptical”, it may be that the
lecturer is undermining the traditional power batthe teacher and who determines
what is a “truth”. By questioning the very notioh“expert” he throws open structures

of control which effect the basis of who produced areates knowledge. His is
essentially a critical pedagogic approach as he is@s essential for democracy and
adulthood and in effect, liberating. He considéesdynamics of the student as co-
educator as essential, the process more impohantthe outcome and warns against the
risks of this approach. It makes students uncertain cause control issues and involves
much soul-searching on the part of the teachessiraption of practice. There is a
strong cognitive element to the process of critihalking and it is often discussed (and

confused) with reflective thinking.

Critical thinking differs from reflective thinkinm that it has the following components.
It identifies and challenges assumptions.

It recognises the influence of context on thougimis action.

It considers alternative ways of thinking.

It confronts established truths and expert opinion.

In my classroom, when students reflected by medescribing experience at placement,

these four tenets were summed up in the phrasedé&bger”.

One aspect of success in adult learning is the aypieinking that is required for gaining
an HN award. If, as teachers, we encourage theampie to be critical thinkers, we are
endorsing that there is a hierarchy of learning thedoinnacle can be reached through a
certain set of cognitive know-how. Knowledge, hawsigained and how we prove we
have it, is exhibited in certain cognitive behavidDne of these behaviours is the ability
to think critically. When my students went on tavensity for their degree they were

told that “the hope here is to make you criticahkiers”. This is week one of the Access
course. It would be interesting to know (but nothivi the scope of this research)

whether their university lecturers had considereddegree of critical thinking that may
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have occurred previously or whether the lectutessight that this was the first time the

“FE students” had been exposed to this way of lagrn

Critical thinking approaches to teaching and leagwere the central aspects of the
model in the final chapter. The data from the stislénterviews indicated that they had
acquired a level of thinking which indicated the w$ both cognitive and socio-

emotional domains.

4.9 Self-directed learning, study strategies and estion

As one of the main factors indicated by the respotslin the questionnaire, self-
directed learning took on an importance in thisigtwhich surprised the researcher.
The students indicated that it was the main diffeeebetween school and college. This
demanded further investigation. Self-directed leayms both an instructional process
and implies a state of mind or attitude to the oesjbility for learning. Choice is the
essence of self-direction where the student assarpasary responsibility for his/her
learning (Brocket and Hiemstra 1991). Brookfiel@4Q) also links critical reflection,
rational thinking and study skills and self-directi Active learning and self-directed

learning are linked to independence and deep legrni

Entwistle’s (1996) research on students in higldeication looked at the different
strategies that self-motivated students use. Haelbkelf-directed learners as active
learners who “seek out the information they needgég their own progress and are self-
motivated” (1996: 98). They use study strategieglwvhe distinguishes as “deep”,
“surface” and “strategic”. Deep learning, which &istle describes as a transformatory
experience, means that they understand conceply, lappwledge and take a critical
stance. The intention of the surface approachiisgooduce information; this is where
the student relates in a superficial and fragmewiglto the course, picking up bits of
knowledge without really understanding things icolesive way. The strategic
approach has the passing of the course as itsatentrcern. Time organization and
finding out what is required are the main actiatig/hat makes the self-directed learner
successful is knowing when to use each approacheWwything has to be learned in a
deep, conceptual way. Sometimes, particularly imdlcreditation hungry world, it

makes sense to approach part of the course iategitr way.
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Entwistle (1996: 103) found that cognitive and el aspects of learning are
“inseparable”. Providing the right environment take these connections involved
showing the students how to look at ideas critycdleing open to exploration and
discovery and “not to be fearful” (Bruner 1979:04xheir creative insights. Adult
returners and those who have had uneasy passagegtteducation learn to wrestle
with tensions and paradox but more critically, thegrn courage. Rogers (1996) sees
adult education as being an area of emotional anwikere fear of intellectual (as
opposed to practical) tasks gets in the way ohiear “Fear of the ambiguous, disorder
and lack of self-esteem” (1996: 215) leads theesttgito thinking in polarities and
rendering the issues in black and white. They dingxisting patterns and ways of
thinking to reduce the anxiety and resist changehik study, these educational theories
related to issues of learner identity and the teffiee between school and college as seen

by the questionnaire respondents.

4.10 Claxton’s Integrated Learning Theory

Claxton takes a pragmatic approach and althougthbaries are not directly used in the
model, they provided an understanding of how stted@ho may not be there “for the
love of it” (although the data was surprising imaing how true this altruistic idea of
learning became for many) made decisions aboutilegarThis view of learning is
similar to Entwistle’s and is based on five cenidalas which constitute a psychological
approach on whether to learn and how to learn hestners need a set of “defensive
strategies” (Claxton 1996: 4) to make these optiteaisions; and, these strategies
depend on residual learning experiences. As treeidathapter 5 shows, making
decisions and being trusted to make decisionsesepted something more than taking

control.

Claxton despairs of learning theories, saying Ksltas good as it gets” and that
“warmed-over Piaget for grown ups is not going ¢atle trick” (Claxton 1996: 6). He
seeks to tie up existing ideas of how people legam“comprehensive approach” to say
that the context (the when, where and why of lemyhis as important as the ‘how’. In
fact the ‘how’ depends on the other contextualdexctClaxton’s theory contains
elements of situated learning and reflective tmgkithe eclecticism of Claxton’s
approach is useful as it broadly represents theataunal fair exchange that we work in.

It was a reminder to the researcher that the stadearned in a context where pressures
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and responsibilities were not always under thentid and that they had individual

reasons for, and approaches to, that learning.

4.11 Teacher Identities

The pedagogic focus of adult education was to aalaghtransform traditional teaching
practices and the context of courses to includdestis for whom the standard cultural
capital of universities was opaque and alienatiigkacs and Malcolm

www.open.ac.uk/lifelondearning: 1)

Zukas and Malcolm’s study on lifelong learning pgalgies was useful in that it used the
context of non-traditional students in HE to exaetieéacher identities. It focused on the
events in the classroom. It looked at the “partitiypy processes in adult learning (that)
have been grossly neglected” (Salisbury and Murt@®2: 573). Zukas and Malcolm
(www.open.ac.uk/lifelondearning) state that higher education takes nowuoof the

different origins of its mature students from tho$é&s school leavers, despite the fact
that mature students constitute the majority ofstivelent population in university.

Zukas and Malcolm look at pedagogic identitiesufing, as they say “somewhat
unfashionably” (p.2), on educators. This qualifyasgide is both interesting in its
assessment of fashion in research but also ireéd o be said. Their study gave me the
confidence to acknowledge the presence of the ézachihe classroom, particularly in a

culture where the action of teaching appears te litle status.

“Teach” is not a word often used in college: thare other verbs for what we do in FE: |
was in the job for five years before | heard anyose the word “teach” in a serious
context. “Deliver” is a more common word. | suggistt someone who self-defines

their job as a deliverer, rather than a teachex peahaps a different classroom approach.
Whether you call yourself a teacher, lecturer arcador is probably defined by the
institution. Your choice of self-definition probagtdlepends on your initial training in
education, in what sector you have spent the ntgjofiyour career, what sector is
accorded the highest status, or in what role yosicer yourself to have been most
valued. How you define what you do affects the évanthe classroom and the

identities of the students. In their article on @galgies for lifelong learning the

researchers set out to establish a set of ideotiémasks” (Bailey 1977, cited in Zukas
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and Malcolm p.2). Zukas and Malcolm identified, did not evaluate, five pedagogic
identities. Some of these are examined in Chapiett@ light of roles and types of
educators that occur in the FE context and howethales affect the type of student that
succeeds.

4.12 New learning and the new learner: education faincertainty

This section of the literature review connectslénger issues of lifelong learning and
social inclusion and that of teaching and learnivhile education reflects the
fragmented and uncertain post-modern world in wihehstudents may succeed (only
because it doesn’t look like the old world of carta where they did not) it is a double-
edged sword. As second chance learners, they hlavetalerance for uncertainty.
These students are not equipped when they first entlege, psychologically or
sociologically, to deal with the idea of knowledagerelative, nor with ambiguity,
reflective thinking and fragmentary sets of idestsfirst they may want the established
truths, the black and white world, the teachehasgiver of knowledge. To flourish in a
self-reflective educational world they need skiliedhching.

Langer et al.’s (1989) paper on conditional teagipirovided some valuable ideas on
how this uncertainty of ideas and concepts camdresiated into the classroom. Their
research was too small a sample to draw any gezegrahs (102 high school students
and 59 undergraduates) although they drew somatiemtonnections between
conditional teaching and creative thinking (poetriting). If information is delivered as
if it were absolute then the student is poorly preg for the “unexpected use of that
information” (Langer et al. 1989: 140). To edudateboth cognitive and social
uncertainties it requires a way of extracting tiparsonal thinking and building on their

confidence as learners.

The most interesting suggestion that comes fromrdgearch is that the presentation
mode must not appear uncertain — even when expgegg uncertainty of principles.
We must be certain about uncertainty. Conditioeathing is about the presentation of
knowledge. It presents some knowledge as unceatarteaches the student to handle
ambiguities in a robust way. The study makes cldlmasif information is presented in
an absolute way then the student is poorly prepiaretthe unexpected use or the

unfamiliar questioning of such information. Theyoat think flexibly. The
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methodology in their study, using what appeareoetgontrolled “experiments” rather
than classroom observation and interviews, evalgatieativity and such subjective
aesthetics by using numerical data, appears unsélavdever, their ideas resonated
with classroom experience and were endorsed by sthdies done by educationalists
(Claxton 1996). Rethinking and remoulding informatinto new contexts means that it
needs to have some mutability in its initial makempl understanding. In an FE context
where the certainty of competence based learnidgaasessment can sometimes be
tyrannical, it was good news to hear that uncetyadid have a role in teaching and

learning.

Much of the new adult learning is designed to em$dmrners to deal with intangibles
and uncertainties. In a relatively fluid and openisty, the fact that it can often provide
only temporary reassurance seems to be an accoeptad® to pay in return for the
confidence to go into social spaces with no otlengass.. when the value of cultural
capital can fluctuate rapidly, a lightweight appriodo learning makes a great deal of
sense! (Field 2000: 51)

Dealing with “intangibles and uncertainties” in &tamorphosing world provides them
with some of the cultural capital (of which a gfialtion is only a small, finite and

concrete part) to succeed.

The new educational order, like advertising anétselp books, is trying to meet the
needs of the market: this consumer approach mait iesa “lightweight approach”
(Field 2000: 51). Teaching assertiveness skillgrpersonal and counselling skills and
other programmes generated by the “banality ofasHreness” (Lasch in Field (2000):
50) may seem “lightweight”. However, this makes élssumption that these skills stay
isolated, residing in a vacuum; it may be thatehfesindation courses are necessary for
those needing self-confidence to absorb furthenleg. (This, of course, makes an
assumption about the relationship between selfidente and effective learning.)
“Lightweight learning” may be an initial way of alving the student to feel “relaxed”
(Gallagher et al. 2000) in an environment previpgglen as intimidating. By making do
with the lightweight learning and stopping thetenay enable the student to deal with
the world as is (and this may be as good as it grewditional education may be accused

of not even equipping us with those limited skiltsit it does not equip us to reflect on
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and change our relationship with that world. lthis deeper learning which can then
equip them with the cognitive and emotional ingghce to make sense of the changing

and “uncertain” world and to become lifelong leame

4.12 Feminism and knowledge

The social construction of knowledge

Since the research participants are mainly fenmatayi study, feminist theories of adult
education need to be examined. Three studies veefalun this area. If, as Mal
Leicester (2001) says, knowledge is not neutralsbaially constructed in the male
image, how does this relate to a group of womeurmetg to adult education? Within
my research, Leicester’s feminist critique tiesvith the understanding of how critical
thinking is represented within education commuaitis “male” thinking — aggressive,
hierarchical and objective (Chappell et al. 2068)w thinking can have behavioural

traits I'm not sure; perhaps it is the expressibtihe thought that is aggressive.

If lifelong learning and training tend to be takgmby those who have previous
qualifications and thus reproduces the social ocadelrif it endorses the gender gap by
validating knowledge which is “male” — determinegddndorsing the type of thinking
which women with life experience find less relevérgicester 2001), then women with
no previous qualifications are at a double disath@® For this group of learners, the
gender and class factors conspired to relegate theéhe most disadvantaged group.
However, gender and class are not unproblemati¢crdexpretation required more than
surface explanations to do with motivation, cultat#itudes towards education and the

role of women (wives and mothers) in that culture.

We are educated into believing that there is a inoiddinking which is mainly the
science model of hypothesis, deductive and indactasoning set on a bedrock of logic
which gets us there — what is sometimes describednaale way of thinking (Jones et

al. 1997). It puts less value on knowledge gendrayepersonal experience and the
potential of autobiography and narrative for leagniStudents in my class tell, and are
encouraged to tell, many personal stories. Theitectlso used stories to demonstrate,
illustrate and activate theoretical and criticahking.
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Although critical thinking may not necessarily bgendered way of thinking, the
journey to critical thinking may be different foromen, particularly women with
experience of being wives, mothers and workerserdgl's study on women in higher
education was the second study that was useddonrthe way my group, mainly
women in an FE college, learned. Belenky et al8G)9ound that the way women learn
best is by listening to the stories of their peadd,just to listen to their opinions but to
hear the journey they took to reach that opiniorghteck out whether it had been tried
and tested in circumstances which they consideséiup to examination. This is why
discussion was considered to be so important iin llkerning. This echoes Freire’s
understanding of the importance of what he caltah$cientization” (Freire in Tight
1996: 101): it is not “the banking method of edumatbut “the problem-posing method
dialogic” — it is constituted and organised by siiedent’s view of the world, where their
own generative themes are “found”. Telling stoaed posing problems within the
students’ occupational world was their way of léagnlt is this development, and how

best to effect it, that concerns this study.

Belenky’s study (1986) described “frameworks of mieg making” examining how
women talked about their learning. Their five deyehental stages of learning are
roughly similar to a study done on males at Hargaftén cited with Belenky's as a
comparison) in that they start and end at roudidysame level of thinking (Tedesco
1991). What is different about the women'’s longimadl study is that the language
indicates a more intense interaction with the le@yexperience. The women went from
a position of silence where they were “voicelessd &mindless” and “subject to the
whims of external authority” (Belenky 1986: 153)dhgh received, subjective,
procedural stages ending up with constructed knigedeThey became, what Belenky
calls “connected knowers”. She maintains that etloicavhich is conducted on the
“connected model” (1986: 228) would help women taigsaa more powerful position.
Belenky’s students had an

...experience of mutuality, equality and reciprochgttis most helpful in eventually

enabling them to disentangle their own voice frbmvoice of others. (1986: 38)

The subjective knowledge, for the women, was dbedras “a perspective from which
truth and knowledge are conceived as personalaigriand subjectively known or
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intuited” (1986: 153). The Belenky study on womearhing suggests there is a
development of a voice: a voice which suggestodia, interaction, audience and

participation with others.

The tendency for women to ground their epistemalaigdiremises in metaphors
suggesting speaking and listening is at odds wighvisual metaphors ... that scientists

and philosophers most often use to express thesesef mind ...(Belenky 1986: 38)

While there are difficulties in interpreting metaps (Chapter 6 deals with the use of
metaphors as a research instrument) and with gwergsion that scientists and
philosophers are usually male, it does indicatetthere may be a difference in the way
that some women view their learning. The questenains though, whether we can
compare like for like. Were Belenky’'s woman similammy female students? In terms
of socio-economic status, they were not, sincegelpart of her cohort attended private
colleges. On the other hand, do some gender cleasids transcend class ones?
Gender and class issues were ancillary considesatay my study: the majority were
female and came from a mix of socio-economic bamkggs, although it would be fair
to assume that they came mainly from the lowercsecobnomic groups. Those who
gained a degree were the first in their family tosth and none of my students had
parents with high qualifications. Belenky’s stutlyelw light on the way people who
have been mis-represented or are unable to reprbsenselves, act and think. The link

between class, gender, discourse and power becasréireent aspect of this study.

A metaphor used to describe women returners waaching women at the threshold
stage” which came from the third influential stutllyomen, Education and Training
(McGivney 1993: 61). This NIACE study examined @astwhich enabled progression
to further learning for women returners. McGivnelyss of factors (1993; 1996) helped
inform the questionnaire and the interview questi@he ends her study with a plea for
adaptation and flexibility, incorporating “elementkich arise from experience,
discussion and negotiation” (1993: 61). The metaphevomen being at the threshold
stage resonated throughout: poorly qualified adhtitrners’ understanding of embarking
and being on the brink of new beginnings summeHtdatp the cognitive and emotional

aspects of the learning experience. It was alsetaphor which summed up the
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intellectual activity that often occurred in thas$room. “Thresholds” came to acquire a

meaning of journeys and new beginnings.

Feminist theories of learning also had relevanasfmects of the qualitative parts of the
research and informed the methodology: life histowere part of the data which led to
the meta-narrative providing rich biographical detheach student’s learning
experience. Cameron’s (1990) examination of ferhihisories on discourse were also
used to explore how language was used througmtaldbout experience and narrating

stories.

4.13 Social learning: the classroom as community

Often it is the group which gives them the suppbe,ready ear, the sharing of
experience, the humour to try the changes. The@mge of group support among
women learners is striking...study is less diffigtikkills are shared. (MacRae in
McGivney 1993: 46)

The classroom as a community had been touched section 4.4 of this chapter: here it
is used to describe group activity in learning.dsta on group and shared learning came
from different sources. Some were concerned withtadturners, some with women
and some with the connection between adult leaymoaigmunities of practice and
classroom approaches. Resnick et al. (1991) prduitke basis for this reading. Their
articles on socially shared cognition showed thafas not just group activity but the
nature of the activity and the composition of theup wherein that learning took place
with shared inferences, discourses and practianstandings that made learning
effective. Borrowing Bruner’s (1986) ideas on conmaluearning and Lave and
Wenger’s (1991) on communities of practice and Bats(Eagleton 1983) on dialogic
interaction, it arrives at a set of theories on hearning takes place in a classroom

where shared and reciprocal exchange takes place.

Salisbury and Murcott’s study (1992: 573) pointedaps in this knowledge.

...participatory processes in adult learning haserbgrossly neglected. As a result we

have no data which show the routines and rituatdasisroom life, know precious little
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of the typical problems that may be peculiar tolaclassrooms or the ways that

teachers cope with, and resolve them.

“Routines and rituals of classroom life” were gema&o my study in that they were
another expression of the norms of the classrogmo@uct of social capital, which is
discussed in the final chapter.

Staff development and training
Professional Standards for Lecturers in Scotlar@leges(Jan 2006) were used as
guidelines to influence the teaching model in thalfchapter. These standards,

proposed by the Scottish Executive, were usefutémnparative purposes.

Summary of Literature Review

To sum up, the main influences in this study wpeeticipation studies, issues of
lifelong learning, the definition of the “disadvaged group” within this literature, the
learning experience in relation to learner iderdityl the factors that make up a learning
community. Central to the study was the senseefrdnsformation of the student
through the learning experience. Field’s work oaiaccapital (2003) and how lifelong
learning enhances citizenship was used to sithateéansformatory nature of the
learning into the larger picture of the studenig$. The participation studies were used
to identify groups who were least likely to attesallege and the issues that surrounded
that non-attendance. They set the parametersdanttial enquiry into why the students
succeeded when they came from the identified “diaathged group”. Some of the
literature was used to frame questions and intedai (Weil's learner identity is an
obvious example) and some of it was used as a &diamdfor developing the teaching
model.

The gaps

Thus the gaps in the research that are relevahidstudy appear to be: issues in further
education and training; the quality of the teachang learning experience, and the
relationship of self-directed study and communainéng to this experience. More
detailed knowledge of what students hope to gebbtlte learning experience was seen
by Cross (1981) as requiring research. Gallaghat @000) recommends more research

into non-traditional learners and the concept lefaaning career and by implication, the
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place of a learner identity within this. Hodkinsamd James (2003) call for more
research in FE on transforming cultures. Field @@)so comments on the lack of

knowledge of what learning means to these students.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

My research started out with a broad hypothesisuabearning based on observing
students in the classroom. The same classroontierpe that gave me the hypothetical
hunch which was that the best learning takes gla@eigh discussion and group activity
in a culture of supportive and critical thinkings@ told me that learning is messy,
unpredictable and elusive. While there are methagioal difficulties in most research,

one that tries to “capture” the process of learnmgperhaps, more vulnerable than
others (Eraut et al. 2000: 240). The best appreggeared to be to allow the data to
refine the hypothesis. While the nature of learniagponds to a more all-embracing
relationship with data, it is fallacious to assutiat all data is freely collected,

untampered by preconceptions. This pristine appré@aciata is even more questionable

when the researcher is also the teacher.

The educational research reading on participatiosh l#elong learning told me that

although large-scale surveys were useful for thygdai picture surrounding the aspects
of teaching and learning, a more in-depth study veagiired here. This was to be a
study of one course in one college using studetis ad attended that course over
eight years. | had been their tutor and had tasghte of them for three years, all of
them for at least one. The aim here was to undergagmall study of the multi-faceted
learning experiences of a group of students who batered college with few

gualifications.

Questionnaires (Appendix A) were posted out to $&8lents who had been on the
HNSLN course from 1995-2003 asking about their gmey qualifications, their
priorities for success and the difference betwedlege and school. The 95 responses
were separated into the two groups of those withhelis and those without Highers and
the results compared. To explore whether this anityi extended beyond the HNSLN
course, a different course was given guestionnarebs these results were compared
with the HNSLN group. The similarities betweentallee groups were greater than had
been hypothesised; in fact, there was only one mgan difference between the

Highers and Non-Highers groups. These findings weea used to inform two sets of
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interviews for the HNSLN groups (Appendices C and Of the original group of 95
questionnaire respondents, 60 were interviewededloase studies were then selected

from the Non-Highers group to show a more roundetlie of a learning career.

How did this relate to the research questions?

The questionnaire questions were designed to findifothere were any differences

between those students with Highers and those utitfibe first research question) by
asking them to state their priorities for succ@ssey were then asked to compare their
experience of school with that of college. As poesly stated, the first research
question was based on an assumption that the igdaktudents were different from

those with few qualifications. This proved not te the case: the similarities were far
greater than the differences.

The students with no Highers were then intervieteetlirther investigate the quality of
their learning experience (second research quésfidm third research question, which
was concerned with the learning model, used thernmition gained from the
questionnaires and the interviews with the Non-ldighgroup to establish some
pedagogical principles. To make the learning magelful for all students, the students
with Highers were interviewed primarily on the ordifference found in the
guestionnaire between them and their less qualfesds.

Why were these methods chosen?

It was felt that a quantitative approach was nexgsor the initial part of the study to
establish some factual basis to attitudes to lagrmwWhile numerical data can often
oversimplify and appear trivial, it was necessaoy establish some categories of
generality which act as springboards for the maitkd and idiosyncratic aspects of
the learning experience. The questionnaire datatias used to inform the questions
for the interviews so that the more complex areéslearning were dealt with
qualitatively. While the strength of this study wits explorative and in-depth
understanding of the individual learning experienee different, more inclusive,
approach was necessary for the learning model. rélgired a more thematic approach,
drawing from theories of learning and “matchingénto the data.
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Limitations and conflicts of interest

The limitations of this study are obvious. No sgineralisations can be drawn from
such a small sample of 95 students on one coursmenfurther education college.
Extending the scope to include 27 students fromnapuiting course in the same college
to test one hypothesis did not enhance its prospdot representativeness.
Generalisations would require a larger sample fseneral colleges across subject areas.

(This is not to claim that large samples necessgubrantee generalisability.)

While claims of representativeness are not appaiggfior this type of study, as we are
exploring complex relationships in depth, it behotlee researcher to address certain
aspects of generalisability if the teaching modefoi be taken as a serious outcome. A
teaching model that is deemed appropriate in alsubject area only is not a model but
a bespoke piece and, therefore, of limited use.riibéel has implications for policy and

practice in further and adult education and asraedsion of lifelong learning.

It is difficult to find a one-to-one relationshigtween learning contexts. Particularities
and generalities do have a loose relationship:viddals do behave in recognised
patterns and classrooms do have identifiable dycgnailthough the multi-faceted and
elusive nature of learning makes it a tricky preces document. No exact match of
mind, individual learning experience or classrooontext will be found. However,
findings can suggest similarities between differamtexts and even single case studies
can provide some representativeness (Dunmoyer 200@) claim for my study is that
the students exhibited patterns and the natureatténqms is that they are repetitive. It
sought to establish a set of understandings andepses that made up a successful
educational experience for some students on oneseoun an ESRC funded
longitudinal study of learning careers in furthelueation, (Bloomer and Hodkinson
2000; Hodkinson and James 2003) an argument is ricaicke case by case study, of
specific sites with specific students, in ordeg&n an understanding of the diversity of
experience while maintaining that each classrooneaoh subject area may require
different learning approaches. While this ESRC aede above adds to the authority of
my in-depth small-scale study, a different paradigmequired for the universality of the

learning model.
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The research relationship

Another aspect of my study that has to be acknayddds that the researcher was also
the teacher. It is general practice in interviehat the interviewer should not be known
to the interviewee to avoid bias (Hodkinson & Jari@83). Data interpretation may
have been affected by the knowledge | had of themstadents. They may also have
answered in a way to please the teacher. Howeweould argue that knowledge of the
interviewer, particularly where trust is involvezin lead to a more open interview. An
unknown interviewer may be impartial and therefaw®id bias, but it may be to the
detriment of the data collected. The advantageriofr [xnowledge as teacher perhaps
made it easier to assess learning (or at least ikigotlve questions to ask to retrieve that

learning) than it was for an interviewer meetingraerviewee for the first time.

Each interview was permeated by my knowledge of ititerviewees’ classroom
personae and by their knowledge of me as a lectliles is a two-edged sword: on the
one hand claims of bias could be justifiably lesdjlon the other hand, it personalised
the information and helped prompt further questiwhe&ch were specifically relevant to

each interviewee.

Areas for possible bias will be dealt with in detai the interpretation of the data in
Chapters 4 and 5. However, in general, the relahignbetween student and tutor,
interviewee and interviewer, contributed to theidigl of the data in that there was an
element of trust involved in the interviews; thieant that students opened up and
discussed, rather than answered, questions. Sotherafdid their thinking as they were
talking. They knew there was no time limit and itlrdt matter if they “rambled” or
“wittered on” because this was accepted practicéhen classroom. They were often
encouraged in my class to keep talking until thelwed at a stage of understanding and
a similar pattern of response was evident in sofmne interviews. They showed an
interest in the research process and two studesksdato be interviewed together
because they usually worked that way and thoughight produce better results for my

research.

Just as you can’t neutralise the social aspectheinterviewing process, the same is

true of interpretation. The teacher’s “eye” neededbe acknowledged. It would not
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reflect reality if, as a teacher, | did not use experience and expertise to inform the

methodological approach.

Personal and social forms of subjectivity are akvasesent in research...On this view it
follows that there are no methodological critena uaranteeing the absolute accuracy

of research (quantitative or qualitative). (Coahd®99: 467)

The interactive process in a semi-structured im@&rvcan make communication open
both to bias and to rich and full description & #ame time. It is difficult to say at what
point the answers were perhaps influenced by mg asl teacher in this interaction,
although the researcher was conscious of this daAgdimes, the role of teacher and
that of researcher were in conflict. Since therursental part of the study was to be
useful to teachers, | had to keep the teacher’pgaas in mind, yet, at the same time,
ensure the researcher’s objectivity. This tensietwben different interests may have, in
theory, given the study a better balance.

It could also be argued that the teacher and theareher being the same person was a
form of triangulation. As researcher | was congyachecking whether my results bore
out a classroom reality. The researcher was chgakitih the practitioner. While this is,
of course, an argument for bias, it could also beaayument for validity in seeking

deeper understandings.

Using the respondents’ real names and knowing sbiographical details of each
student allowed for a more personal and “inevitdbtatedness” (Barr 1999: 5) that is
present in all research. The real names also aimdory because | could locate the
quotes through the voice. | could hear and seedhnson: this intimacy contributed to
the contextualised nature of the study; it alsostartiated an emerging theme in the

interviews of the students’ finding their voicedhbgh learning.

The Process
The literature
The reading indicated the lack of research in #aening process in further education,
both in Scotland and England. There were many@yation studies but few qualitative

studies about the learning experience (see Chapter
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Using typologies

Reading on lifelong learning and participation leelpto place this small group of

students studying in the west of Scotland, into lduger, national picture. It was

important to determine whether the students wepeesentative of any other groups. If
my respondents resembled other students in theicatidnal history, or their social

profile or their learning preferences, other reskearould be drawn on to establish a
typology which could then be used to investigate &ducational process on a more

individual level through the interviews and caselgs.

Participation studies by McGivney (1996; 1999; 200@re used to situate these
learners within a socio-economic context. Theirfijge matched the adult learners
studied by Gallagher et al (2000). Although notrgagae in the group with no Highers

was an adult returner, the majority of the questare respondents was: 46 out of 54.
These adult returners were typified as being wofr@n lower socio-economic classes,
unemployed, unqualified and, in some cases, lonenga— all categories stated in Fryer
and Kennedy (1997) as under-represented in fughdrhigher education. So while the
sample in my study was too small to make valid gaisations, it did match students

and study styles and preferences in other, latgeres.

Although the similarities in experience of otheruldreturners, the socio-economic
parallels and the structural identities (representhe “under-represented”) were useful
for examining the larger debate on lifelong leagnand inclusion that surrounded the
research, it was the subtleties and nuances ceqtairthe tracking of students’ learning

lives and individual response to learning that fednthe main thrust of the investigation.

Testing theories

The literature review also indicated pertinent tietioal issues. Theories were used in
the design of the interview and in the collectiowl @nalysis of the data. As discussed in
Chapter 1, Bruner’'s (1986) theory of communal leagrwas used in the questionid

you see learning as a “communal activityWeil's (1986) idea that success depends on
your learner identity, on how you define yoursedfalearner, formed the basis of the
question:What does being a student mean to your definitiogooirself?These two

questions were the only ones designed specifitallgst out theories. Bruner’s idea of
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the students’ belonging to a shared learning oellivas germane to the question on
learning experience. It is not just the idea of iteking sense of information and ideas
but that this making sense takes place within aesheulture. We will return to this idea
in Chapter 9 where it is central to the learningdeio Once the interviews had been
analysed, social capital was used as a framewarktHimking about the learning
experience and its rewards because the studentimeats, at times, appeared to be a

direct confirmation of these theories on socialitep

The pilot

A pilot questionnaire was conducted with eight stitd during their last year of their
HND. Apart from the obvious use of the pilot to nroout ambivalences and
misunderstandings, the main concern here was tokcivbether the ten factors for
success given in the questionnaire (see Appendweke the ones the students thought

were the most significant.

Students with no Highers were selected for pildenviews to determine the most

effective form of recording both for the researched the participants. The interviewees
expressed a degree of discomfort with a tape reuprand preferred the researcher to
take notes. Note-taking gave the interviewees tmthink about the questions and made
the experience “less intense”. Although this metbbdecording was also preferred by
the researcher, it is questionable whether it ia@surate as tape for actual words
spoken. In order to quote accurately, the researcbad back the words to the

interviewee and invited them to read the noteb@enhd to check accuracy.

This method meant that some degree of selectiotherpart of the interviewer was
going on at the time of the interview. This couléan that the results may have lost the
value of the reflective aspects of listening tapet at a later date when more data had
been collected and it could be seen in a roundgrigher context. Memory also plays a
part: although my notes were extensive, there Wweres over the five years when | had
to contact students to clarify issues. Howevemdcaption of tapes is not without
problems either. Arguments for taping versus nakeng were perhaps moot since the
pilot study was to be an opportunity for the studdn say what method they preferred.

It seemed that their preferred method of note-gkiould gain the best results.
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Some modifications

The pilot highlighted two terms used in the intewiwhich were problematic (see

interview questions Chapter 5 page 99). What delresearcher mean by “success”?
This was explained as gaining their qualificatidihe term “communal” was also one

which caused hesitancy in some cases. Rather tienge the wording of the question,

since, for some students, there was a conceptursitanding of this term articulated

by Bruner, the word “communal” was translated, veheecessary, by the interviewer as
“shared and group” learning.

The pilot study provided feedback on clarificatmfiterms and collection preference
(note-taking rather than taping) and it highlighégdas which required prompting and
explanation. The questionnaire was amended anidtéreiew schedule noted areas for

explanation.

The questionnaires (see Appendix A)

The questionnaire sought to answer the first rebeguestion:ls there a difference
between the two groups, those with Highers andethwishout, in their priorities for
success™ was decided to use all students who were, ortdegah, on the HN Supporting
Learning Needs course, years one and two, from-2993. Students in the 2004 class
were used in the pilot study. Data from the questaires was used to determine:
students with one or more Highers and students mathlighers;

what three factors contributed most to their sue¢#6 were listed);

how the learning experience at college differednftbat at school.

As previously stated, the purpose of the questinesavas to determine two groups,
those with Highers and those without; to define iti&n factors for success for each
group; and to get a general understanding of watigsues for the students were in
their own words. The 10 factors were determinedryyteaching experience, and by
participation studies (McGivney 1996; 1999), andntithecked out in the pilot group.
The factors (shown in bold throughout the studyjewsupport from peers, support
from staff, teaching methods, resources, assessmgnpractical placement, lecture
content, personal organisation, life experiencand increase in self-confidence- in
that order. In ordering the list of 10 factors gussibility of bias was reduced by putting

low priorities from other studies in the middle.
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The 95 respondents to the questionnaires were ateganto two groups, the results of
the two questions tabulated and then compared.l®8désum the first question)Vhat do
you consider to be the 3 most important factorseinabling you to succeed at college?
were collated (see Appendix B for the raw datajstrthoices were noted in case a low
general rating of a factor but a high amount dftfechoices, could be meaningful. This
proved to be an important aspect in one of theofagpractical placement,which the
respondents rated third overall, but with a low anmtmf first choices. This first question

showed no significant difference between the sttedeith Highers and those without.

The second questiorlow was the learning experience at college diffetérom that at
school? was designed to elicit some ideas not coveredhbylO factors in the first
question. Although | was only marginally interested their school experience, a
comparative question is easier to answer than argeone on experience of learning.
Although there was a section where they could addhing else to the 10 factors, a
different question was required to allow them tblext on the experience as a whole
rather than seeing a learning experience as temetikselements. A comparison with

school seemed to be the easiest way to do this.

Because the second question was open, some artsaeets be categorised according to
words and some according to meaning. For instatiee word supportwas used by

many respondents but was meant in different wagmeSgave examples of practical
academic feedback whereas others usegport to mean encouragement. Once
categories were established and the answers puotth@ two groups, results were
compared. (Further analysis of the questionnaiselt® is contained in the following

chapter where it is tied into the data.) The answerthis question showed only one
meaningful difference between the two groups. @ of the assumptions that Non-
Higher students needed something radically diffefieem the more qualified students,

in terms of teaching approach, had to be re-coresitde

At the outset, there was perhaps too much regardngio the usefulness of the

information gained from the questionnaires.
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For instance, one of the priorities for success thasmotivation To get a better paid
job”. This could be seen to represent a set of agmisativhich indicate on a superficial
level, a desire for more money only. There may #@ea social aspiration, a desire to
learn and a personal and intellectual aspiratiodeieelop. These desires may not be a
conscious motivation; what is clear is that thesdivations are not revealed by survey-
type methods (Harrison 1993). To reach a deepeerstahding of the reasons for
wanting to learn, interviews are required and hie tesearcher’s experience, it probably
requires trust and understanding, using more eafoy methods than questionnaires to

reveal that sense of self-knowledge.

Apart from establishing similarities between thetgroups, the questionnaire was also
helpful in determining the areas of importance aaaentrate on in the interviews. The
results from the two questions in the questionnaieee used to formulate themes for
interview questions. For instance, wheaching methodswas chosen as one of the top
three priorities for success in the questionnairesubstantiated the main research
interest which was creating an effective learnitegggroom: a follow-up question on
teaching methods was asked in the interview. Tloécehofsupport from peersin the
questionnaire was transformed into an interviewstjae on learning as a communal

experience (see Chapter 5, page 99 for intervidedue).

Another course

Once the first research question had been ansveerédt was clear that these groups
were similar, rather than different, it was decidedind out whether these similarities
extended beyond this group to other student granpshe college. The idea of

representativeness was looking more likely thdirsttthought. It was important that the
end result of this study, the teaching model, cakldw applicability over a range of

courses, rather than being restricted to one course

It was decided to survey 27 students on a BSc Cangpuourse in the college and
compare their results with the HNSLN group. No-dnethe HNSLN group gave

resourcesas their first choice for factors affecting susddeally, a subject that relied
heavily on resources would be useful in comparigdre computing course was chosen
because it provided a good course contrast; it walke-dominated, heavily reliant on

resources, with no practical placement, and usédreint learning approaches. Their
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results confirmed those of the HNSLN group (alpasdents) witlhresourcesreplacing
practical placement The similarities between groups across two stbjegere

significant.

To answer the second research quest@hat elements of the learning experience are
important?interviews were done with 35 students with no Highend 25 of those with

Highers. Three students were then selected focdke studies.

Triangulation was done in this study by using tingt two questions of the interviews to
corroborate the attitudes to learning found indbestionnaire. The students elaborated
on the three factors that they chose for succesexample, all of them explained what
they meant byteaching methodsand support from staff. They also discussed the
difference between school and college; this pravidasight into their school
experiences and also what many of them meantblkyng responsible for (their) own

learning”.

The interviews: students with no Highers (see Appetix C)

Once the questionnaire data had defined the relessmes, namelteaching methods
andsupport from staff, an interview schedule was drawn up to reflecséh@mongst
others. There were three objectives: firstly, tplese answers from the questionnaire in
more depth. Secondly, to examine theories of leadentity and communal learning;
and finally, to determine how this learning expece had proved to be successful for
them. Consequently, some of the questions wereeconed with their learning pathways,
attitudes to success and how systemic structuresy@s chosen) outside the classroom
enabled them to succeed. The data from the quesii@s were used to determine who
had entered college with no Highers; 54 peopleifigalfor interviews and 35 were

interviewed.

Practical reasons such as where they lived or wioeked how available they were,
determined the choice. Six of the students refgsgthg there were too busy and some |
had lost contact with since the questionnaire sun&ome were willing to be
interviewed but could not travel to college nor wlaappropriate for me to interview
them at home or work. There was difficulty in findia venue that did not intrude on the

interviewee’s privacy or cause them inconvenierdeinterviews took place at various
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intervals after the questionnaire: some student® weerviewed months after and, for
some, a gap of two years meant that | had to rettech of the questions in the postal

survey at the beginning of the interview.

Thirty-five students with no Highers were intervisslv By the time | had interviewed
30, | felt that | had an in-depth picture of thigarning. This “theoretical saturation”
(Glaser and Strauss 1967: 61) was reached as tbetiee pool lessened and the
researcher’'s knowledge increased. The interviewsrbe less revelatory. Although the
last five interviews required more time and effotthey yielded less satisfactory
information. These five were busy people who calddtelephone interviews only; the
answers were more cursory and the information rper&unctory than that given in the
face-to-face interviews. The temptation to do “jUste more” until all possible

respondents are “used up” is perhaps a reflectionhow attitudes surrounding

numerical data can drive the research but withpprexiable gain.

The interviews were semi-structured and lasted fh@if an hour up to an hour and a
half. | devised a schedule of 10 questions butmgnition was to allow the interviewees
to talk freely and to use the questions as a fogusstions to ask when they ran out of
words or to bring them back on topic. Deviation anging up happened on very few
occasions and mainly in the telephone interviewghe main they answered fully, did
not stray from the topic and often anticipateddhestions so that, in some cases, it was
a monologue with an occasional verbal “noddie” froma. It was easier to know where
the student wanted to elaborate or where they wteoggling to find the words which
describe their thinking and feeling precisely ire tface-to-face interviews. On the
telephone, silences and other noises were diffibultinterpret without seeing the
attendant body language. Much of the informationngm in the interview was
dependent on knowing when the interviewee needednging or picking up on
gestures indicating they had said enough or hatlisa a way which was satisfactory

to them.

Semi-structured interviews, unlike unstructured s9nean sometimes unintentionally
close down some interesting points to pursue. Smost of my students had had
experience in the classroom of expressing theiwsiand following a train of thought,

this potential closing down may have been lessentidh this study. The parameters
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(whether silent and invisible, or explicit) of th#erview were probably more influenced
by the relationship between my students and mybkali the structure of the interview.
Research by Bennett et al. (1996) corroboratesiers of the relationship between

interviewer and interviewee.

The first two questions of the interviews (both kegs and Non-Highers) were directly
linked to the answers on the questionnaire. Motaild@as required. At times, although
three choices had been given by all respondentsalhthree were elaborated on. It is
difficult to interpret things that are not mentionerhe dilemma for the interviewer
using open questions like the survey you listed the 3 most important facgoin
succeeding at college as ...Can you tell me a bit en@bout that?is that if the
interviewee chooses not to elaborate on one elerskotld the interviewer comment on
this avoidance and thus “force” a comment or readething into the “non-comment”?
This interviewer chose not to comment on factorssen but not elaborated on, mainly
for methodological reasons. The strategy was towalhe interviewees to determine
what was important. The interviewer did, on occasjoattempt to address the
“unmentioned” in order to cover all the bases anki the questionnaire to the interview.
This was mainly concerned with teaching approadies they found useful. The
interviewer tried to press the interviewees intmealetailed “list”. This strategy proved
to be unhelpful as most of the interviewees refuseoe guided towards an answer and
indicated that their omission in discussion wasarobversight but a deliberate choice in

commenting on what they considered to be priorities

Another factor in analysing the data came from [dars ideas cited in Chappell et al
(2003) on the importance of the “unspoken” — pe@ptedefined as much by what they
don’t say as by what they say. The omissions, thestipns that were “skirted” around
and those that were answered indirectly, were allech When it came to the
interpretation, at times this interpretation didt @ beyond the descriptive as it is

difficult to find conclusive evidence in silence.
What may be relevant is that no-one said, “I ddaibw” to any of the interview

questions and the answers were delivered configlamidi without hesitation. By this |

mean that there was a certainty and clarity inrttl@ught, although at times they did
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hesitate in searching for expression. The ovemgdression of all the interviews was that

the ex-students had done a lot of thinking abogicthurse prior to the interviews.

The interviews: students with Highers (see Appendib)

To add to the data collected from the Non-Highewp on the quality of learning, and
to fulfil the requirements of inclusivity of thedening model, 25 students with Highers
were interviewed. Since there was only one meaunlindifference between the two
groups in their responses to the questionnaire, itlterviews with this group
concentrated on that. 17 out of the 41 respondeitiisHighers gave the main difference
between college and school aseing responsible for your own learninglhterviews
were then conducted with 25 ex-students with High€fhis number was the same
proportion of the larger survey group as that af tton-Highers.) There were three
questions only in this set of interviews. They dalsfor about 20 minutes and were all
done face-to-face. The interviews concentratedroaxplication of the three factors for
success given on the questionnaire and the maicecorof being responsible for their
own learning. This triangulation was done to confihe similarities found between the

two groups in the questionnaire.

The interviews: the analysis

It was important not to lose sight of the majornedmts in the study. It was also
important to note any other ideas that made a itoniton to the story of their learning.

The interviews were given an impressionistic regdirhey were then analysed question
by question, for frequency and intensity of langyagontradictions, use of metaphor
and whether the active or passive voice was useulas responses were counted and
one-off comments were also noted. Examples fromcthgsroom were noted in detail
because they were useful in giving a sense of goniéhey were categorised into

themes and given a final reading where the questwere “ignored”. A question by

guestion reading was useful for specific themes tmsting of theories (referred to

earlier in this chapter) but | could not grasp thiéness of the experience through this
type of reading and categorising; so the interviexgse given a third reading to gain the
full understanding of each interviewee’s narratikegave an indication of what broad
themes and issues were emerging “outside” the vieter schedule; ones that the

individual voices were expressing. This final reapipresented differing pictures of
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students who had a learning career, who had changéeir attitudes and thinking and

who were able to connect their learning with thié.

Discourse and narratives: listening to voices

Neither biology nor information science has imprbugon the story as a means of
ordering and storing the experience of human amical complexity. Neither is likely
to. Narrative as a human activity is in part intethdo provide its listeners with a
widened, vicarious experience; and that experiénceemorable precisely because it is
necessarily enmeshed with past and future, caue@mequence. (Hunter 1991: 76-
77)

As an English teacher it comes naturally for mésten to voices and analyse how these
voices express a truth. Thus narrative was an obBvdirection for me to take in this
research. Establishing an ontological meaning tjindhe language used by the students
fitted into the study both methodologically (hovwetlanguage we use tells us about the
way we relate to experience) and in terms of préxav the language of a classroom
relates to learning and teaching). To justify ni@areaas a methodology is to see story
making as sense making. The interpreter’'s task set the sense of the story through
the language analysis.

The assumption of “good reasons” and “deep sensefouindational to discourse
analysis. It is based, as well, on the viewpoirdt thumans are, as creatures, sense

makers par excellence. (Gee 1999: 79)

Hodkinson and James (2003) in their stddsnsforming Learning Cultures in Further
Educationuse Bruner’s definition of learning and thinking ‘@stuated in a cultural
setting and always dependent upon the utility dfucal resources” (Bruner 1996: 4).
These cultural resources are ones that the stutdantsto class, live with, and acquire,
during their years at college. We will return tedk in the final chapter. Central to my
study was the understanding that learning is setidlsituated and that the methodology
that was most apt in demonstrating this was a i approach which allowed the

students to tell their own stories and, as farassible, in their own words.

74



There was a group of students who appeared to he“gaotable”. Their powers of
reflection and critical thinking may have been ¢gedhan the others or it may be that
their personal experience, both post- and pre-gelldhad afforded them a deeper
perspective. They might have had a richer oral dsi within their upbringing or
culture. (One of the reasons for choosing two ef ¢thse studies is that they showed
different levels of linguistic aptitude and senasiti.) Whatever the reason for this
“quotability”, there were voices which resonatedrendrequently with my ideas or
learning theories. | found myself saying, “Brunénér theorists would agree with that”
in the interviews or, when reading literature on@ation, “Student A said that too.” The
concordance found in the echoes was striking athpperhaps, to be expected, since
their knowledge of learning theories was greatantthe average student. While they
may have made comments on the learning experiemeeghwvere broadly similar in
ideas to Bruner, they did natound like Bruner (that is, they did not use his
phraseology). Hence there was a greater inclinatidmelieve that the ideation was not
due to pedagogical knowledge but gained througbldliexperience. The researcher
trusted it as an authentic representation of theimr understanding.

“Tracing voices” (Mauthner & Doucet 1998: 134), e@mpared to reducing data to
themes and metaphors, was found to be useful bectnes way they “stored and
ordered” (Hunter 1991: 76) their experiences wasasformatory process. Their story
was transmitted in their own voice. “Transformingvpte stories into public theories”
(Mauthner and Doucet 1998: 119) meant listeningefadly when reading back the
notes. How their story reflected the main issues thia first priority but an openness to
issues dictated by their storyline was also reguifiganslating interviews to notes to
theories may lose and gain along the way, partigul@ghen the researcher’s voice-over
may be louder. It was necessary to leave spac¢héir expression as well as fitting
them in to my and the others’ interests (what Maathand Doucet 1998: 134 call
“tuning our ear”). Listening out for the differentles the student took on when they
were being interviewed required concentration. irdvidual student had a sense of
being a member of a group. They used and spoke of thelass referring to their
fellow students. Seeing their experience as bdlividual and as a member of a group
meant that there were many implicit referencesheodommunal learning theories that

the research was exploring.
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Reading each interview and ignoring the questioas uwseful because it caught the off-
topic comments more accurately. These commentsedrt be illuminating in terms of
the questions not explicitly asked. Listening terthas the narrator, rather than the
respondent to 10 questions, enabled me to listénfavuthe student's own way of
constructing their experience which was, in somses, different from the way it had
been done in the interview questions. Individuakes often spoke for the group by
summing up with an apt comment what the othershiesh struggling to say. In a thesis
which has a teaching/learning model as its outcaiejmportant to hear the individual

cry as well as the group rumble.

Due to my knowledge of them as students, | thinkréhwas some certainty in my
interpretation of their meaning, their “deep sens¢dwever, like all data interpretation
this was a certainty over which | exercised cautidfhere | was uncertain of the
meaning or | had forgotten what my notes meantntacted the students to clarify. As
the recorder, interpreter and editor of their g®ril found details of situations, simple
explanations of who was involved and where (theemn seemed to be a particularly
fruitful place for learning) contributed to the oa# understanding of the context of the
learning experience. One explanation of this was, thince learning is mostly invisible
and takes place inside the mind, it was helpfuidee some visual, concrete references
to offset the more ethereal ideas. Examples framstbom practice were abundant and
where the interviewee illustrated their meaningtigh actions of particular students
and circumstances, these were recorded in fulk Wais not to disclose confidences but
to show the context from which the thinking camératvDenzin (1994: 506) describes

as “contextual, situated understandings.”

The negotiation of the world through language haexible and mutable character
responsive to contexts like classrooms and worlgslaMeanings that are in a constant
state of negotiation may be tiring, confusing arat nompatible with quantitative
methods but their interactive nature makes themenwatid in the shifting world of

learning.

A question of style: hearing and recording the stuents’ voices
The difficulties of discourse and its relationskifih research accounts proved to be a

question of appropriate style. Standard researdatingirstyles (scientific objectivity as
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exemplified by the passive voice, non-metaphol@agjuage, no subjectivity) were not
considered adequate in expressing the richness iwdd | experience. The
researcher/author told a multi-voiced story andHetparticipants speak for themselves.
Many quotes from the interviews were used, pamidyl if the students used
idiosyncratic expressions and less conventionajuage, like metaphors. The chosen
style of this study needed to be receptive to #pasentation of the students’ stories.
The author/researcher is aware that this more parsthoice of writing style often
strengthens criticisms of qualitative research agepresentative (subjective in style)
woolly (vocabulary is ambiguous and metaphoricténuse of imagery in general) and

subject to bias (personal voice, “character” intnk

These criticisms are perhaps less persuasive wiigrg tto make explicit a process so
implicit as learning. There were many instancesnguthe interviews when the students
appeared to reach an understanding of their coleegeerience which the interview
questions had illuminated. To sum up two to threary of learning, often with an
intervening gap of two years, was a complex tasklid not lend itself to deductive,
summative types of comments. The language reflettediterative nature of this

exercise.

The use of metaphor

Interviewees used metaphors to explain the mofeulif to define areas of the learning
process. This was mainly restricted to one quesiiomow the quality of teaching had
an effect on their learning experience, althoudevainterviewees used them throughout
the interview. Therefore it was decided to lookregtaphors in the interpretation of the
interviews. Since these students were normallynptpieaking, some meaning could be
attributed to their adoption of a different lingigsexpression in relation to certain
aspects of the interview. Perhaps more importange gwen to this use of metaphor
because of the researcher’s interest but it cdstllze that the use of metaphor, because
it was “automatic and effortless”, indicated a flag and artlessness, as well as a

sharing of linguistic referents.
A metaphor is conventional to the extent that iaidomatic, effortless, and generally

established as a mode of thought among memberslio§uaistic community. (Lakoff
and Turner 1989: 55)
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Metaphors were not used in the interview questatisough they probably were used
by the interviewer in comments and prompts. Evethout a detailed understanding of
how a metaphor works, the use of a metaphor inescah assumption that the user and
the listener are, somehow, in accord. It assumesni interview session, that both
participants are, to some extent, engaged in thee siiame of reference. This has
implications for the methodology in that the resbacould both gain and suffer from
this mutuality. It could mean that the interviewgasined more detail and in-depth
information because the respondent was at easehéthubject and the context. On the
other hand, it could mean that the interviewer mademany assumptions about shared
understandings and did not question in a thorougiugh manner. It was decided that
the benefits outweighed the difficulties. It was thterviewer’s feeling (and it can be no
more than intuitive) that where metaphor and idimere used by the respondents, it

indicated a depth of thought and understanding.

One of the main concerns was to replicate thevigeees’ comments so that the story
was told in their words. The use of metaphor inigisa particular way of thinking about
an idea; processing ideas and then expressing ithenetaphoric language indicates a
personal, individualistic grasp of an idea — nddt jany idea, but the students’ own ;
“idiosyncratic thought requires idiosyncratic laage” (Lakoff and Turner 1989: 50§50,
although the interviewees may have expressed sirthilaughts at times, by using
particular modes of speech, they created the siifldrences and nuances that enhanced
the individual experiences within the study. Cortigral language, easier to code, has a

uniformity to it which was not always useful in ara subjective context of learning.

There is a detailed explanation of the use of nietapn data analysis in Chapter 6

where it can be seen together with the exampl#seo$tudents’ metaphors.

Counting responses

A problem that arose was counting the respons#seimterviews. Was it contradictory
to lay claims to rich data from a small sample #reh to count the responses? While the
main function of the interviews was not to see hospresentative of students
(everywhere) the responses were, it was, nevesielmportant to see whether they

were representative of the 54 students without éfiglwho had answered the survey.
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Numerical data do not give you an in-depth pictoiesuch organic events as learning
but it does help to clarify the events which aramifiable that surround that learning
experience. It told me what many students, asndistrom the few, thought about this
process. While it did not amount to “aggregatinged of individual experiences into

typologies” (Gorard and Rees 2002: 17), it did shbat responses were similar and,
looking ahead to forming a teaching model, it wask-formed impression that types of
similar students could “fit” into a set of approash(This thinking was mis-informed, as
indicated by the students.) It also helped to sttedual nature of what might be called
“rogue” data. What might be considered difficultalavhich doesn't fit the theoretical

picture, in quantitative terms, is almost a deseaffect in qualitative ones.

The use of theories

Two constructs were used in the interviews: “learidentity” (Weil 1986: 223) and
“communal learning” (Bruner 1986: 127). These cards were not made up by myself,
although perhaps they assumed a legitimacy tortteeviewee by my use of them. By
adopting a position based on these constructsa#t mecessary to be guarded against
fitting the data to the theory. Because these twncepts formed the basis of my
hypothesis about effective learning, the interviewese trawled for information which
would fit into these two themes. The two questidasigned to elicit information on the
two constructs had different results. One set cfwens from the question on learner
identity was focused and revealed much data. Ther @uestion on communal learning
slid off into side-tracks and wildly different imfgetations; | thought the students had
not understood my meaning or the meaning of thestcoct. It was due to these
“misunderstandings” that | decided to give a fimare holistic reading to everyone’s
interviews. This final reading enable me to listepand out for, the voices that seemed
to tell a more complete story. What appeared at 8ight as tangents, were, in fact,

insightful and germane comments.

At the same time as | was focusing on testing ikspi was also listening out for
anything that would deepen my understanding ofrthesrning. It was focused and
wide-eyed at the same time. Dey (1993) describesinglted theory process as
contrasting one bit of datum with another, affixingp categories, substantiating it with
existing theories and then using this to generate theories. The category fixing in my

study was loosely structured by the interview goest theories of learning were used
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to explicate and substantiate the data. New thedli@ evolve from existing ones but
this does not appear to be anything different fuaimat happens in all research. How this
grounded theory process was useful for my reseama$ in an understanding that
“problems” with the data meant that the directidntlte research journey was only
vaguely mapped out. If it threw up obstacles, is\amost written into the process that
these were necessary for changing direction andithaas these unplanned-for re-

routings that enriched the findings.

Case histories: ‘Restorying’ the individual

Once the interviews had been analysed, the fiagksin the process was the selection of
the case histories. Three students were choseasasstudies. They all came to college
with no Highers, one had eight Standard Gradeshandad one and one of the adult
returners had no qualifications at all. All went ts gain degrees. They were aged
between 16 and 39 when they started the coursen $exms of age, qualifications and

success, they represented the Non-Highers’ groupthier ways, they were individual.

The three cases were used to illustrate themeshapt€r 8 and the chapter on learner
identity. The case studies were put into thesei@est instead of at the end of the
interviews, because these were the more theorgiaréd of the study. It was a useful
device to show how these ideas could be seen inithe of students rather than
remaining at the theoretical level. Although thebapters were informed by the data
from all the interviewees, it made sense to useetlibree studies as examples because

reference to them was more compact than re-quaitengy students as evidence.

The three case studies were sent life story owgtlarel were asked to comment, rewrite
or make amendments. | chose to write their stagnfnotes taken during the interview
and knowledge | had of them as students ratherdkkrihem to write it from scratch as
all three were busy at new jobs or still studyiri®jrictly speaking, to justify my
argument for case studies, it would have been raatkentic had they written them
themselves. Two of the students emailed me withtiaddl information and the third
came into college for another informal interviewll faree corroborated my story of
their stories. On first considering case studies,question comes to mind, what do they
tell that the interviews didn’t? How did the holesimpression of the student provide an

insight over the more fragmented, theme-based approf the interview?
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Arguments for case studies are well documentedk¢SI®95) and they fit into the
methodology of this study in that they provide aadepth, rich description of the
learning experience. The case studies could beaete final stage of a whittling down
process, reducing the group size down to the iddali As a member of a sub-group
which had been treated in a general and a comparatay, was there any point in
creating another sub-group of three? If we see sas#ies as both representative and
rogue at the same time, it could seem as if theatiaes are competing with each other.
The question was how to make sense of the leamasngoth a group and an individual
experience. The narrative of the case studies ldiflesient structure to the narrative of
the 35 interviews. Their stories were more persarad analytical, they chose to
concentrate on more social aspects of their expegieaspects that the interview
questions had only hinted at. Their emphasis catiogiships with staff and peers, the
transformation in their self-concept and what aosdc chance meant for them,

emotionally and socially, were similar concernslirthree case studies.

Reviewing all 60 interviews (both Highers and Noigiers) it appeared that the
students’ story of their experience had been eidify divided up into ten questions and
answers. Some of the themes and ideas were bettexdsby a chronological narrative
which the case-studies provided. (For example, ghan the learner identity was best
seen in a story with a timeline.) Once deconstadjdateseemed important to reconstruct
them as whole people with timelines and chronokgietheir own: in short, to present
their narrative with a beginning, a middle and ad.eThis is what Hunter (1991: 10)

calls the “hermeneutic circle”.

The part must be recontextualized, considered aamimart of the whole. In the process

the patient will be reinvested in a narrative,sestl to medical discourse, re-storied.

Although Hunter is discussing medical diagnosis gadients who become cases
through medical investigation, the same reconstreicbrocess makes sense in this
narrative-based research. It seemed importantctnstruct the interviewees as “whole”

people who fitted into the context of the classro@ne story can be filtered through a
set of other stories and theories and can becoraprasentative case. Themes from the

group evidence also resided in different ways witthe case studies. Rather than
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construct my version of their educational life gtot seemed more methodologically
sound and more genuine to ask them to constructdblees. Although | wrote the story,

they had control over its contents.

Case studies are raised above the level of aneaumitgust because they provide thick
description but because the stories have beemefilt¢hrough two interpreters: the

participant and the “participant” researcher. Tlginal story has been superseded by
the interpretation: “Its details now support a n&t of meanings” (Hunter 1991: 131).

The person now becomes a case study, the singénaesadding to the human variety.

Credibility is given to experience that has beenstacted and then reconstructed: the
participant says, “this is my story of my story winihas now become partly your story
of my story”.

The learning model

Using the data from the interviews and to a lesséent, the questionnaire, and the life
story of the three individuals, it was necessaryextrapolate themes and generic issues
to build up a larger picture again for “the modeit. this point it became clear that the
data was telling me that a neat bullet-point moadelld not represent the students’

ideas. This will be re-examined in Chapters 4 and 5

Ethical considerations

The interviewees were asked if their real namesddoe used and whether they could be
guoted. The use of their real names was importanthie researcher/teacher because,
apart from pseudonyms causing more confusion thateqting identity, the association
of the name to the story gave it a personal coimedbr the author. While this would
have no significance for the reader, it did enhaheeveracity for the writer. Whether
this affected the language used in writing up gesearch and the reflective stance would
be an engaging topic for a more linguistically otezl study. The interviewees had the
opportunity to verify the notes and withdraw pemios at any time. The three case
studies were all asked to sign a permission slgptary were sent copies of their case

study to verify.
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On reflection

Good students make good interviewees. In some wWaeysnterview process mirrored
that of the classroom. The principles of critichinking, reflection and conditional

learning (all discussed in the final chapter) walteexhibited by the interviewees. Trust
and reciprocity, norms of the classroom, were algdent in the interview. The learning

experience had, to some extent, influenced theittons for effective interviews.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS 1: THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire (Appendix A) asked for informatimn students’ previous

qualifications (Standard/O Grades and Highers anvdent) and the year they achieved
their HN qualification. 163 questionnaires weretpdsout to former students and there
were 68 replies. The rest of the questionnaire$ \&fe done in the college with the
HNSLN students, eight of whom constituted the pgaidy. This made a total of 95

completed questionnaires.

The main aims of the questionnaire were to sortréispondents into two groups, those
with Highers and those with no Highers on entryctdlege, and to find out their

priorities in terms of learning and the similariti@and differences between the two
groups. This comparison was required so that taehtag model was fit for these two
types of students.

Question 1 of the questionnaire:
What do you consider to be the 3 most importanttéas in enabling you to succeed at
college?

The students were given 10 elements of college rexxpee which contribute to the
learning process, with an option to add anythingytbhose. These 10 elements were
chosen from the teacher’s observation and expexiand used in the pilot study where
they were discussed with the students. They weza ttompared to those McGivney
(1996) used in her research on adult learning. Baoghdiscussion with the pilot group
and the comparison with other research confirmex ghitability of the 10 factors
affecting success. Although percentages used witth ssmall numbers can be
misleading, the comparison between the two grougee (Figure 1) had to use
percentages because the number of respondentsiffessrd in each group. Elsewhere,
because the sample is small, numbers are usediafihdata for these percentages can
be found in Appendix B.
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Highers and Non-Highers: comparison of the two grops

The first research questioMyhat made second chance learning a successdut to
compare the attitudes to learning between the twoums: the results of the
guestionnaire were divided into the two sub-groofpose with Highers and those with
no Highers. Of the 95 respondents to the questioen41 had Highers (1 or more), 54
had no Highers.

Bold is used for the 10 factors in the first quastof the questionnaire and the

respondents’ words used in the second questioim iaics.

As discussed previously, there is a correlationvbenh those having Highers and school
leavers and also between those with no Highersadult returners. It is safe to assume
that the majority of the Non-Highers group has hes$ recent school experience than
the Highers group as all but eight of the 54 sttglemere over 20. 23 out of 41
respondents with Highers were under 20. It is aife to assume that the entire group of
Non-Highers would have had less schooling in titah those in the Highers group. The
more mature students would also have had more wagerience than the school
leavers. Age, and in what decade they went to dchaoe factors which affected the
interpretation of the questionnaire data.
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Figure 1. What do you consider to be the 3 most important
factors in enabling you to succeed at college?
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As can be seen from the graph above, the firsetfaetors for success were the same for
both groups, although they were given a differedeo of priority. Those students with
no Highers stated thaupport from staff, teaching methodsandpractical placement
were the most important factors affecting theircess. Those respondents with Highers
chose the same three but in a different ortesrching methods, practical placement
and support from staff. Sixty-five percent of the Non-Highers group chesgport
from staff as their first priority. They valued the input inostaff perhaps because they
were unused to that degree of support. This coale lbeen that, since the Non-Highers
tended to be more mature, they had not receiveddénefit of classroom support as
classroom assistants are a relatively recent atditb schools, or because they were
considered less able, they had not received th@osuphey considered necessary.
Support from staff was rated by only 46% of the Highers because psrbgssroom
support was not so unusual for those younger stadeith Highers or, because they had

been successful at school, they felt they did mednthe support as much as those with
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no Highers. Sixty-three percent of those studeritis Wighers choséeaching methods
as their most important factor. The Highers’ grougted practical placement
significantly higher than those with no Highers. é&xplanation fopractical placement
being given a higher rating by those with Higheosild be that those with Highers
tended to be school leavers who had had less experiin the job market; learning
through work was new to them. Those without Highe&ese mature students, some of
whom had worked in this area so were less likelys¢ée it as novel, although the
importance of practical placement should not beewestimated in their case as it was
rated third by 33%.

Support from peers was chosen by 24% of those with Highers, but 3G%hose
without Highers. There was a high percentage st fihoices for this factor from both
groups.Lecture contentwas rated almost equally by both groups (30% &%d)3The
Highers’ group foundife experiencethe least important of the 10 factors (10%) rattng
as low asassessmentsAt 16+ you could probably not claim very muclelgxperience.
Life experience and personal organisation were given a higher priority by the Non-

Highers adult returners perhaps because they tendszlolder and have families.

Increase in self confidencavas given approximate equal rating by both grdogisg
slightly higher in importance for those with no Hegs, possibly due to their low
starting base: they may have been responding toinitrease part of the phrase.
Although self-confidence affects performance, aadching and learning cannot be
separated from this quality, it is a factor thag thcturer and peers have less control
over. Confidence is often an individual quality awtlile success can increase self-
esteem (Emler 2001) it is also dependent on mamsr dactors. The similarities between
the two groups appeared to be related to the leqexperience and what happened in

the classroom.

Resourcesandassessmentame last on the Non-Highers’ students’ list abgties for
successresourceswere considered to be almost twice as importaisasssmentor
the Highers but the Non-Highers rated them equaitih assessmentslt is interesting
thatassessmentscored last on the order of importance for botlugs as teaching staff
in college spend a lot of time developing and priegafor assessments. A possible

reason for the Highers’ students sedi@gpurcesas more important was that, since they
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were generally younger, they were more computerdie and one of the library
resources was computers. Also the college librexgkswould have been more extensive
than the library at school. However, the low ratofigesources(for the Non-Highers) is
not surprising since the Campaign for Learning 809®und that most people rate IT
low in terms of its usefulness as a learning tow aven practical learners preferred to
learn through books and lectures (Field 2000: 99).

It is important to note thaesourceswas not defined (it could have meant human or
material) and although no-one questioned its peecmeaning, the pilot discussion
indicated that the respondents’ understanding aoeduwith that of the researcher’s.
What was meant by resources were those physicaliness such as library books and
journals, computers and teaching materials usetbss. Sincesupport from staff was
given as one of the 10 factors, it is probable thay interpreted that resources did not
mean human resources. Whatever the understandirgadrces, it has to be on record
that the low rating may be a result of a lack adgmion on the part of the researcher
rather than it having been given serious consigerdty the respondents. It is worth
noting that no-one in the pilot study nor anyonewanswered the questionnaire in class
asked for a precise explanation of resources. Mimigbsure what an option means may
be a reason for low rating: the fact that no-oneeddor clarification may have meant
that other options were more readily identifialddaraportant.

First Choices

Although first choices were noted in the raw d#étey did not appear to indicate much
except in the case gractical placementwhich, although it was in the top three for
both groups (rated second for Highers and third Nen-Highers), only six people
overall gave it as their first choice. This coulavh indicated that it was not the primary
learning context for these students. On a vocalticmarse the expectation would be that
this practical element would have been rated maghhyh Support from peers was
given by 14 students as first choice so, althodngh factor was chosen by only 24% of
those with Highers and by 30% by those with no ldighit was significant for those 14.
There were no first choices foesourcesand only two forassessmentssubstantiating
the lack of importance placed by the students erdhast two factors.

88



Although an awareness of the primacy of teachexsrspand pedagogy was surfacing,
this scale rating could not tell me much more th@at the two groups were roughly
agreed as to the importance sdfipport from staff, teaching methods, practical
placement, support from peers, lecture content, inmease in self confidenceand
assessmentsAs expected, the two groups were different in theiting on life
experience; resourcesalso indicated a difference and to a lesser exiegrsonal
organization. So, the first question indicated a similarity betwehe two groups in all
the areas that were germane to this study.

Question 2: How was the learning experience at egk different from that at school?

This open question was designed to encourage sppemeents to use their own words to
select essential elements of the college experiefitis was to establish whether they
had different perspectives from the one given emthn question one. It could be said
that their comments on the second question were nmolicative of the factors which

made them successful because they had freedomoafechather than the 10 factors

prescribed by the researcher in question one. Thdests were asked about the
difference between school and college experiencee@msons given in the methodology
section. Like question one, its aim was to see watespondents considered important

in the learning process and how the two groups eoeth

The second question substantiated, refined and didfiezent perspectives to the first
question. It was designed to give a wider perspectian question one by not tying the
learning to the narrow confines of success. Thezeevgome interesting omissions (no-
one mentioned the compulsory aspect of school) there were no apparent
contradictions. The difficulty in interpreting thenswers and their relationship to the
first question lay in the word “different” which wadeliberately not value-laden. At

times, their wording left me in no doubt whethewds a positive or negative difference.

The comparison with school showed a high degresnaifarity between the Highers and
the Non-Highers groups. There were four differen@though only one meaningful
one) in the answers between the two groups andxplanation probably lies within the

period they went to school and the type of schegime they experienced. Strictly
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speaking percentages should be used to make caopsrbetween two groups of
different amounts. However, as the table will révparcentages would have made little
difference to understanding where the numbers r@ignificant in a statistical sense.
There was only one answer (in bold ) which indidgiercentages would be meaningful.

As the second question was open ended, free clobiparasing led to some possible
duplication of meaning. In coding the raw data,rgwexpression was logged and then
some of the answers were subsumed under one heatsrg it was thought the main

idea was similar but the words were different. Aaraple of this is “in charge of” and

“responsible for”. Where there was the use of @@e word (eg. “support”) but there

was ambiguity in the meaning, as in “we got monepsut in college” and “the lecturers

were supportive”, they were put in different categ®
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Table 2: How was the learning experience at college diffetérom school?

Responses Highers Non-Highers

Interest in subject, choice of curriculum 0 11 (20%)

Relaxed, informal, laid-back 0 9 (17%)

You were treated as an adult 5 8

Student centred — more involvement from studerdsfgl 2 7

discussion

Better relationship with lecturers, mdre 7 7

approachable/supportive

Increased confidence 0 6

Recognised as an individual / more respect 5 6

In charge of / responsible for own learning 17 6 (11%)
(41%)

Motivation, willingness to learn (attributed to maty) 2 5

More encouragement, praise 0 4

Allowed to think independently, give opinions, degeown 6 4

ideas

Flexible and negotiable 0 3

Real life experience 3 2

Life experience plus learning in college 0 1

Active learning 1 1

Time allowed 1 1

Suitable pace 1 0

Greater sense of achievement 1 0

More support 2 0

The highest number of respondents (17 students Mighers and 6 with no Highers)
thought that the difference between school andegellwas that you weren®“charge of

or responsible for your own learningl could not attribute any value to this comment;
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there was no indication whether this was a paiafd pleasant difference in experience.
Interpreting this autonomy and responsibility beeattme main focus of one set of the

interviews.

The second most cited difference between school epitege wasthe better
relationshipswith lecturers in that they werenfore approachableand “supportivé
than teachers in school. This could be seen a®dela the next most given factor in that
the respondents said they weteeated as an adult “To be responsible for your own
learning” is also being treated as an aduRRefaxed, informal and laid batkvas
quoted by 9 of the Non-Highers respondents. (Thedwoelaxed was also used
frequently in the interviews.) In reviewing the u#ts from the second question it was
useful to separate the factors over which teacsiafj had little control (that is, what the
student brought to the classroom) and those whietewnfluenced by the institution.
Five of the students said thatal life experiencemade college different, presumably
referring to the placement element of the course tiife Non-Highers groupiricreased
confidencé was given by 6 of the students but almost twisenaany said there was
“interest in the subjet{11). We may surmise that interest is a strormgngnt in college
learning and overrides the more personal qualiflés experience and personal
organisation) that they bring with them to college. If they ddmave the desire to learn
more about a particular subject, then their lifpexience and confidence in themselves
may not have been enough to bring them back tegell They were there to learn

something specific, not just “to go back to college

The two factors that were directly related to téagland learning were that college was
“student-centred’and there wasmore involvement from studehtSome explained this
involvement as “group discussion” (7 of the Non-kgs and 2 of the Highers) and both
groups said that they werallowed to think independently, give opinions arededop
own ideas” Two people used the termactive learning. These answers do give the
impression that the learning experience is aboset development of the students’
thinking rather than just the taking on board afgtat information. It also implies an
ideology which encourages independence and satidid study. Using the word
“involvemerit with student-centred and group discussion imphesengagement with
the learning process through their peers. Indepentieught and giving opinions may

imply either a previous repression of such thirftallowed certainly indicates a higher
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authority giving permission) and that college iserseto be relatively liberal in
encouraging this, or, perhaps more importantlyingiwpinions and thinking for oneself
was seen as an expression of learning. The studemused the worthallowed” was a
school leaver with no Highers. It was not indicateldether the independent thinking
was expressed through talking or writing and thiiedence may have been irrelevant,
although it would have been useful to know how wamen this development occurred.
“Being recognised as an individuaBind “treated with more (than school) respect”
(given similar rating by both groups) suggest ti@re was an impact of interpersonal
and interactional skills on classroom ethos. Intsresting that the two highest factors,
“responsibility for own learniig(23 overall) and better relationship with lecturers
who were more supportiv€é1l4 overall) are not seen as conflictual. It  more than
educated guesswork to assume that the lecturergoded them towards a more

independent and self-directed way of learning.

The significant difference between the two groups woncerned with responsibility for
learning. Of the 23 respondents who gave the @iffee between college and school as
“responsible for own learnirigl7 (41%) of those were in the Highers group careg

to 11% of the Non-Highers group. It could be tHathey were recent school leavers,
they had seen this as the responsibility of thehteg the school or perhaps their parents.
“In charge of implies an internal authority; perhaps this is first experience they have
had of ownership of that learning and having towsiself-discipline in organizing their

work and meeting deadlines.

The second difference between the two groups wastdmterest in the subjettthis

was cited by 11 students (20%), all from the NogHers group. An explanation for this
may be that this older generation may not havethadoptions that younger students
have. This statement about interest probably saicrabout the school curriculum as it
existed when they went to school. Younger studemte used to a wider curriculum

choice and some school work experience.

The third notable difference in the two groups whse response that college was
“relaxed, informal, laid-back All nine (17%) respondents were from the Non-kBgs
group. It is possible that school failures may haeeceived the school regime to be

more authoritarian than those who were deemed tamatwugh to stay on and take
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Highers, or were treated differently than those whesed exams. Perhaps the prevalent
use of these terms by the more mature studentsmeais a reflection of the more

authoritarian regimes they encountered in schoathvprevail less in schools today.

Using the results from the second question of thestionnaire it is possible to construct
a profile of the two groups. The Non-Highers graagard an interest in the subject as
paramount. They see college as relaxed and infoamédle can assume they like to be
treated as adults. They prefer the approachablertes who appear supportive and the
teaching methods which are student-centred in ttven fof group discussion.
Encouragement and praise are as important as b#avged to think independently and
develop your own ideas. Or it may be that praises wacommon in their school
experience and therefore they have cited it asffareince. As people with more life
experience than the younger group, having their m&as and opinions may not be new

for them.

The Highers’ group had a similar profil8eing responsible for your own learning,
better relationships with lecturers and being alemvto think and develop your own
ideas” were of primary importance. Some of these may §geets of a maturing
process. Like the Non-Highers, they were treateth wespect and recognized as an
individual. The personal aspect of the relationshith lecturers, where lecturers were
seen to take an interest in their more individtialiesponses and circumstances seemed
to be a key element. There was no mentiosutiject interest, choice of curriculuan
increased confidencdhe fact that none of those with Highers chosme¢tude subject
interest probably did not indicate a lack of inggrélhese younger students were more
used to choosing and had demonstrated an intares$ieir choice of Highers so this
aspect of education may have been taken for gramyethem. None used the terms
“relaxed, informal, laid-back”lt is possible that those with Highers did not sekkege

as ‘relaxed”; this term would be in conflict with the Highershost highly cited
difference between school and college béithg in charge of your own learnifighe
very opposite of felaxing’, particularly for the younger students who mayddeen

less independent.
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Another comparison: HN Supporting Learning Needs ad BSc Computing

As discussed in the methodology section, the stisecialism (teaching and learning)
of the initial 95 respondents from the HNSLN coursay have resulted in the data
being biased. It may be that they rated the thmaponents oteaching methods,
practical placement and support from staff highly because their course was about
teaching and learning. To address this possibls, l@ad to explore the possibility of
similarities with other courses, a computing courgkich had a different emphasis on
resources than the HNSLN course and where the rgtymiefile was different (mainly
male), was surveyed. 27 students on the BSc. Congputourse answered the
questionnaire at the end of their academic yeae. rEBults from this group were then
compared with the results from all 95 respondehth® HNSLN group (see Appendix
B for data). Although there was a difference in Bfec. Computing course from the
HNSLN course, in that it was at a higher academnell and the reliance on resources
was critical, these computing students rateatching methodsand resourcesequally
(48%) andsupport from staff was chosen by 44% of the students. So they agvihd
the HNSLN group thasupport from staff andteaching methodswere two out of the
three most important factors for success. (Onéhefttiad of important factors for the

HNSLN group,practical placement was not applicable for the computing course.)

It is interesting that although computing cannatrycan without computers, it would
seem that they are considered to be an adjuncibte mecessary support and learning
factors. It may be that machines are only as usefuihe ‘mechanics’ who teach you
how to learn from them. Another similarity with th#NSLN survey findings is the
response tassessmentsAlthough it was given a higher grading by the poming
students than the SLN students (seventh insteandii) no-one made it their first
choice. On the computing degree assessments aaftyussed as final marks and not in
a diagnostic way. It may be that the studentstifiglt the assessments were just a vehicle
to grade performance rather than a means of sdatésarning. Support from peers
(rated fifth by all the HNSLN students) may haveemerated low (19%) by the
computing students because computing is mainly refividual activity with little
discussion and opportunity for group work. The peed qualities ofincrease in self
confidence and personal organisation given by 30% and 22% of the computing
students, were rated slightly higher than by thmséhe HNSLN course.
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In summary, it would be fair to say that, apartirthe resources, the BSc. Computing
students rated the 10 factors in a similar way He HNSLN studentsTeaching
methodsandsupport from staff were given high prioritypractical placement(for the
HNSLN students) andesources (for the computing students) were seen to be the
elements that made up the triad. Both groups sawpthctical component (or at least
what facilitated the practical part) of the couasehaving a complementary function: the
computers and software may have served the sansadurfor the BSc students as the
work placement did for the HNSLN students. These fiactors were sandwiched
between the teaching and the staff possibly degdhiat practice is only as good as the

teaching expertise that surrounds it.

The BSc Computing group gave similar answers t®@8eINSLN students for question
two in the questionnaire. Of the 27 respondentse (83%) said the difference between
school and college was that college wesdxed, informal and laid back”9% of the
respondents said that there wasbatter relationship with the lecturers’l0 of the 19
factors given by the group of 95 HNSLN studentsemerentioned by the computing

students. One computing student mentioned the stumizn.

Summary of results of the questionnaire

The similarities between the two groups of HNSLMNdgnts were much greater than had
been hypothesized. The three most important elesrtenboth groups in the HNSLN
were support from staff, teaching methods,and practical placement. The least
important wasassessmentsThe two groups agreed on the importancpesr support,
lecture content and increase in self-confidence“Responsibility for your own
learning’ was seen as the biggest difference between s@arabtollege for the Highers
group and interest in the subjetiwas seen as the most significant difference far t
Non-Highers group. Both groups cited better relationship with lecturers”*Being
treated as an adult, recognised as an individual giving opinions and developing own
ideas were seen by the students as the key differeet@den school and college. The
BSc Computing students confirmed these priorities $uccess withresources
substituting practical placement They gave &approachable lecturefsas the main
difference between school and college. The sinigasribetween those with Highers and
those without and between two courses, HNSLN and ®@nputing, argued for a more

representative case than was first thought. Thetoureon whether the qualified versus
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the non-qualified needed different learning appheacappeared to be no. It made the
end task of creating a model more simple as onéydifierence (being responsible for
your own learning”)needed to be explored to make the model usefuh fonixed (in
terms of qualifications and age) class.

The data from the questionnaire required a caufittespretation. There was a danger of
reading too much into a small sample and as mezdion the methodology chapter,
perhaps there were too many expectations abouhdh#&e of quantitative data. The
interpretation of the answers to the questionnaiw®lved speculation. Knowing the
respondents as students gave me some insight Wwasitlear that the quantitative part
of the study provided evidence on the similarity tok two groups but further
exploration was required to discover the reasonthistudents’ choices. The numerical
data was a basis for identifying issues that regu& more qualitative examination in the
interviews. The choice dupport from staff andteaching methodswas gratifying in
terms of the researcher’s interests but these ®vwergl terms have endless meanings
and the efficacy of the teaching model was dependerthe specifics of this support

and methods.
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CHAPTER 5

DATA ANALYSIS 2: THE INTERVIEWS

The interview schedule was drawn up using the @laa the questionnairesStaff
support andteaching methodswere the two key areas to explore. The other avéas
peer support, lecture content and increase in confidence were taken into
consideration when designing the questions. Thexe no direct question on the third
factor rated most important in the questionngir@ctical placement)beyond a general
question asking for further explanation of theiroices. As a college of further
education, the importance of vocational experiewmes paramount and because work
placement was in some ways beyond the dictatdseofdllege (except for ensuring that
monitoring and quality assurance were maintainedyas decided to concentrate on

those areas of experience which could be direfficted in the classroom.

There were two sets of interviews: those with 3&lehts (Non-Highers) contained 10
questions and those with 25 students with Highehngchv contained three questions.
Since the success of those students with no Highassthe focal point of the study, this

more detailed interview will be discussed first.

In the introduction to the interviews, there wasstatement about the researcher’s
interest: “I am interested in the relationship begw the learning experience at college,
your definition of yourself in this process, andwhthese two factors relate to your
success on your HN course.” This statement inforthedstudents that the key issues

were themselves as learners and how their expergnmollege helped them to succeed.

The interview schedule was designed so that thex® neference to the questionnaire
requiring more detail; two of the pivotal questioos learner identity and shared
learning were inserted in the middle of the intewias it was considered to be an
optimal place for gaining the interviewee’'s easel atertness. They needed to be

comfortable with the process but also alert endoghake thoughtful replies.
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To distinguish between the interview questions #mel interviewees’ answers, the

question will be in bold italics at the beginnin§) the section and all quotes from

participants will use quotation marks and italics.

Interview Questions: Non-Highers

| am interested in the relationship between thenlag experience at college, yo

definition of yourself in this process and how thdactors relate to your success on Y|

HN course.

In the survey you listed as the 3 most importaaiioliss in succeeding at college as:

1) Can you tell me a bit more about that?

2) You also stated that the learning experience affisrent from school in tha

Can you say a bit more about how that aspect mag halped you to succeed?

3) At what age and why did you decide to come ladatollege?

4) What made you think you could succeed?

5) What does being a student mean to your defmiioyourself?

6) Did you see learning as a “communal activityfyBer)

7) If so, how was it communal and what did you shaith the group?

8) If the quality of teaching had an effect on ytarning experience, can you
explain how?

9) How did the incremental nature of the course ,(¥&n HNC & HND and
then 3rd year of university) affect your aitié to your studies?

10) Anything to add, questions to ask?

Permission to use quotes yes/no
Permission to attribute quotes to real name yes/no

our
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Non-Highers’ interviews

35 out of the 54 students who answered the questimwho had no Highers when
they entered college, were interviewed. (Infornmratan the selection process can be
found in the methodology chapter.)

Question 1: In the survey you listed as the 3 mwsportant factors in succeeding at

college as: 1,2,3. Can you tell me a bit more abthat?

The first two questions were designed to elicit enar-depth information from the
survey. It gave the respondents the chance to elEbon what they meant by those
general terms. Most of the Non-Highers interviewkad chosersupport from staff
(17 out of 35) andeaching methodsas one or both of their factors for success. The
most common comment regardisgpport from staff was 1 wouldn’t have done it
without the support from staff'This could have been read as an indication of & hig
level of dependency; however, this dependency vedsborne out by accompanying
statements. The support was related to acquirefidemce in most cases and the
approachability of staff was seen as a key faatoenhancing understanding. In two
cases, the staff support was specified: for orveag help given with “writing” and for
another it was the feedback. The majority of thedshts indicated it was more
amorphous than a specific act of support. Someestadnentioned that it was important
that there was someone you could go to if thereeypeoblems; the lecturers were never

“too busy and the studentsalways got an answé(Margaret).

These comments are interesting in the light ofizeaSometimes lecturers are “too

busy” to answer questions and in the case of iigse, sometimes there is no answer
(direct, black and white) to give. So, although teality may have been different for the

lecturer, it was perceived by some students thatvere always there with an answer.

Perhaps it was a comment on the reliability offstafl the students’ expectation of this;

being able to get an answer gave them a senseas$unce not that, in academic
terms, there was always an answer to the moredliffintellectual issues on the course.
“I don’t know” can be just as reassuring as an amsas long as the speaker has
authority and is there to give the answer whess needed. Roslyn W. expressed staff
supportas, ‘somebody here, there was loads of encouragementn&ed to know your

opinions matter, you are valued.This conflation ofyou andyour opinionsindicates
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that students’ identities and sense of being warglat up in their ideas and opinions
and this is an important aspect of Entwistle’s @9theories on learning having an
effect on the whole person. This theme resurfabeslighout the interviews. On a final
note, one student said the staff support had among effect on her success in her
career. When asked whether her relationship withidter had an effect on her college
success, Still now’ (Elaine 1.) was her answer. This continuation \gaen in other ex-

students.

Teaching methodswas chosen by 17 out of the 35 Non-Highers intsveles (12 gave

it as their first choice). The discussion centradhow staff presented their lessons and
what types of teaching methods the students reggbtad The comments on teaching
methods were interesting because they were uneegbgtthe researcher. | thought they
would list some learning approaches, reeled ofinfrane of the units on their course.
Error free learning and discussion were the only tecognisable methods given. Error
free learning was used in the context of discussind speaking out and that your
opinion can’t be Wrong’ as such (John). What came across was not so mtefiching
method as an ethos of the classroom. Most studmetstioned discussion, giving
opinions and exchanging ideas, either with theukector other students — an interactive
approach. Hearing others’ opinions affects your opinforiPauline). It could be
assumed that setting up discussions and faciligatifrank exchange of views was seen
as a method although this was not directly statedhb interviewees. It was seen as
positive that the teaching wasdt all teacher letland that learning byusing people in
the class (Roslyn) was enabled by the classroom dynamidserd was discussion,
“rather than just informatich this distinction between information and disaosscould

be said to imply that information by itself is nt#arning. Learning occurs when
information is discussed. Clarity of explanatiordahe encouragement of independent
thought, there was a need to think for yourseffRoslyn W.), were also considered
methods that worked. Thenéed to think for oneselfivas explained: By methods, |
meant the way the course was approached; we werauesged to think our own ideas

— challenged.”

It is interesting that many of these comments weneilar to the ones made on the
questionnaire in the difference between school @ilgége. The researcher assumed by

teaching methods was meant the way in which theidec conveyed the information.
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What came back was almost the attitude of the dectwowards the student in
encouraging personal opinion (also cited in thesjaenaire) and independent thought.
They were supported in giving expression to théseights in class, whereby others
could respond.

The researcher saw this as a definition of thenlagrprocess: the respondents saw this
as a teaching method. Is the difference purely séintal think not. What many teachers
struggle for is a set of principles. They can themk on the teaching skills that match. |
was expecting a critique of those teaching skiisptovide a model of “tips for
teachers”. The comment closest to this idea washieg is more Visually interesting
now’ (Dorothy) — a reference to the use of videoschézg aids, and practical sessions
using equipment. This comment came from a studéothvad left school in the 1960s.

These answers had the same amorphous quality se ¢gineen when asked to elaborate
on support from staff. The students’ interpretation was far more subtbntttips for
teachers”. (This is shorthand for that mechanistmmpetence-driven, performative
approach to teaching which can be prevalent in FRey were leading me towards a set
of principles underneath the “tips”. What my stuidetold me was that the underlying
current, not the surface explanation, but the deepe, was the essential aspect. What
was emerging here was an explanation of how thet kgnditions for learning were
created. Once the student is receptive to the mgokcit methods which have an effect
on the overall classroom ethos, as long as thesernse variety to keep it interesting,
cartwheels and computer wizardry could have beed s deliver the material. (As a
“deliverer” of staff development teaching approashéis was both a surprise and also
created a challenge. Practical skills are easieraster than principles and guidelines on

creating classroom cultures.)

Only one person mentioned handouts in a positivg. Wae other two students who
made a specific reference to handouts said theg toerprescriptive. Much effort is put
into the handouts in FE. For some courses theyh&renain means of communicating
information and course content. Perhaps they aedfgotive that the rest of the students
took them for granted. On the other hand, it mayha¢ they are less important to the
learning process than lecturers assume. It is iplesgiere is a link between handouts

and assessments. Much effort is put into both litife probable effect on the learning.
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They are both controlled by the teacher and bathaout information giving, either as
delivered by the lecturer to the student, or reddriby the student in the form of an
assessment. Taking and giving back information|enibidoes not rule out learning, may
be seen by the students as just a reciprocal gacescountability. They leave it to the
lecturer which is a sign of trust, but, ultimatélynay not have much to do with a lasting

effect of the learning experience.

Comments on howractical placement(rated third by the Non-Highers in importance
for success) related to the overall learning exgpee, provided an insight into how the
students saw the elements making up a “packageSuocess. The most consistent and
emphatic comments came from the relationship betvpeactical work and confidence.
The practical placement part of the course enatbiech to put ideas into actionif(You
didn’t have the placement you wouldn’t see it itica®@ Emma), a sense of the real
world (learning isn’t all about papei— Helen) and theydained confidence learning on
the jold (Elaine McK.). This confidence that came from mipia job and “real life”
experience (as opposed to that of the classroomyri®borated elsewhere (McGivney
1999). For some it was an acknowledgeay of learning, for some it added interest
and for others, the placement was criticél ¢an make or break the course”Roslyn
Mcl.).

The interesting and surprising (to the researcipary in these answers is that the
students spoke with animation and at length abdwuptactical part of the course which
is usually considered by each student group tdeeriost interesting and yet its placing
on the rating scale is never higher than third @l@mnly 6 out of 39 students gave it as
first choice). It could be that, although this paftthe course provides the central
interest, it is only useful in combination with Ege input $upport from staff and

teaching methods.

Life experienceand work may have been seen as related; commienis the two were
often discussed in terms of the other; they apgetrde interchangeable term¥Voérk

and life experience gave you what school and doatibns did not{Billy).

The interviewees cited the importance bfihging life experience to the coursehd

several of the working students mentioned the befiefn maturity and life experience
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(“If I'd come straight from school | wouldn’'t haverdoso well — Lesley). Another
student commented on the benefits of being in agrthe buddy system and how that
builds up relationships. This was mentioned intretato teaching and learning and has
some relevance to the question on learning as ancoral activity. Margaret, an adult
returner, said, I"felt very much a part of the group — the buddgtey worked — it
helped build relationships...the course stopped @ foecoming an old fuddy-duddy.”
It is interesting that the experience of beingualeht had an effect on her identity. Some
mentioned the freedom to express individual opisidfif you're coming from a
different angle, it doesn't mean you're wrong.Afleen) and another mentioned the
support from peers in explaining things in plaingksh (some stafflsed terms instead
of explanations™ Billy). Billy asked the other students for cladtion. This comment
shows the difference between understanding abootwledge at a superficial level
(terms) and knowledge at a deeper level; Billy tredability to perceive and understand
the difference between a term and an explanatidnhamw teachers can often use terms
without explanation which can create a barrier §ooous or otherwise) between
themselves and the students.

Only one student used the word knowleddgendwledge gives you confidefigg.iz).

As discussed in the methodology chapter, thereegptoblem of interpreting things that
aren’t said. Interpreting why the others did na tiee word is difficult. It is possible that

knowledge is considered to be an all-encompassiogl wr there is a self-effacing

attitude among students about describing themsedgeknowledgeable that remains
from their previous poor academic record. It is iateresting omission particularly

coming from students on a course with educatioa asbject base and in an interview

about teaching and learning.

12 out of the 35 chogeersonal organisationas one of their priorities. Of the 12, all but
two students had children. It may seem an obviaumglasion, but it would appear that
personal organisation is a necessity if embarkim@ @ollege course if you are a parent

(perhaps this would depend on whether you are aenat father).

No one gave the impression that their college caned been other than a positive,
confidence-boosting learning experience. This waprssing, in that the exact opposite

can be observed at the beginning of each coursgleB®tis are anxious, lacking in
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confidence and apologetic about their work andwlag they articulate ideas. At the
beginning, most students preface their remarksta@dssignments with, “I'm not sure
if this is right but...”. The positive reflective conants in the interviews could be seen as
a gain in self-confidence.

The most commonly used words in answer to thig fixgestion were: confidence,

encouragement, support and life experience.”

Question 2: You also stated that the learning exipece was different from school in
that . Can you say a bit more about how thapact may have helped you to

succeed?

This question asked for an elaboration on the skaprestion of the questionnaire.
However, in the interviews, | asked the studentinio the difference between college
and school with success. This was to ensure tlegtititerpreted the word “difference”

in a more evaluative way.

The most common response to this question fronNibre-Highers was that they were
more motivated in college because they were maeedsted in the subject(s). Many had
been branded as “failures” at schodlt@fok on their definition of my intelligence’yn).
This resulted in a poor relationship with teachetsyen of the respondents said that at
college they weretfeated with more respect and opinions were valuadcollege you
are ‘askedwhat you think Phrases such adess formal, more relaxed, comfortable
about asking”were used by nine students: other research (Mc®it886; Ainley and
Bailey 1999; Gallagher 2000) also highlights thifedence. One of the four school
leavers who were interviewed said thatlléwing discussion means better learriing
(Catherine). The use of “allowing” indicates a sew$ the breaking of rules and also
that discussion did not form part of her schoolezignce whereas in college, on this
course, it was a dominant and widely used methddashing and teaching. There is an
interesting thread that runs through the resporteesstudents link class interaction and
discussion, with effective learning and intelligencl enjoyed the educational
experience. Had school been like that | may haea eighter” (Roddy).
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Relationships with teachers/lecturers were cettréthe learning process. Some students
had no experience of good relationships with tea;heot even the common “one
inspiring teacher”. Some attributed their “schaalure” to poor personal relationships
with teachers; this experience remained with themadulthood. One of the school
leavers (and one of the most imaginative and atititzinkers in the class) said there was
a direct relationship between the teacher and ileguwtiFor the kind of learner that | am

| saw the person. In school the teacher was thgestifRoslyn C.). If the “teacher (is)
the subject” and the only way some learners learthiough a relationship with the
teacher, then it may be that the teaching modelires) an understanding of the
importance of classroom relationships and how ithlemonstrated within the teaching

approach.

Question 3: At what age and why did you decide done back to college?

This question was to ascertain the number of ilgammes who were “adult learners” as
specified by age (20+) to see if there was a wighip between this age group, lack of
formal qualifications and reasons for returningttlege. 31 of the 35 interviewees with
no Highers were over 20. Four were under 20, halfigschool at 16 to come to
college with no Highers. This data meant that titerviewees could be seen as mainly
adult returners but it is perhaps an irrelevantirtiion in that the other four were all as
different and as alike. So, although this grouplddae referred to, broadly, as adult
returners, it was only useful as another descmptiy this | mean that it was only useful
as a descriptive term rather than a determiningpfaSome attitudes could be explained
by age and when (i.e. in what educational era) @ggnded school, some could be
explained by qualifications (or lack of) and forns® it was a combination of these
factors. There was no clear correlation between ggalifications and reasons for

returning.

The majority of this group of Non-Highers had hagaor experience at school and
came to college to enhance their job prospectaf1Be respondentsteded a career
rather than a job (Linda) and some of them related better job peatp to enjoyment of
this area of work. Eight interviewees indicated ediorm of pleasure associated either
with the course or the work that would ensue fromdourse. There was also mention of

a “better lif¢ with a change in job. One student said she cameoliege to stop her
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getting pregnarit(it didn’t work) but it was interesting how theuahestic life of some of
the women dictated their choices. For six peopdgjtincture in their life was important.
Some needed to get out of the houdecdn’t sit here watching Richard & Judy and
waiting on a pensidn(Therese) and there was a familiar pattern okisgea job once
their children were at school or less dependenmesbad decided to do something for
themselves.l"wanted to do it for myself, not for my childtéAnn, mother). Two of the
adult returners who did not have children saldyas looking for answers about myself
— to find out about myself — wanted to prove somgtto myself (Aileen). “I did it for

my own reasons ... there was an element of indepeaden autononiyDavina).

Although only the first student was a mother, itngeresting how all three women see
this learning experience as an expression of Belbressing independence and a sense
of self-knowledge through learning may be a stafjyeognitive development in the
thinking process. This will be addressed in the gi¢r@8 on pedagogy using Belenky’s
(1986) study. Perhaps Davina and Aileen could beoseest in their motivation for self
because they did not feel the social pressurefefriother role. Mothers may have
considered it selfish to express this desire feksw self-satisfaction. This learning and
finding out about oneself through the course wa ahentioned by some of the

interviewees with Highers.

Three of the school leavers left school knowing wdr&a they wanted to work in and
specifically chose the course for that reason. dther school leaver said her decision
was based onchancé. She had had a positive work experience at aigpschool and
she met a young girl with learning difficulties arbeach -$o it was (name of school)
and a girl on a beach(Roslyn C).

It is important to see this “rogue data” in thehligof the more expected answers. We
know that reasons for making decisions that changelives are often dependent on
individual, one-off, serendipitous happenstanceo@Bier & Hodkinson 2000). These
are, of course, impossible to categorise: it maythas there are some psychological
profiles that indicate a personality type that isrenlikely to act in this way but it would

not further this study to pursue that line of inguiwWhat is perhaps important for the

methodology of this study is that these one-offesa@re taken into consideration. The
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learning model needs to accommodate one-off peaspleell as a group of students who

have similar profiles.

To sum up, reasons for coming to college were mapurposeful. A minority wanted
to do a specific course for a specific job. For itihast part, however, students expressed
a more vague, less directionally specific, desirechange and to do a job or pursue a
course which they enjoyed, which they thought threght be good at, and which some

of them linked to better life opportunities.

Question 4: What made you think you could succeed?

This question examines the idea of success angrdsmed self-confidence that that
concept expresses. Four categories emerged. Cooéide do the course came from
work experience, partner and/or family, work cofjees, and self-knowledge. 10
respondents gained the confidence to succeed fomparing themselves to others in
the workplace. If they (teachers) can do it, so cdn(Davina). Two students said they
gained their confidence from being mothers. Ofdlght interviewees who gained their

confidence from others, two were encouraged byaglles.

There may be a difference between self-confiderateeg through work experience and
seeing your ability for yourself, and confidencénga through the comments of others.
“They (the family) could see something | couldrét isemyself (Aileen).The difference
between seeing something for yourself and seeingedause others have told you,
appears to me to be a degree of depth and conviamal involves a different set of
factors. The difference seems important in learnsglf-knowledge can be reached
through a process of reflection and critical thiniki This pattern can be usefully applied
in classroom and work situations. If your confidens based on what others have said
and these evaluations may not be in accord withr gan thinking about your ability,

there may be a longer journey to make in termsafidence building.

Six students knew that they had the ability to sedcin school, had they chosen to do
so. Three adult returners expressed this selffbéldl through school, | knew it was
there but I didn’t encourage”i{Patricia). ‘1 had the ability, not the motivatidiLinda).

“l always knew | could have succeeded. | knew | tlaehted myself, and others”
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(Therese).” This knowledge, in some cases, had beme at school and even though
they had a poor experience of school, they knew th@ential. It may be that these
students (all adult returners) had done more reflecand critical thinking than the
younger students and were ready to receive the dfmelucation which depended on
observation, insight and critical thinking. The mation to return to education came
from interest in the subject and the desire to ghaheir life circumstances and take up
a career of choice. One student said she alsodj&iom living in Australia for 12 years
where she was anotitsidet (Roslyn Mcl.). Here again, “outsiders” have a waly
“looking-in” and recognising dualities of culturehigh requires the type of thinking that
we were aspiring to on the college course. Thisigraf so-called “school failures” had
a high degree of self-knowledge and perceptiomtdlligence. They appeared to have
done some thinking on the nature of intelligence how we assess it. Only one student
in this group said she had gained the confidemaa' school exanigCatherine). The
relationship between educational attainment anfiesééem is complex and there is

contradictory evidence (Emler 2001).

Once again, the most interesting group could bssiflad as the “rogue group”. Unlike
the majority of the students who knew they hadathiéity to succeed, this group entered
college, without giving conscious considerationstecess or more negatively, thinking
there was a possibility of failurelt“wasn’t part of the thought procé€sg€lohn M).
Another response wadlf1 was going to succeed at anything, it wouldabsomething |
enjoyed” (Elaine McN.). The interviewer intervened here teestion whether the word
“if” indicated a doubt about her success by askingu “were willing to gamble at
failing?” The reply was, I'had to” Some students thought they might fail, one person
indicated this by recounting howtetrified” she had been and onkddn’t thought that
far — of succeeding and getting a joforothy). The “rogue” students who came to
college without considering the outcome in termsbeing successful are difficult to
interpret. All but one had taken on a definitioonr school of their unsuitability to
education for various reasons. Some chose to igiheréeacher’s definition or valued
contrary opinions from work and life experience moFor some, the source of their
dissatisfaction with school stemmed from the at@tuhat work had more value than
school.
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Some debate is required on why the confidence toemd is important. One of the
assumptions about a poor experience at schoodisttleaves a residual sense of failure
which either prevents re-entry into any form ofnfiad education in the worst cases, or it
means that those who do find the courage to rehave a tremendous barrier to
surmount. What this research proposes is that $ames have an influence but that
positive experiences at work or support from cgless and/or family can overcome

some of the damaging effects of school.

“Jack-the-lad” culture, compounded by pressuresirioome from home and perhaps
parental expression of their own difficulties wifbrmal education all contributed to

some of the interviewees’ attitudes to school permce. This fits into Gorard & Rees’
(2002) findings that early experiences of schoobftgn determine learner identity to a
greater extent than other factors. This self-assests did not prevent them from

thinking they could succeed at college or, for ¢hegho did not think in terms of

success, did not prevent them from giving it a \¢fe can categorise the Non-Highers
into three groups: those who questioned their dchatcomes and its relationship to
their ability; those who took on board the defimitiof academic failure but came
anyway; and those who “leapt” into the experiendtn Wttle apparent attention to the
outcome. This “starting point” has implications fibreir learner identity and will be

discussed further in Chapter 7.

Question 5: What does being a student mean to yaeiinition of yourself?

The majority (24 out of 35) said that being a stidéid say something about their self-
definition. Eight students said that itaised my opinion of myselfAileen); six said it
was about Bettering yourself (Sam) and five said it was about the continuatedin
learning. One student summed these up when sheRaitkans | am striving for higher
things, (one) who is consuming knowledge in ora@eintrease my intellect{Lynn
McD.).

Some rejected the term as applicable to them; Werg too old, they were concerned
with their career and didn't see themselves asestisdbut as people being trained. Six
interviewees said that they saw students as “haldag’ and not different from

working at a job. Nine of the interviewees saidytlédn’'t see themselves as students;
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some defined the term in a social sense rather #marducational one. The beer-
swilling, time-wasting youthful image of a studewas mentioned in several interviews
as not being applicable to them. Only one studeischool leaver, aged 18) said she had
found the pressures to meet this imasggeessful” (Roslyn C.). For some studying meant

no money: four students gave the monosyllapmol” response to this question.

There also appeared to be a residual feeling frdmod failure that even after they had
gained qualifications, they found it difficult t@ke on this label of student. It was
interesting that the students who felt they didndtch the social image of a student, did
not refute that learning affected their identityoithher ways. It made them feel important
and gave them confidence, particularly in workinghwprofessionals. One interviewee
who was employed as a classroom assistant in aoguppit, said she was now able to
go to the headteacher in her school and make stiggesor improving conditions for

the pupils with additional learning needs.

This question was designed to examine the naturstugfent identity and how that
related to confidence, other personal qualities thedexperience of learning. However,
it did not prove to be as useful for data on thaptér on learner identity as had been
anticipated. Most of the interviewees saw this tesma social definition; a student was
young, lazy and spent a lot of time in the pub.sTimage seemed to be one the adult
returners (particularly those who were being firthdrom work as day-release
students) brought with them to college and it reredi They were something else: hard-
working, serious and more mature. Perhaps if thel\flearner”, instead of student, had
been used the answers may have matched more clogklyhe research aim. In the
final analysis the data for the section on leaidentity was gathered from the other
questions in the interview (see Chapter 7). Theaueis®f learner identity was
demonstrated in more narrative and holistic wayshieyrespondents. How they viewed
their identity as “student” came across in morelisubal ways like the choice of
vocabulary, tone of voice and stories they chosexasnples, rather than any direct

answer to this question.

Question 6: Did you see the learning as a “commuraativity” (Bruner)?
Answers to this were, most emphatically, “yes”. @raliscussion was seen to be the

place where communal activity happened (seven relpus). Discussion was seen as
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both a learning activity in coming to grips witretknowledge and in aiding memory. If
information which was “handed out” was not discass# was more difficult to
remember, presumably because it had not been pextethrough the individual
frameworks each student usedlt'$’ got to be interactive to learn more effectivel
David). The exchange of ideas which were made neorerete and comprehensible
through stories from experience, were part of tligcubsion process. Often these
“storytelling sessions” were initiated by the leetu who told a story from her
experience and then the students followed suitrdla@as an interesting transition that
occurred here in terms of the students’ attitudethése stories. At the beginning of the
course they saw these stories as entertainmertege\ireaking up the content to sustain
interest,“just” a story. As their understanding of classroom dynardeveloped, they
began to see the cognitive and social purposeesktktories.

Some saw group activity as the classroom equivaletéamwork. tt only seemed to
gel when we came together as a tégRoddy). “Bouncing ideas (Helen) off each
other, solidarity and sameness in a growdl (h the same bodt Susan; all travelling
down the same roadAileen) implied a shared experience. This sharirag \& strong
theme in many of the interviews and contributedhi® reciprocal nature of the group
dynamics. (f would have shared anything,” Elaine 1Another student who found the
course demanding saidlf 1 miss it, someone else will get ifJoanne). This comment
describes the sense of communality and, in thidesit’s case, was not an excuse to sit
back and let others work for her. This expectatioot, only that someone else would
understand, but that they would share that undetstg with her, shows a group which
is rich in social capital (Field 2003). Pantziarke87: 104) found in her study on

Access students moving from further to higher etanahat:

Students on Access courses develop a shared jdanttthey practise mutual aid on a
scale which is uncommon among other students. @mblare shared and overcome

together...they display a strong sense of comradestdpunity...
The students in this thesis were not Access stadatitough they had similar academic

profiles. The description of the Access studen&idviour matches the shared practice

of the HNSLN groups who were interviewed.
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It may be that this collaboration and reciprociggdhan effect on their thinking and (this
is only a tentative suggestion since it is a psiadist’s field) it may have affected the
way they constructed cognitive frameworks. Theinking may have read something
like this: “This is what | think based on previokisowledge, new knowledge and new
experience. But, that other student, who works isinailar placement and has had a
different life experience, thinks differently. Ieeswrong? Am | right? Let me ask her. |
can ask her now, in this discussion and if ther@ighing to develop or I'm not asking
the appropriate questions, the lecturer will seerigigt.” One student corroborated the
importance of this immediacy in setting things tigtAs soon as you bounce something
off, you get something back&nother student mentioned the fact that discussias
“allowed with every topic(Davina) and that this enabled her to check hekthg with
others at the time. Clearing up any misunderst@gsdimaking sure that the lecture
content has been understood, rather than leaviegdabm with nagging doubts and

questions, appeared to contribute to their selfidence.

One respondent gave sites other than the classwsberng collaboration occurred: in the
canteen, on the phone and at placement: if there tm& or three students at the same
establishment, they got together in their breaksné& establishments said that having
more than one student was a better experiencénéon tlue to this cooperative way of
working. It was not just a simple case of confidemt numbers but an opportunity to
exchange ideas and stories in context and, moreriangly, as soon as they happened.
It was also useful to have an opportunity to discwgh the staff in the establishment.
This meant that when they came to college and réeduhe story for the second time,
it was with reflection and hindsight: a processahhseemed to be useful for embedding.
Two interviewees saw it in terms of swapping skillee older student helped a student
who had organisational difficulties (dyspraxia) lwhis essays and the younger student
“returned the favotir(Graham) by sharing his knowledge of IT skillssibg others as
resources comes close to what Bruner (1996) exgseabout teachers using all the

resources in the classroom, particularly the ohestudents bring with them.

Being part of a group aided memory, enabled theexthange ideas and taught them to
reflect on experience. Confidence was engendem@a this support. The researcher
assumed that there may have been a differencesiartbwers from those students who

had gone to school where group discussion was anconaspect of the teaching and
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learning approach and the older generation whoda&dn rows facing forward in the
more didactic approach of whole class teaching. ifim own schooling | do not

remember one incidence of group discussion and sofmmy students were my

contemporaries.) The type of discussion (groumwn, class with teacher guidance)
was not specified, and only one student respondethis issue by saying it required
teacher guidance to be useful. The point aboutudson was that it was always
“allowed’; everything was open to immediate checking anlibeion and engagement
was considered to be critical to learning by thelents.

The predominant and emphatic answer (many said”,"yies emphatic tones and
immediately, without hesitation) was that learnimgs a communal activity and the way
that was demonstrated in the classroom was thraligbussion and group work.
However, it was more than a specified classroonvigict It was not just communal
learning but a communality that some of their reses were alluding to. The students
learned through others by sharing experienceshauretwas also a social dimension in
the communality of acommon purpose—we were all there to achieve thees szoal,
everybody shared information. We got together gitbries in breaks”(Nicci). The
same student expresses this sharing of stories laadhing together as a
teaching/learning method: ‘picture us sitting around the tables and (thetleer)
telling us a story and using bits and pieces anchesane else telling a story and (the
lecturer) fit it together. For some students there was a lasting effectheir tifelong
learning habits and attitudedBéing part of the group helped me to come back arth
enthusiasm which | still haV€Helen). I'm not sure where Helen had been, beihg
part of the group indicated for her the total l&@grexperience through the exchange of
ideas which had a lasting effect and renewed hiétrusrasm for working with children
in a residential school. Perhaps the affective neadd this group strength also supported
their cognitive development which enabled themat@tsome skills from the classroom
and put them into practice in their work. It gayeermn a renewed energy, both

emotionally and intellectually.

Three students modified their answers to this guestith balanced comments on how
the group could be distracting and two studentsl shey did not see learning as
communal. These two found the group held them K§ackad to work for the group

Mary) or said they could work better on their owiney were experienced classroom
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assistants who had come to college with definigasdof career advancement. These two
students did not appear different in their attittoegroup discussion and there was no
apparent difference in the way they related to ¢less group as observed by the
teacher/researcher. Perhaps they did not intergretip discussion as a type of

communal learning.

Some interviewees were ambivalento“an extent, group work let you know whether
you were on track by comparing with others. Butsiimmes you sat back because others
would come up with the answers so (you were) nathafienged (Amanda, school
leaver and dyslexic). Although this student intetprsitting back” as hiding in a group
it could be that listening to the group was hemfoof learning. Another student
commented how she felt about the lack of recipyo€iYou can get resentful if you are
always giving (Joanne). This resentment was not evident inrethiaterviews. This
does not mean it didn’t exist; it may be that iswet acceptable to the groups’ mores to
express a negative comment about others. This coinnes unique. It also contradicted

her next answer which wagheére’s a give and take with information”.

Before the interviews, the researcher had seenqgtiestion on communal learning as
pivotal. It contained a theoretical stance summedinu Bruner's (1986) ideas on
communal learning, which implied a learning apphlodlesrough group work. It also
corroborated a classroom observation by the tedattatrshared learning appeared to
support understanding. Talking within discussionugrs appeared to be a more effective
way for my students to learn rather than readingndividual research or listening to
lectures. It was a way of consolidating knowledgees new knowledge had been
introduced: perhaps a re-enactment of a way ohiegrwhich is to talk out a problem
and let the words do the thinking — a form of wihaight be termed “kinaesthetic
linguistics” whereby the dynamics of thinking areleal by the physical action of

speaking. Shared learning was also concerned wittlilng up a classroom culture.

In examining the issue of communal activity, altgod had assumed that most students
would have answered yes to this question, | hadamticipated the depth of their
affirmation. While it confirmed my own beliefs aste@acher, as a researcher | had to
acknowledge that my beliefs and practice may hdfestad their answer. Was this the

“required” answer? Possibly. However, if the regdiranswer is given, it is usually
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delivered in a hesitant manner with less persopaliction. (As a secondary school
teacher, | came across many pupils who had leatmguerfect the “this is what the

teacher wants” game, so | think | would have recsmghthis.).

There should be some differentiation between grdiggussion, group activities and
being part of a group. We know that learning i®aa activity but the communal parts
are about the nature of the activity, using eatteroas contributors, doing things as a
team and using the collective to support and susyau in learning. How did the
contributor, the collective and the activity enméshprovide better learning? Did the
nature of discussion nurture behaviour which betgaree learning as something that
happened in an interactive collective where you teadontribute to gain something?
Does discussion effect more than an exchange aSiddoes it create a thinking that
enables group dynamics to create the conditiondeafning for themselves? Are
thinking and learning different when done in a graompared to individual thinking or
Is it just a question of quantity: more people, enateas? These questions emanated
from the interviews and will be dealt with in thext chapter on group learning and in
the teaching model in Chapter 9.

Question 7: If so, how was it communal and what didu share with the group?

This first part of the question was often answearethe previous question. What they
shared with the group was more than a social assggsit indicated a sense of bonding
beyond mere exchange of similar background stoflde key words were(life)
experiencegl2), different views, background, a¢®) support(7), same and share().
Differences in age, experience, views and backgtonare seen to be conducive to
learning (‘a good balance,”Roslyn W.). What emerged was a sense of how tkeg u
the exchange of stories, experiences and ideagharhdifferent or similar, to reach a
balanced group ethos. This was expressed in shdfsmgneone could take my idea and
use it...it helped others understand2mmg, reciprocity (‘give and take with
information,” Joanne) and trust. These are all bonding elentbatsare products of
social capital (Field 2003): how the classroom egmee contributes towards this will
be discussed in Chapter 9.
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Some appeared to gain a strength from everyoneimgtwards the same goal and
being ‘“all travelling down the same roadAileen). For some this was expressed as a
camaraderie +*would have shared anythihdElaine 1.); for others it seemed that the
egalitarian nature of either the process and trmupgrmade it easier to trust, to

reciprocate and to build up learning networks.

One of the two interviewees who answered no toteures$, used question 7 to modify
her reply: 1 learned from others not to work in isolatioMary). Contradictions in
responses may present a difficulty for interpretatbut they represent the way people
think. Some interviewees changed their minds initberview; some started off with a
negative response and then gave reasons as ifath®@ier was “yes”. As | worked my
way through the interviews | learned not to probed definitive positive or negative
response but to accept the contradictory answetsraerpret them as ambivalence — an

expression of the way we relate to many aspediteof

Question 8: If the quality of teaching had an effeon your learning experience, can

you explain how?

This question was not perfect in research termsedine interviewer had to explain that
“quality” was used in a neutral sense and couldnmggzod or poor teaching. Like the

previous question on communal learning, this qoasivas also generally answered by
an emphatic “yes” and there was little hesitancyhiem answer. The answers fitted into
two broad categories: the attitude of the teacheriter and the teaching method. There
is usually a relationship between these two: whgerhaps interesting is the recognition

and “pairing” of these two factors by the students.

All attitudinal aspects were related to confidemmeosting. Support, faith” and (the
lecturer) ‘push(ing) us on(Elaine I.) were all considered as contributingrtoreasing
students’ self esteem. Feedback on writing, wodglpractice and oral presentations
was also mentioned as having a direct relationghipelf confidence. While the best
practice in further education is seen as givingstwtive criticism, feedback is not
always received by the students as in their bestdasts. Ways for improving work, for
instance, may have been interpreted as helpfulneystudent and as negatively critical

by another.
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Once again discussion, group work and interacti@rewconsistently mentioned as
approved methodsYou have to be involved in discussion. It's a m(B&illy). Variety

in methods and visual aids were also importantrfamtaining interest. Enjoyment was
linked to engagement which was linked to memorgmgbn and comprehension. There
is debate whether fun in the classroom has cogngpin offs but this word (fun) was
mentioned directly by one studenTHere’s a lot of fun and that encourages interattio
and saying what you don’t understan(Roslyn Mcl.). Roslyn’s comment expresses the
atmosphere or the ethos of the classroom which pehaps denoted in the
questionnaire answers aselaxed and laid-back The connection between fun,
interaction and feeling confident enough to exptask of understanding are deliberate
attempts to make use of the socio-emotional dynausfigroup learning which can then
lead to more cognitive outcomes. Being able to @séstions and state confusion are
essential for learning. Others made comments abilmitnegative aspects of some
classroom presentation styles@“boring it made you lose the will to live ... yostl
touch with the subjettElaine I.). One student mentioned that if it wasring it was
distracting, as if the presentation was the subgeubther student said that a boring style
meant more work at home because they tended tooffrih the classroom and then had
to go back to the beginning of their notes and pipkhe ideas on their own when they
got home. Working through the ideas and contentyomr own was more difficult

because there was no-one there to discuss withswea questions.

Content had to be presented with clarity and fléigyp Explanations which suited all
abilities were required. There was some differeincepinion on handouts in that one
saw them as useful and two others saw them as aigildstatic. The point here is that
others may have had thoughts on handouts but ¢méetstudents mentioned them
specifically. Interpreting why something isn't memed is obviously problematic;
however, since the college spends much time, ersrdymoney on producing this main
vehicle for transmitting information, it would sedagical to discuss their absence. They
were mentioned by three students only. It may ket this way of disseminating
information was so widespread and axiomatic thatstludents did not mention them. It
Is also possible that where there was an overagdi@n handouts, this was coupled with
a more mechanistic and functional way of presentifigrmation. Thedeliverybecame

more important than the learning. (There will beeagfic reference to this term in
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Chapter 8.) It seemed to me as a lecturer, my @Gid@mdouts lessened year by year
because they were ineffective as learning toolatsib seemed to me that the amount of
classroom learning and activity was often in inclir@roportion to the amount of
handouts generated.

There was fio room for the students’ id€a@iane) in the use of handouts. In this style
of teaching there was a general impression thatrnmdtion was useful in acquiring
knowledge but that it was the thinking that was em@nt. It's about presenting a few
facts but thinking about thén{Margaret); ‘making you think of reasons behind it
(Pauline). One of the key findings was that stuslendd an appreciation of the
importance of the more lasting and deeper formsoghitive engagement. There was
little time for surface approaches, seen merelegargitation of information, and while
there may have been some strategic thinking, fatosethe absorption of the minimal
amount of material required to pass the courseag recognised as such, necessary to
pass the “certification” elements of the courseother words, the students seemed to
make a clear distinction between what were the s&og requirements to pass and the
“more” (Ruth D.) that represented what they had to denttance their learning and do
more than pass. What emanated from the studentsavederity about learning being
about engaging in a thinking process which had soomnéribution to a transformation of
self.

The most interesting comments in question 8 cerdrednd thinking. The students used
metaphors more in this question than the others.didsussed in the methodology
section, it was decided to examine these metaphsrexpressions of conceptual
thinking. Rather than see them at the level ofwlmacular, as idiom or just a more
familiar way of speaking, a case could be made tietiaphors indicate a relationship
between language, the speaker and the idea: theeabfometaphor indicated a cognitive
process. The journey metaphor to represent leammagycommon: The journey to the
decision was importaht(Davina); journeys have somewhere to go; theycaig both
movement and progress. Comments on teaching sty @onveyed a sense of
movement.... teaching has to be movement and louder thamgitth a chair. Need to
go into avenues to open up thinkin@Patricia). ‘Avenueswith its implication of wide,
open roads leading somewhere gives a sense of sgHtesome boundaries. Some

metaphors had to do with proximity (both physicatlanental) of the teacher and the
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students. Roslyn considerediiose who lecture you from hefigands out in front)” to
be poor teachers because they did not tap intsttiteents’ individual ways of learning,
thinking and their interests. The physical proxyn{dr lack of it) serves as an analogy to
connectedness. This is the same student who corathéhait the teachewas the
subject. These lecturers were not only physicalyatt (possibly sitting down behind a
desk at the front of the class) but also intellaltfjuremoved. They weréelivering

information, not teaching people.

Seeing learning as opening up, almost an “awakémimg another metaphor that was
used: Opened my eyes to new ideas to be less”rigduline). The opening of eyes
occurred in a direct way for students in that thegan reading, not just to read, but
were engaged in the sustained pleasurable immeirsi@gular reading: This year I've
read a dozen books whereas before | never readot,b@oanne).One ex-student was
reading psychology books — books she would havedodifficult previously. She
attributed her interest and understanding to thess Metaphors will be discussed in
more detail in Chapter 6 on discourse.

The lasting effect of the college experience wasrarise to the researcher. The student
(Helen) who talked about her renewed enthusiasmhéorjob was interviewed eight
years after her course. Another student commemdtelasting effect the teaching had
on her five years after she had left college andegha degree at university. For this
researcher, the expression “lifelong learning” wiglgng on a realistic meaning which

existed outside the world of educational rhetoric.

Making connections

The question on the quality of teaching produce@d ednich took on the appearance of
lasting connections: connections between college w&ork, ideas with experience,
students connecting with lecturers and connectiity reality (as opposed to lecturers
who were too textbook Elizabeth). Although Billy did not use the woradmnect, |
think it is connections of ideas that he is allggdio when he discusses the lecturer’'s part
in discussiotf(The lecturer) always took something from it wiet right or wrong:
always drawing something from it. The answer wagagbk relevant to the question,
whether wrong or right." The sense of the lecturedrawing’ a meaning from students’

comments, what one student callegkdding between the lines{Ann), making it
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relevant, shows an understanding and an appretiaticthe interactive qualities of
discussion. Talking through an idea with someorse &as a very common way for

these students to reach an understanding.

The interviewees also made a subtle distinctionvéen relevance and “correctness”.
The “answef (see Billy's comment above) may have been inairie terms of
information, but in metacognitive terms, it was ajs relevant. Social dynamics,
acknowledgement of independent thought (whethemfgror right”) contributed to
group cohesion and individual self-confidence. \dsilifferent criteria, all contributions

were always “correct”.

For some students, there was a recognition thatctimmections emanated from the
structure of the lesson/lecture. Ann saw the foramat{the lecturer) would go off in
another area and then bring it back; they read lestw the lines. It was a question of
balance and timing."Timing was, in this case, a comment on pickingunen to move

on, when to spend time on a point and when toveter in discussion.

Many of the students mentioned how things madeesand “clicked into place”. They
could connect ideas in class with what had happen#t placement or how ideas from
one college unit shed light on another unit.

The feeling of understanding also included a reitamn of coherence and
connectedness. The idea of things “clicking intacpl’ or “locking into a pattern” was
frequently mentioned, and this conveyed an imgloabf completeness Efitwistle
1996: 103)

Time was seen as an indicator of flexibility. Ateeommented that the lesson time was
not in a twee boX but had a fluidity and flexibility’ to it. Perhaps this was a way of
saying that learning is not a nine to five activatyd that the lecturer controlled a sense
of how to manage the lesson time so that learniag wptimal. There is no point in
keeping students in class who are glazed over witttmation overload or lapsing into
a sugar low because their learning curve will hghemmeted. For Aileen, this
flexibility indicated more than a willingness tot lestudents operate outside the

designated times; it represented a more holistderstanding of how students learned.
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For Tracey, the structure of the lesson was impgrta discussing methods she stressed
the importance of agbod' structure by which she meant a clear transmissidecture
content and the lecturekriowing what they want to teachThis sounds somewhat
axiomatic but what Tracey is expressing here isiaaerstanding that the information
content and the expectations of what they are ilegmmay be different. It also implies a
certainty of approach in that the lecturer appe&wdak in charge of the learning: even if
some of the information was presented as uncerthgre was an overall sense of
direction and control. Learningriore’ (Ruth D.) than the information was the norm.
This appreciation of learning more than is requsedms antithetical to the instrumental

student who learns merely what is required.

The overall impression from this question was ttieg larger picture of intellectual
endeavour, the thinking, was the journey worth mgkirhe connections that were made
were ones which linked ideas and experience argl \las aided by a connection
between the student and the lecturer. Bakhtin’a iofethe dialogic nature of language
and self seems to fit in here. In a sense, worttsngeto people; they “populate” them
with their own intention, meaning and accent. Theyvide them with an idiosyncratic
context. When students “appropriate(s) the woBgkhtin in Wertsch 1991: 96) and
use it to express an idea they do so in a way wthelmges them as thinkers and allows
them to connect both cognitively and socially, tigb a linguistic medium. We use talk
and discourse to shape ourselves as well as negotleers’ meanings. This is evident in
some of the interviewees’ answers: Pauline talksualseeing things from other
perspectives. It changes you. | was quite judgeshehtlook at it differently now.
There’s a reason for everything. They not only become more open to others’ opision
and ideas but use them to amend their own. Thi®iseen as just a cerebral activity
with a change in cognition, it is seen as a changée person. Thewre their ideas.
“Opinions don’t come from text books they come fthe class — and yourself,”
(Esther). This was expressed by most of the iterees and given a degree of
importance. There was almost universal consensuiottnership of learning was linked
to respect for their own ideas, both from the pgeup and their tutor. There was a

dialectical relationship between the two.

122



This impact is, | suggest, essentially a mattetanfjuage and relationship: a dialogue
between the language of the subject being taugldtttze language of each pupil's self
as a learner in relation to someone other, and talsa potential other in that self.

(McGonigal 2004: 3)

This potential other is, | think, what drives ustaachers. We seek to bring out that
“potential other”. It has particular reference tonge of the metaphors used by the
students in these interviews. According to Bakliiiagleton 1983: 117), all language is
“caught up in definite social relationships” whiene constantly reshaping meaning.
When students discuss ideas in class they speakdoyith, each other and the opinions
they form are wrapped in that context. The lectuseboth involved in these social
relationships and also sits outside it in a dukd.rdhe lecturer is in the enviable position
of being able to see this change in students’ laggwand their relationship to learning
and anticipate the emergence of a new way of lgpatrthemselves. These ideas take on
more contextual relevance in Chapter 6, Discoursg laearning Communities. As
McGonigal (2004: 15) says:

we participate as human beings with others, talkinggroups and productive social
contexts, and negotiating not only towards undaditey or clarification of meaning, but

also towards a conceptual framing of our own selves

It is knowing the kind of learner you want to bedaihe one you were (most of the
interviewees had a well-developed sense of metadwogh and then exploring the
dimensions of that change. This self-directed le@rnapproach came from an
examination of learning styles which was activelgmoted within the classroom. This
decision and understanding of what kinds of learitieey wanted to be came from data
throughout the interviews of the Non-Highers buvés the interviews with the Highers
where the data appeared most useful. This willXmoeed further in the section on the

interviews with the Highers group.

Question 9: How did the incremental nature of theurse (NC, then HNC & D and

then 3rd year of university) affect your attitude our studies?
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This question applied to 27 out of the 35 Non-Highespondents in that they had done
more than one course, although not all of them $taded at NC and finished up at
university. The other eight students had done ayaae HNC course. It was necessary
to gain an insight into a structural aspect thay mave had some influence over their
confidence building. My thinking was that althouglhevidence pointed to the fact that
teaching methods and staff support were the maitribotors to their increased ability

to learn, it may be that structural or systemiceasp had an effect also. This particular
systemic aspect was chosen because students ltads#id this incremental aspect in
class and it was also a characteristic of the tloase studies; they had all come to
college to do an NC and ended up doing a threepregrramme and then going on to a
final year at university. Also, it could be relatem self-confidence; it was one of the
factors requiring feedback on the students’ cotesdback form and it was a feature of

further education, distinct from higher education.

The purpose of the question was to ascertain hewsyistem of gaining a recognised
certificate at the end of each year (as opposeddegree which is conferred at the end
of three or four years’ study and no credit is giVer each year) was seen by those who
had few previous qualifications. 14 of the 27 iutewees who had completed more than
one year, commented that it was confidence buildling ‘step by step, close the door,
open the dodrapproach (David) was considered to be helpfuimativating further
study. Because theyhad something at the end of each stggesley) they felt a sense
of accomplishment. Only three respondents expressefidence at being able to do the
course if it had been a three year course. Someeftlstudents mentioned that they
thought there was only one route to university #mat was through Highers. Having
Highers legitimates you for university entrancethalgh there is no real guarantee that
if you have Highers then getting a degree will [@sye the qualification carries a
credibility with it that a non-traditional route e® not. There is no acknowledged
blueprint for HN qualifications leading elsewhern HN is accredited differently

depending on the degree course and the institution.

The choice of stopping or going on was commentedyone student. This implied a
sense of control and autonomy over their futureefsd accounts gave the impression of
surprise at each stage of success. Some who hadogoto obtain a degree expressed

their doubts at being able to do it and there wdlsa® element of surprise in their
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voices, as if they couldn’t believe itWhen | came in to do an NC, | didn’t think I'd
walk out with an HND, much less go to’u¢®am). This question on structure, while it
is not affected by classroom activity, does prowdsystem by which the lecturer and
student can work together with a shared sense pdatation of standards at each stage.
This incremental step-by-step”achievement substantiates confidence-building done
the classroom through other means. It is a corredipg rather than a causal factor in

effective learning.

Question 10: Anything to add, questions to ask?

This question was added to encourage the studenparticipate and allow them an

independent voice, adding anything they thoughtartgmt which may not have been
considered by the researcher. Apart from ethicabicterations, this was important for
the methodology in that the students’ voices werdral to this investigation. New ideas
and issues were encouraged. This research welc(@imesst with open arms) difficult

or rogue comments; it could have been in some whgsessence of the approach. This
did not occur. Two people added comments on theevaf the placement. This made
the researcher assess the nature of the work péateamd its relationship to college

based learning and, since it had scored highlybfath groups on the questionnaire,
address the question of why it had been omittedlisrussion in the interview, except in

a very general way in the first question.

There were two reasons for the omission. The Wis$ that classroom experience and
annual student course feedback always indicatedeplant was important and the
second was that | (as researcher) was intent @amrgsng an experience | could “see”.
My model was for the classroom. In research, saunfs need to be axiomatic to draw
boundaries around the nature of the research awaudd not know where to stop. The
worth of the placement experience was one of thassumed” values. However, the
comments from the two students, added to the cortsmabout the value of the
placement in the learning experience which ran dkeeam through practically every
interview, provided evidence for thinking that tbEassroom experience was both a
corollary and a consolidation to the learning eip®e in placement. Practical
placement helps keep everything together — kinkka i link but not the main one”

(Carlyn). | would probably disagree with Carlyn saying it was not the main link.
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Placement experience was a critical link for cotingcexperience, practical examples
and theoretical knowledge. The workplace provideddéxamples, the living stories and
the contexts for conceptual understanding. Thep alsted as a bond between the
students. Further study on the relationship betvilrenwo learning experiences, college

and workplace, is for another study.

There could be many reasons why only two peopleamngthing to add at the end: it was
“my agenda”; this was not the classroom (many of fhterviewees had been
consistently voluble in class discussion); theyenvired, some interviews lasted longer

than an hour and after a semi-structured intervtaway be difficult to think in such a

loose, open way.

Interviews with students with Highers

As discussed earlier the only meaningful differebeeveen the two groups was that 17
of those with Highers answered that the main défiee between school and college was
that they hadresponsibility for their own learning25 students with Highers were
interviewed. This was the same percentage of theratlvsurvey as those from the

sample of Non-Highers.
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Interview Questions for those with Highers

| am interested in the relationship between theniag experience at college, your
definition of yourself in this process and how thdactors relate to your success on your
HN course.
In the survey you listed as the 3 most importaatois in succeeding at college as: 1) 2)
3)

1) Can you tell me a bit more about that?

2) You also stated that the learning experience aifisrent from school in that

Can you say a bit more about how that aspect mag halped you to succeed?
3) (If “responsible for own learning” was not givenasswer to question 2

o

Do you think being responsible for your own leaghimas any effect o

-

your experience at college?

4) Anything to add, questions to ask?
Permission to use quotes yes/no
Permission to attribute quotes to real name yes/no

The first two questions of these interviews were same as those of the Non-Highers’
interviews. They were asked to elaborate on tiheee choices in the questionnaire and to
discuss their answer to the question on the diffiexebetween school and college. The
students with Highers answered the first two qoestiin almost identical terms,
reinforcing those of the Non-Highers group. Thessults confirmed the similarities

between the two groups.

Question 3: Do you think being responsible for yoown learning had any effect on

your experience at college?

Of the 25 interviewees, 17 of the school leaveid #aat college was about taking
responsibility for your own learning. While all tife adult returners (7) agreed with this,
most disagreed that it was a new experience. Sdreege older students said that they

had always been responsible for their own learniflgere may be a tenuous link
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between age and responsibility for learning bus thay also depend on qualifications
and factors concerned with the degree of respditgibiiey have had in their personal
lives. What was apparent and more relevant to ¢hening experience in college was
that even though the adult returners said thatorespility for taking on their own

learning was not new to them, it was agreed thahgaon that responsibility made for
more effective learning. Without exception, thereaswa link between choice,

responsibility and better learning.

Choice and ownership

The central issue here was choice. It was not tjustchoice of being in college as
compared with the compulsory aspect of seconddrgdcit was about what to study,
how to study and the freedom to interprét.wWas about interest, how and what you're
going to learfi (Isla). This impression of freedom within studyasvnot uncommon
within the 25 interviews. Ruth maintained th#éiére were no boundaries, it was about
research and interpretation —there were no rightvarong answers.Eleanor agreed
with this, saying, there weren6 parameters: | learned stuff | had no idea aboQt
course there were boundaries; this impressioneeidiom required further questioning to

reach a better understanding.

On probing, it appeared that this “intellectualééddom was seen as the lecturer giving
guidance and support but not imposing rigid basrieThe ideology of the
course/classroom was one of exploration and exdmmafinding your own way
through the mine of information and the process tinas that into knowledge. Yvonne
expressed this ad tried to make things happen...to cut the jigsawceito fit the
puzzlé. And Derek talked of a larger and wider scope mehithe teacher isn’t being so
specific so you had to be more general. You |learoite because the scope was larger
and you had to look at the wider group of informatiand in so doing you found out
other things and different viewsso, by being given wide (some less confident siisl
often termed this as “vague”) parameters, the stisdearned by making choices and
decisions. There is a sense here that the students control and find the independence

in making these cognitive choices almost liberating

This opportunity to make intellectual choices anglere relatively freely, may be one

of the significant factors for success but it regsiknowing how to learn and the ability
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to apply that to a new learning context. Amandal séie was a better learner because
she knew how to do it for myself and can take my tiiDigy deeper’ is better without
strict guidelines. Independent learning was perhaps a greater aememt for this
student because she was dyslexic. The link withcehand responsibility was more than
a student’s self-determination — an academic fifgagsage — it was a cognitive process
which enabled them to think about information amiw what they needed to learn.
Amanda was learningdr herself: for a student with dyslexia, this must have bsean

as an achievement. Her comment aliig(ging) deepercomes from the class lecturer
who, in guided discussion, would challenge the estisito think about issues by looking
beyond (and below) the obvious and superficial @mswperhaps even an answer the
same lecturer had supplied. In doing this the kectwas teaching two things; one was
to employ critical thinking skills and the secondsmo look beyond the accepted and

authoritative answer. Many students from both gsouge the term “deep thinking”.

Kirsty saw the impact of independent learning beimat,'it made you a better learner
by finding your own way of learnifg.Once again, this ability to find your own way
related to transferability of knowledge. It didesure that transfer happened but it did
mean that the skills for it were there in a morstitegy form. Sharon suggested that
responsibility was aboutirfdependence. You needed a ladder. You need to tinake
effort and then you find out whether you really wianlearn that and then you find out
what kind of a learner you really are — what motesayou. There’s a graded ladder
again, you think more deeply and you're more maégigato do it because of subject
interest” The choice was also whether to participate irselaom discussion. While
most of the interviewees (both sets) suggested ghdicipation was paramount for
learning, since it was not a requirement to passcthurse, it was up to the students to

take responsibility for that participatiorChoice is responsibility(Scott).

The secondary issue was ownership: the learning veortk produced was yburs
(Pamela). It took on more meaning and was remerdbemnd used: You were doing it
all on your own so there was greater ownershighdlped with “deeper learning.The
uniqueness of the work contributed to the undedsten “Your work isn't like anyone
else’s (Susan F.) As Rogers (cited in Moon 1999: 124ksa
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Self-initiated learning which involves the wholergana of the learner — feelings as well
as intellect — is the most lasting and pervasive. important element in these situations
is that the learner knows it is his own learning aan thus hold on to it or relinquish it
in the face of a more profound learning, withouvihg to turn to some authority for

corroboration of his judgement.

Another issue that surfaced in the interviews whibse students with Highers was their
knowledge of the role of the lectureAt‘college individuality was realized — everyone
has different learning styles, different strengtiisur (the lecturer’s) job was to tease
(this) out and it worked.Nicci’'s comments were the most analytical in htvwe class
(students and teacher) dynamics worked: it watakXed — as in | picture us sitting
around the tables and you telling us a story andaibits and pieces and someone else
telling a story and you fit it together...we had antoon purpose.” This image of
teacher and learners as storytellers will be exadchimrther in the section on discourse
(Chapter 6). A number of the students commentedspects of the classroom culture
which contributed to their learning; aspects whitley saw as deliberate teaching
methods. Sharon, now a primary teacher, commehtgdittwasn’'t §iven to you on a
plate” She discussed the graded independence from kdhoaugh college to a post-
graduate course At school you were given what to read... at post-grad do it on
your own! The commonality of purpose was a comment on sgailicci says, adding
to the above, we were all there to achieve the same goal...evegybsithred
information — we got together with stories in theedK'. This group singleness of
purpose echoes those comments of the studentsneitHighers. A common purpose
appeared to strengthen the learning process.

Nicci’'s comment sums up many of the factors forcess. Commonality, shared stories,
teacher as connector and link maker; what it atews is that Nicci had learned to be
an acute observer. Observation was an explicit ofalearning in placement but it

appears that the students transferred these &kittseir own college classroom. It may
have been facilitated by the teacher asking thdesiis to reflect on the structure and
events at the end of each class. Analysing therexs’ role seemed to make them better
learners; one student who had some difficulty ijustthg to self-directed learning at the

beginning said at the end of her successful HND ttieteaching method helped in that

there was a recognitiorwhen confirmation is needed, not more informdtidWhat
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Alison K. is saying is that students may need tid@as and thinking confirmed rather
than a supply of more facts. It seems to me th#tdéu education often falls into the trap
of telling them more rather than helping them psscthe information that they are just
beginning to grasp. It is probably easier to beoaveyer of information rather than a
teacher of thinking. This same student, Alisond s&upport is a method: | needed the
encouragement for confidencedne student linked learning to both the subjedt saif-

knowledge: T learned more about the subject and about mydq@ifacey F.).

Summary and conclusions from the questionnaires anboth sets of interviews

The following themes emerged. They are highligheithlics throughout.

Increase in confidencein their learning ability was attributed mainlyutb not
exclusively, tosupport from staff This support was different for each student. $eone

it was encouragement, (“you can do it”); for sonteyas the “open door” policy of
always being available; for others it was the opeceptance of their ideas as valid and
worth listening to. It was a style, an approach anchethod which contributed to an
ethos of the classroom that was receptive to timeiividual thinking, which praised
them for their efforts and which made them morefidemt to take risks in their
learning. Risks were dependent on the level of-cmifidence; for some, it was
speaking out, for others it was challenging ideasl for others, it was determining the
limits of their own research investigations. Thesspects were mentioned on the
questionnaire on 42 occasions and constituted st@msi themes running through the
interviews. At times, it appeared as if the studethiought that staff support was a
teaching method.

Althoughteaching methodsvere rated in the top three factors for succéssetwere no
suggestions on techniques except discussion. Onameated on visual methods,
another on good feedback and several on varietyjethods for maintaining interest;
handouts were mentioned by three people only. Titeniiewees preferred to talk in
larger terms than approaches to activity-baseahilegr An essential part of the learning
was taking part in the dialogic nature of the dlasm experience. Talking and
exchanging ideas was a “must”. The mechanics efdppeared to be irrelevant to them,
as long as the activity fostered interaction, adiam of expression and a shared sense of

learning together. There was a sense of discubgimy a serious, scholarly activity.

131



Practical application through the usepoéctical placementwvas seen as important for
consolidating learning and making it real. It wapieot and a context which provided
story material whereby ideas could be illustrated theories demonstrated.

Communal learning was another element of effective learning. Theras vmuch
discussion on how the group worked together andntip@rtance opeer support This
was sometimes expressed as swapping skills osygiorting one another in terms of
knowledge and understanding. Sharing in discussias also seen as critical for
learning and for group cohesion. At times, thers alanost a dogmatic insistence that if

you didn’t “join in”, you lost out.

Ownership and taking responsibility for your owndening linked with making choices
and recognizing the individuality of the studentierk. There was a complex thread
here in that the students seemed to be sayinghbgtexercised judgement in making
choices and taking on board the responsibility edring but that there was also
acknowledgement that they were being given thedreeto learn and think to a greater
depth. They expressed a qualitative link betweemgogiven “more” and “digging
deeper”; determining the boundaries of their owarneng meant more complete
learning for them. It appeared that they were gajivat when limitations are placed on
learning, it reduces the individual learning expede hence lessening the opportunities

for making intellectual choices.

Telling storieswas used as a way to illustrate theory and makeadt ideas, real, but
students’ personal narratives also contributece&oning by changing perceptions and
ways of seeing. Many students attested to thetliatttheir self-perception had changed.
Learning about themselves as well as making sen$eio world was achieved, in part,
throughstorytelling.

Personal factors featured in the form of age aadesof life (some expressed this as
“maturity”) and how college came at the “right tifrfer them. All the students with no
Highers had reached the appropriate time in th&srdnd this learning “readiness”
coincided with their personal circumstances. Eviea $chool leavers who had no

Highers knew they had reached the end of theirdcbareer at 16. Proper timing is
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important in that even if you create the “perfectnditions for learning, if the

“situational” aspects are not right (Cross 198Fntlthe dispositional ones may not be
enough for them to succeddterest in the subjectvas another factor over which the
college had little control but which was clearlkey factor in their success, particularly

for the adult returners with no Highers.

What was nowhere in evidence was any mentioresburcesand assessmentsSince
these were two of the ten factors for successarfitht question of the questionnaire, it
is significant that they were ignored. There wdargyential reference to assessments in
the acknowledgement that each time you passedeseé ou gained confidence to go
on to the next, but there was no connection madedsm resources, assessment and
learning. It may be that (and | am drawing from Wiexlge gleaned from classroom
discussion) these two areas are outside studemtsiat and they are the domain of the
lecturer. It may demonstrate the relationship betwthie students and the lecturer in that
they leave these concrete evidential things int trteighe lecturer. It may also be that
assessments are seen as not about learning bgoauaee allowed to make mistakes in

learning, whereas mistakes in assessments haveasapit consequences.

No interviewee gave me a classroom recipe for ssfgk learning. It was too
impressionistic and qualitative an experience @ to express in quantifiable terms.
Although it could be defined, it was more of a diéfon of a relationship: how that
student interpreted and internalised the experi@ocdd not be expressed in terms of
components. It was more of an organic relationalem: my experience of teaching and
learning is about my relationship with the resttioé class and the lecturer, using the
information and the networks in the class withinpeysonal framework of learning and
making connection®©nce again, the “tips for teachers” were elusiMiile strong and
consistent themes emerged, they were looking I&ssal list and more like a set of

principles.

133



CHAPTER 6

DISCOURSE AND LEARNING COMMUNITIES

Five statements could be extrapolated from the fiata the previous two chapters.
The students attributed their success to staff stgmd in some cases, peer support.
They gained confidence in their learning ability.

They became self-directed learners.

They learned through discussion and story-telling.

They saw themselves as learning with others.

These five themes will be addressed in detail enfélowing two chapters on discourse
and learning communities and learner identity, fefoutlining a model in the final

chapter.

Discourse

This chapter examines the nature of discourse atationships within classroom
discourse. The metaphors the students used in ititeviews are discussed and the
relationship between discourse, group learning geder is examined. This chapter
explores the broad hypothesis that effective legriakes place in groups through

discussion.

Discourses are about what can be said, and thobghtalso about who can
speak, where and with what authority (Ball quote€offield 2004: 131).

As discussed in the methodology chapter (secti@) there are many definitions of
discourse depending on the discipline under dissnsdn this study it means the
language the students used in classroom discussidrthe perspectives and cultural
identities they brought to that discussion. Talknes in many socio-cultural disguises
and the nature of the discourse depends on whotleigroup, what the subject is, and
where it is occurring. Knowing what to say, howsty it and (more or less) knowing
how it will be received are all characteristics discussion techniques. To further
complicate the discourse question, students’ metaplere used in the interpretation of

the interview data.
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Metaphors we live and learn by

Metaphors were used by the students when they egaiaining the complex process of

learning. It is possible that metaphors were usszhbise they explain a conceptual idea
through an image. Ideas, especially ones aboultistve process of learning are often

expressed through metaphor in everyday speech.

Our ordinary conceptual system, in terms of whi@hbath think and

act, is fundamentally metaphoric in nature. (Lalofti Johnson 1980: 3)

The internal tension expressed by a metaphor all@im® have insights through the use
of comparisons, ambiguity and juxtaposing the famivith the unfamiliar. The use of
metaphor to express an idea often leads to it sgpdff another idea. It is both a
conclusion and a catalyst. Metaphors reflect oltucal and social assumptions and we
often express what is difficult to express, in rpet. They make abstract ideas more

“real” and therefore easier to understand.

Since much of our social reality is understood ietaphorical terms, and since
our conception of the physical world is partly npdtarical, metaphor plays a
very significant role in determining what is realr fus. (Lakoff and Johnson
1980: 146)

As discussed in the previous section on methodoltiggy interviewees used metaphors
predominantly when describing their thinking andérieng; these metaphors often
implied action: from the obvious metaphors sucligsk each other’s brains(Billy),
“bouncingideas off each othérHelen), “occupyingmy mind (Liz), “gets my brain
ticking...someone might spark @fii idea” (Sam) to more idiosyncratic oneg:éaching

has to_be movemennd louder than sitting in a chdiPatricia). This last metaphor

captures the classroom style that can be intemeind stimulating. The same student
also said that yourfeed to go into avenues to open thynking. Apart from the
comment on teaching beingptider than sitting most of the metaphors are not original
and could be said to be almost clichés. What isomant here is not their lack of
originality, but the fact that the students usezhitto discuss the more elusive aspects of

the learning process. One student used the expre'siiawing from it’ to indicate how
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discussion always provided some form of learning that an active engagement to
establish what was useful was required. In otheds,ahey were not passive receivers.
They needed to use reasoned judgement and reattteis’ comments. David described
the intellectual activity in the classroom as aerivor a tidal flow:“(the learning)

naturally flowsfrom class (to practice) — one flows into the othelecturers and

students_connedtack and forward.”These images imply movement, connection and
cohesion. The fluidity of the interaction betwedndents and lecturers and between
sites of learning indicates a structure which exbkdrthe learning. Many of the students
talked about it all Coming togetherrather than the course being seen as bits andiec
of disconnected information. This makes the prosessn organic and “natural” as if it
came into being through some force other than @hatixteaching one. This, from the
point of view of the lecturer and the observer, \wastrue: teaching may be described
as an intervention in the dialogue that was hapygem the classroom but this dialogue
was mainly (not always) orchestrated and plannedcanefully guided using principles

of critical thinking and speech analysis.

Doorswere a common metaphor. Here again, there wassa sfmovement; they were
either opening or closing. When describing her stkaperience, Therese said it was as
if “someone had opened a daord then closed #gain...as if it was a double door”
David also used the door image to explain how wtdading is a graded procesgoti

understand step by step, close the door, opendbe”dlohn explained his rise frormbd

O level$ to BA by saying, being a student has helped unloemething that was
always theré Scott said there weran®d closed doorsiwhen he talked about the level of
staff support he was given. Margaret M. added i®whhnen she talked about the attitude
of the lecturer asdlways has an open ddorThis indicated availability for support as
well as an intellectual liberalism which encouragepen-mindedness. For these
students, with a history of educational failurepdomust have represented opportunities
which they may have thought had been closed to th&ey may, also, have represented
a new way of thinking about themselves. The dodiapteor resonates with McGivney’s
(1993: 61) use of women returners being at theehold” stage. (See Chapter 7 for the

full quotation.)

There were also conventional metaphors of journmyads and travel. Some used the

notion of travelling to express a point of vievf you're coming from a different angle,
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it doesn’t mean you're wrorigAileen). What Aileen is alluding to here is thditferent
perspectives and ways of looking at an idea or actmal problem added to the
intellectual life of the classroom and that wittire class there was a wide interpretation
of the acceptability of comments. It is similar Billy's comment that the lecturer
“always_tooksomething”from any student input. This contributed to the&eling that
they and their ideas werevdlued”. Davina used the travel image to describe an

intellectual journey: the journey to the decisiomas importarit By this she meant that

the learning process (and the thinking that camstt this) was as important (if not
more) than the outcome. Davina’s metaphor was doirapts summation of the
importance of the process that it became a ceuntrdérlying concept of the thesis. It
indicated that the students thought the procedeamhing was more important than the
content and skills. What they took away was theeerpce of thinking with others

which changed the way they made sense of theirdworl

The journey metaphors indicate a length of time anshovement from one place to
another. Most students had a sense that thereoamas development and change in this
journey. There was a structure involving a startipgnt and a destination. This
destination was not always literal (that is, to tgethe end of the course); sometimes
they were describing a more ephemeral journey. Mietaphor of learning being a
journey is well known and well used (almost hacla®ybut it appeared to be valid for
four of the students interviewed. Ward and Edwa2B02: 14) base their study of
people learning basic skills on the “learning jayhmetaphor. Although it may have
lost its metaphoric status due to common usagetharaontexts, the journey image
seems to take on its metaphoric properties in mgystn representing the abstract as
concrete. Intellectual activity is elusive and idifilt to describe in terms of behaviour. It
is one of the factors that make teaching so mysisrand frustrating. The teacher never
knows what is being learned: behaviourist approsa@re not adequate to describe the
complexities of the acquisition of knowledge. Whbe students were describing their
learning, these metaphors seemed to be satisfagtrigles to explain that messy and

ephemeral aspect of learning.

The metaphors were also concerned with descrilhirgldcturer as a leader or guide.
Margaret said, You were steerings to a right, if there is a right, answeBilly’s view

of the lecturer as asking for input and acceptind then making comments relevant to
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the subject was common among the interviewees.eTh&s no suggestion of there
being a right or wrong contribution: the lecturgdd was to make it relevant. To refer
to the quotation on the first page of this chaptiee, rules of this classroom discourse
were that everyone had authority, although not kedas with any group) in every
context, and what they learned was appropriatestiarel content for speaking. Billy’s
view of the lecturer’s role was similar to othereonsaw the lecturer as being the one
who “tied’ it all together. This has implications for the te@g model in how much and
what kind of direction is necessary.

Metaphors were used around the subject of seleestand self-image. Dorothy
attributed her personal development to staff supptiney gaveme self-confidence”.
Others attributed a new self-image to their collegperience; “lhad always been the
disabled child’s mothér(Elaine McN.). Now her identity was tied up witheing a

student and eventually, a classroom support wotkerfelt the classroom gave her an
opportunity for expression:otir experience from our point of viewVhile this is not
necessarily an image it contains a seeming cowtiadiin that you may question how
else you can describe your experience except froar point of view. What she is
implying is that firstly, it was valued, and secbndt was hers and thirdly, it had a
validity outside the personal expression. This eticcame to college when she was 40
and was working in a nursery but she had been taspdople interpreting and speaking

for her and, perhaps, misinterpreting what she sagsg.

Development and stages of success were seest&gping stonés(Helen), “dep by

steg (David) and moving up the ladder:vthen you get up one rung of the ladgieu

have the confidence to go briPavina). This sense of movement and progresson
common in careers and education; the students Isaw learning as a moving entity,
stages of progress and development. This developwesiseen as accumulative but it
also suggests the way these students learnedigvdéh their academic ability. In the
question on the incremental nature of the coubssy, generally agreed that breaking the
course down into yearly achievements (NC, then Hik€n HND) helped them build up
their confidence. Only three students said theydchave done the course in a three year
stretch.
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Metaphors and storytelling

Learning is an activity. Some students used thegegnaf knowledge being something
that could move:it didn't just stayin the classroom. | could hear a quaitad make
reference to it.”Elizabeth meant that when something happenedenrkplace she
heard the lecturer's comments and attached thahetevent. (Some secondary students
have told me that this happened to them in exaifitsg voice recall is an interesting
phenomenon and may be dependent on the type oftidgegused and its resonant
gualities. It is possible that by using sound bftesmemory retention and stories which
have a familiar structure (Once upon a time theas.w) the student retains the fact or
the narrative application so that they “pop up’digawhen triggered by a question or an
incident. If the teacher attaches concepts to egipdhin through stories, it may be that

this is one way of reaching understanding and ewfibgdt into the student’s schema.

We store knowledge as narrative (Hunter 1991). i&oform logical patterns, but
whether because of habitual knowledge from childhaobecause they reflect a cultural
attitude to cognition, is too large a topic forsthstudy. My students remembered
concepts, theories and ideas through the stori@srialass. The job of the tutor was to
point out where the stories told another story alymneral patterns of behaviour. As
Bruner (2007) says, stories help us to go beyontenebering facts; they help us to
engage in “what if’ thinking; a creative exploratioof engaging with facts and
estimating probable outcomes all in the familiarfoof plot, character, setting and

circumstance.

Why are we so intellectually dismissive towardsratiwe?...treat(ing) it as rather a
trashy, if entertaining, way of thinking about atadking about what we do with our
minds? Storytelling performs the dual cultural fumes of making the strange familiar
and ourselves private and distinctive. If pupil® @ancouraged to think about the
different outcomes that could have resulted fronsea of circumstances, they are
demonstrating useability of knowledge about a sibj®ather than just retaining
knowledge and facts, they go beyond them to useithaginations to think about other
outcomes, as they don’t need the completion ofjwéd argument to understand a story.

(Bruner in Crace interview 2007: 11)
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Nikki’'s comment is full of metaphors and descrillles essence of storytelling and its

place in learning: “| pictureus sitting around the tables and you telling wsaay and

using bits and piecesnd someone else telling a story and you fit gietber’ Nicci's
point is that what the lecturer draws from the istorand how the students see the
connection between narratives, gives the processhasion. Learning from stories is
useful because students not only recognize theliaityi of structure and chronology,
so retention is effective, but they also considerilegitimate way of retaining,
maintaining and using information to think. Storiesntain real people doing things
whereas concepts and theories come from text-b&ikse of the students interviewed
had a disregard for text-books. (Esther's comm#&npinions don’t come from text-
books”, shows the disdain that many of the other studexyisessed.) The lecturer’s job
is to take theories and make stories and then pilmatetext-books can be useful once

you know how to “read” them.

These metaphorical statements above tell us songettbout how the students viewed
classroom learning, how they saw relationships it group, the lecturer and the
practice and how their personal development andesef self acted within this

framework. Life is often described as a journeye Htudents described their learning
and education as a journey. Their metaphors magestighat they have unconsciously
absorbed a vision of learning as a part of thée &nd are trying to articulate the
difference between learning as active lifelong g@egaent and the more passive,
pragmatic view of skill-based certificate-driven.Ri& reference to the next chapter, they

may have absorbed this view into their understamdirtheir learner identity.

Methodological implications

Why trust metaphors?

Metaphors convey concepts. They link the concretiné concept. They are useful for

thinking in that they fuse a visual image with atea. By seeing abstract ideas as
pictures, by bringing them within a more primarydasensory experience, metaphors
represent areas of experience which are not witeltgbral. Somehow this gives them

credibility. Language that emanates from our sgnesperience, appears to contain less
artifice and conscious cleansing. Cameron (19989 td'verbal hygiene”. This may be

true for this group of FE students in particulacdgse they were, generally, plain-

140



speaking. They were not using these figures of @pe@s oratorical flourishes. In fact,
they were somewhat disdainful of this type of vérehaviour. Therefore their use
seemed to imply that, for the student, they weracasirate a picture as they could give
to the researcher — as close to the truth asripseicise method could get. My task as
researcher was to lift these expressions fromakeand read them as more than just a

colourful form of communication.

At its most profound, the meaning of human lifearied in metaphor. For few
of us are the metaphors we live by explicit; wendbusually have any conscious
awareness of living out anything beyond what seent® our literal experience.

Yet ultimately, it is the metaphorical sense we enakour living that gives the

journey its direction, its sense of progressiomevelopment, its turning points,
changes and passages, the meaning of a beginningrah (Salmon quoted in

Tight, M. 1995: 394)

As with all metaphors, once they have become gazbimmon parlance, it is difficult to
say whether the students are using the metaphaubedt has meaning particular to this
context, or whether they are using it becausestbeome just another catch-phrase. It
may be a way of using language to prevent furtkptogation of ideas that cause unease
through the “naturalizing” of language. (Many “ismdo this.) Using metaphors as
ciphers, essentially dead metaphors which have nbecdichés, is limiting and not
useful for a qualitative study. In the case of éhegerviewees, this does not seem to be
the case for two reasons. The first is that thesdubese metaphors when they were
discussing the more difficult to define areas afrteng. At other times, in the interview,
their speech was plain and devoid of figurative espe Secondly, they used the
metaphors to elaborate on their thinking. The nfetamppeared to pin down some
processes which were difficult to describe in ceterterms. Because metaphors are
seated somewhere between the sensory and the alerpbrhaps capturing both
responses, there appeared to be no conscious ortehe part of the interviewees (and
ex-students) to please the teacher/researchere Mi@s an ease and familiarity; they
slipped into metaphors when the abstract idea hed €motional relationship with it

were difficult to capture in more literal terms.
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On reflection, the researcher tended to trust tle¢aphoric statement as a linguistic
attempt to get at the truth. These metaphors ugetidostudents were felt as much as
thought. It seemed that they revealed a greatén than the literal statements not
because they told me more at a surface level, ézdause they had a deeper significance.
They appeared to come from a deeper cognitive .lévek refer to the literature review,
the gaps in the research (Cross 1981; Field 20aSGivhey 1993; 1996; Tight 1995)
were in the more detailed areas of learning in éhgsoups, because this type of

gualitative data requires an analysis of such armtly abstruse process.

Because the description of the learning requirethetacognitive distance, and an
objective as well as subjective stance, metaphar avaseful linguistic device. Lakoff

and Johnson (1980) contend that a metaphor igyai$itic structure which follows rules:

it contains both subjectivism and objectivism.dimbines the subjective internal aspects
of understanding and the objective desire to unaledsthe external world. Pedagogical
principles are concerned with this also. The usexgferiential learning to arrive at a

more objective truth is one meaning behind Bruneless on being sensitive to hunches
and transferring these hunches to the more logiagt of the mind so that they can be
tested. It indicated a relationship between thowagiot language which contributed to the
depth of the data. These ideas, already discusséchapter 1, are germane to this

research.

hunches, combinatorial products of his metaghativity. If he is not
fearful of these products of his own subjectivity, he Wil so far as to tame the
metaphors that have produced the hunches, tame ithéine sense of shifting
them from the left hand to the right hand by remdgthem into notions that can
be tested. (my underlining) Bruner (1979: 4)

In a sense, the students were providing me withr thenches expressed as metaphors

and it was the task of the researcher to rendsetheetaphoric expressions of the nature

of learning into more “testable” ideas.
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Against metaphor

The ambiguous, open and duplicitous nature of lagguprevents any final

closure of meaning. (Chappell et al 2003: 43)

Let’s look at “duplicitous” from the quote aboveh#&ppell says that the slippery nature
of language means it is difficult to interpret witlertainty, but are actions any less
duplicitous? If discourse is one form of cognitimed social behaviour, how can we
justify seeing it as less ontologically importaiman any other form of behaviour? Action
and speech both come from that invisible source,ntimd. This takes us into another
cul-de-sac along the uncertain route of my journ&hile there can be no “final closure
of meaning”, it is reasonable to assume that tieesancertainty occurs in more areas

than discourse interpretation.

Actions are informed by conceptual thinking andea@ understand at least partly, that
what students do is informed by what they think it linguistic structures they use
to retell these acts. The interviews and questivesawere analysed to pick out
constructions and metaphors which gave anothel kevéhe understanding of their
thinking. Whether this small-scale textual analysia be seen as a system of analysis is
debatable (Denzin 1994): the reason that this le¥akxtual analysis was used was
because the students chose to use metaphors [@lyicuhen discussing the type of
thinking and learning that they found stimulatinglaffective. As previously indicated,
the study’s legitimacy depended on the studentsds/dor its direction. There was no
attempt on the part of the interviewer to encourdnge choice, nor were the interview

guestions expressed in metaphorical terms.

It could be said, of course, that the classroomsetnd the tutor may have been biased
towards the use of metaphor since this was a comtaanhing device. In class

discussion, comments which contained useful metaph@re extracted and used to
illustrate and make accessible some difficult idead theories. So, whereas research

conditions prevented the interviewer's use of mietapwithin the actual questions
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asked, the tutor’s presence as interviewer may kaoitly elicited this type of response

because of its familiarity in classroom discourse.

Using metaphor as a method of inquiry could be tmesd because of its ambivalent
nature. Its strength as a mode of communicati@haamethod of cognitive inquiry is
also its weakness. It unites two often dissimitirais and creates a new insight; it allows
for expression through visual images and picks woptlee nuances and non-literal
elements of ideas. It would seem to be the preegdecle for discussing the more
ephemeral aspects of learning. However, for rebeawhich requires sources of
evidence, documented answers to questionsownlearning takes place, it may appear
insubstantial. The reasons for using metaphor Werethe students used them and since
this research’s primary resource was the studemtstls, this was methodologically
sound. In addition to this, metaphors provided dacwgnitive aspect to the students’
observations and gave the researcher a way ofitigirét a deeper level about the larger

events that surrounded these classroom insights.

Discourse and gender

Since the women outnumbered the men on this cdyrsgproximately ten to one and

eight to one in the interviews, it was relevanei@amine research on women. Feminist
studies (Cameron 1990; Belenky 1986) on discouagdlsat women organise their talk

differently from men. There is not the same contjwetifor space, “they are more co-

operative and less hierarchical, more supportivihe@f interlocutors and less concerned
with competing for the floor” (Cameron 1990: 25)ar@eron says that women’s speech
may be interpreted in two ways: dominance, in thair powerlessness is reflected in
the way they negotiate talk, or difference, in thiay are using discourse in non-
confrontational, non-adversarial ways, choosingratitive ways of communicating.

Applying these perspectives to the students (bo#terand female) in my study, it

appeared that their discursive styles were affebiedhany factors, only one of which

was gender. The males in the group had the samersige styles as the women. What
made male and female students similar was thatthese people (men and woman)
who had not been listened to, particularly in ancadional setting. Many had not had
their ideas valued (see results of questionnaird)iwas a new experience for them to
speak with, and to, a group of other adults, béenisd to and have their ideas

considered. In fact, it was so frightening a praspleat many found it a difficult task.
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As Cameron says, their ways of talking were indveadf their levels of self-confidence
and that this was an expression of some form ofid@nce and also that they took on
different ways of dealing with the expression afithdeas. Where my group departed
from this analysis was that, when they realise@ythad a voice”, they could sometimes
be adversarial and it seemed, from an observeiig pbview, to be an expression of a
confidence in their ideas and their position witttie group. Elaine McN. said| fvas
happy to talk and disagree. | wouldn’t do this lvefo After gaining her HND, Margaret
said she was‘confident to voice my opinions at workhen John was asked whether
gaining a degree had given him a “voice”, his anmseanfirmed that acquired status
through external validation was both a burden astwce of pride. He put a cultural
interpretation on this “voicelessness” and lackaifdity. When he said that his pride in
his degree was they6ke of Celtisthhe meant that being Scottish, he needed public
affirmation through a degree. While both males #erales in my study took on this
understanding and demeanour of the voiceless, st tivair lack of qualifications that
seemed to determine their position in the discodesmte.

Leicester (2001) comments on the value of learnitngough anecdote and
autobiography, saying that gender has epistemabgmuplications. Women stress the
importance of networks and value learning througdsé context specific narratives. The

“locatedness” (Barr 1999: 5) of stories is impottan

Women use intuition, metaphor and emotion in tlfealid) judgements and
understanding...Metaphors are powerful tools for uwsi@ding and
encouraging lateral thinking. (Leicester 2001: 60)

My students understood the place of these factotsitfon, metaphor and emotion) in
their storytelling.

Metaphors have a cultural validity in that theyleef shared beliefs, values and
understandings in our culture (Lakoff and Johns®80). They can reshape and reform
assumed truths and by their cognitive juxtapositiea old understandings in new lights.
Within a classroom community which shares theseapiedrs, the linguistic expression

can have binding properties: if we share metapheesmay share a way of looking at
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the world. This is not to say that we all see tlwgldvas the same but that, in any group
gathering, there is an understanding of the diseeirsameworks being used by the
group. It is this communal understanding that helipee students alter their attitudes and
ways of thinking about behaviours and its compiegi{even the acknowledgement that
behaviour was complex was a new realisation foregoBy sharing stories, inside and
outside the classroom, they did more than exchadgas: they were building up

language communities.

Discourse and discussion groups

Discourse is more than a thinking tool. It builgsaisense of shared experience through
shared referents. “We were all there to achieve ddu@megoal, we had a common
purpose, everybody sharedormation; we got togethewith stories in breaks” (Nicci).
Sometimes, as in the previous section, these rdétesre expressed as metaphors. By
using similar terms and concepts which often enefraim the subject taught, students
build up a shorthand which is essential for creptintworks of trust which can result in
reciprocal behaviour, or vice versa: whether itdxehanging ideas, taking part in a
discussion or supporting through skills. Nicci'snoment about getting together with
stories in the breaks indicates that activity whighs a normal part of classroom
learning was also occurring outside the classraofree time. This may have meant that
relationships and bonding occurring outside thesstlaom was contributing to the
quality of the ongoing learning. Some of these aiisl were part-time and came
together once a week only, so there was not aflabn@ over the year to get to know
their fellow students. As Belenky (1986: 119) sdgsyning through discourse is about
getting to know who is talking. Language is soeiatl only useful in context. Language
has to be seen as surrounding and inhabiting tiexte a useful method of investigation

we must see it as “language in use” (Cameron and1999: 4).

The students in my class learned to trust what e#loér said. They knew what paths
had been taken to reach the decision and couldifigevith the thinking. The voice was
authenticated through shared cultural and cognlisekgrounds. This could have acted
as a way of entrenching prejudice and closed thmkiut when it is accompanied by a
guestioning and reflective approach in a learniagsroom, the personal knowledge acts
as a further understanding. It furthers the conadpBelenky’'s (1986) emphasis on

knowingwhois talking. Helen said she found confidence indgheup and Roddy (adult
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day release student, ex-army) gained understandingnly seemed to gelvhen you

were working as a teafn. Roslyn also tisedpeople in the class to know I'm on the

right track” Margaret ‘Used what people had to say. There is an activity atirfg
again in these metaphors. Pauline described discuss ‘hot just sitting when, of

course, they were sitting, but she saw talking @agl This adult returner, mother of
two, also said that itchanges you When there was a tendency to want to work in
isolation there was a recognition that group leagrgave something more to the whole
experience. I'd want to go in a corner but groups are better tmmmunality Emma.
“We're all in the same_boat( Susan) . Aileen said that group cohesion was useful
that everybody could gain in a group and that thay by things in the tea break; we

were all travelling down the same rdad

As a social process, then, the students saw tbidimg of stories as building cohesion
and solidarity in the group, once again confirmiing positive aspects of group learning.
Building up networks, inside and outside the classr, learning to share and
reciprocate became the norms of the classroom.eTéesall products of social capital.
To make the claim that the group was rich in socaglital is beyond the scope of this
study. However, the students did gain in confidenteusing networks, they did

understand the value of sharing and reciprocityhiwitthe class group. It can be
assumed that they extended some of these aspeatisetoareas of their lives. We will

return to this link with social capital in Chapger

Language and learning communities

It seems to me that metaphor shows an understanélinbat is being communicated by
acknowledging shared referents; using metaphor shihat the communicants are
familiar with the discourse of the subject. The abmetaphor also indicates evidence of
conceptual thinking; we can read into the languhgerelationship between word and
thought. We live with, and think in, concepts. Tdese often expressed metaphorically.
A linguistic community can “own” metaphors; theyncahare language and referents.

Resnick describes discourse communities as:

...communities that share preferred ways of speasingriting and that judge the
quality of ideas in part as a function of the ektenwhich they are felicitously

expressed, according to community standards. Sdyothsciplines constitute
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discourse communities, as do ordinary people whareshvays of talking and
reasoning with people like themselves. The phenomercode-switchingshows
that people can belong to multiple discourse comtiasy each enabling and
constraining thought in different ways. (Resnicl9198)

Two students mentioned telling stories in breakd ereryone who was interviewed was
adamant that discussion was the central componénther successful learning.
Presumably some “code-switching” (using differemtnis of talk) went on in the tea-
breaks and even though the stories they told incthreteen were similar to those
classroom narratives, about their work, home atiége, it was done in a different way.
What Resnick is saying is that all these sourcdalkfcontribute to a way of learning. In
the tea-break they may have used less formal, thpugpbably no less structured, forms
of discourse. Patterns of language use, usings#me terms and subject specific
vocabulary and taking part in a discussion withcggeunderstandings common to the
group, are factors which are to a greater or ledsgree present in all classrooms. It is
possible that in this particular HNSLN classroonpedfic terms, metaphors and
analogies were used more frequently and expli@dya teaching tool. The HNSLN
students saw taking part in discussion as crifmathe shared beliefs of the group, for
self-validation and self-analysis. As Billy said¥du have to be involved in discussion.
It's a must.” They learned about themselves and others. Takingwas essential for
group bonding, learning, exchanging and thinkinguigh ideas and experiences. Stories

play a major part in decision-making in communitépractice.

These stories, then, are packages of situated kedlgwl..To acquire a store of
appropriate stories and, even more importantlykriow what are appropriate

occasions for telling them...(Lave and Wenger 20@®) 1

Knowing the appropriate context for telling stoneas part of the learning process. The
questions in the interview that related to the shisf sense of classroom culture were
the generic comments on the teaching/learning peo@nd the questions based on
Bruner's (1986) idea of learning being a communetivdly and sharing attitudes

towards the learning events. The negotiation amstcaction of meaning in classrooms

is a constant and dialectical process.
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If we see the classroom as a language communityfame can further this connection
and see that shared language communities can lbedter than those students in an
environment where this group sense is not nurtuzad, we make an argument for the
importance of enhancing discursive skills? The emtsl learned discussion skills and
communication techniques. They learned to role-rhaldemselves on the lecturer’s
approach: I was scaffolding with others{Therese). They were also aware of the
process of cognitive activity.Someone would takay idea and us&” (Emma). This
comment was made in a gesture of generosity amdvath some degree of self-pride.
Sharing ideas and allowing someone to use young seen as an acknowledgement of
your value and worth as a class colleague. It =0 an example of cognitive
development: being able to recognise when somels@ehas not only adopted your
idea, but also developed it, shows a degree olieataal insight. The most successful
and lasting learning”(Margaret) was done as a communal activity. It hideemory.

Many students agreed with Margaret’s assessment.

On a different level, this sharing illustrates thalogic nature of language. It is as if the
student is taking the words right out of the mouwthpeers and making them his or her

own.

The word in language is half someone else’s. Ibbexs “one’s own” only when
the speaker populates it with his own intentiors biwn accent, when he
appropriates the word...Prior to this moment of appetion, the word does not
exist in a neutral and impersonal language...butrathexists in other people’s
mouths, in other people’s concrete contexts, sgrether people’s intentions: it
is from there that one must take the word, and makae’s own. (Bakhtin

quoted in Wertsch 1991: 96)

As discussed in Chapter 5 in the interview ana)ygigat became obvious to me was that
one of the transitions that was hardest to make emdome cases, most vehemently
resisted by some students was a change in thefuaaguage they were using in the
classroom and having to use in work placement. Timegerstood that there was a
college voice, a workplace voice and perhaps anotime that they used in more
informal situations. Some of the students wereamorguistically “sensitive” than

others. (For example, the two case studies in @nahtRoslyn and Elaine, displayed
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very different linguistic characteristics from eaather.) There is an understanding of
sociolinguistics in knowing when to employ the “emt” social register (Hymes 1971).
It is what Hymes would describe as linguistic “caetgmce”: knowing the social rules of
the use of language. One of the concerns of thadydtecame the importance of the
underlying relationship between social and edunatidbackground, language and

legitimacy in the academic world.

When students take non-traditional routes into éigtducation they make more than an
intellectual leap. What may be more difficult fanse is the social leap. This social leap
is apparent in their discourse. This is not to gt this is the only area in which it
manifests itself. However, it is the one that issinasible (if an oral/aural sense can be
visible). In many ways it was a doubly difficultsta for these HNSLN students to
change their linguistic behaviour. They had to aésctheir own learning process within
a context of learning in others. Although they nmaye known the specific vocabulary,
they were required to take a doubly reflective staand look at their learning through a
medium about which they were learning. It is todhalway of looking at yourself within
a context of unknowns. What this research argueis fan understanding of that process
and how we can help facilitate that change in laigguise so that it is not taken on as a
linguistic mask nor is seen as a betrayal of ctasss (Field 2003), but as a means by
which students can think better. This type of laaggiis used in conducting interviews,
it is the way ideas can be expressed in classtaavay essays are written. In making
themselves more linguistically versatile by havangepertoire of registers the students
would be able to negotiate better within these ‘tipld discourse communities”(Resnick
1991.: 8).

It appeared that the students began to think éiffidy — more conceptually, and with
reservations. To do this kind of thinking usualgquires a different form of discourse
(Bernstein  1961). Understanding this linguistic w@sijion process means
acknowledging that discourse is partly social aadly cognitive. It is possible that we
use one type of language to nourish and generases idnd another to take that thinking
through to connecting theories, making generabsatiand transferring knowledge. In
teaching those students who left school at 16 viglw or no qualifications, the
atmosphere has to Beeclaxed” (see Table 1 in Chapter 4): so does the language.

Gallagher et al (2000: 65) saw the language ascia@futo successful learning. This

150



does not mean that lecturers have to adopt a pdepance of whatever adolescent
phrases are in vogue. It does mean we have to ab&dge ideas when they appear in a
form which is not recognisable as academic disearsl then bring that idea to a level
of discourse whereby students can learn to think amore profound level. Research on
the interrelationship between language and thoagidt language and class is firmly
embedded in educational research (Vygotsky198&)ePid959; Bernstein 1961): space
demands that we accept and assume these connections

Summary

As a summary for this chapter it seems appositeotstruct a composite metaphor to
represent the findings. The learning experienceoifege was active, where doors were
opened and ladders were climbed, rung by rung. &tiiwity was like a road or river
journey; there was a fluidity in the process antbanection between the students and
the lecturers whose job was to steer and guide tberards their destination, fitting the

pieces together.

How did the contributor, the collective and theiatt enmesh to provide better
learning? Did discussion skills have an effect @mtalrse in general? Did the nature of
discussion nurture behaviour which began to seaileaas something that happened in
an interactive collective where you had to contiebio gain something? Does discussion
effect more than an exchange of ideas: does ittecraathinking that enables group
dynamics to create the conditions of learning foeniselves? These questions about

discourse emanated from the interviews (see Ch&ptgrestion 6).

The answer to all these questions was yes, to eeedOne of the primary outcomes of
discussion groups using shared referents is cameSiois activity creates a sense of
belonging which comes from seeing learning as lstidwed and sharing. One of the
tasks of the research was to test Bruner’s idestde¢arning is communal (see Chapter 3
on methodology). There was consensus that it wveaesChapter 5 ) and the effects of this
communality meant that people shared the burdeheofvork but that this was easier
because there was a senséved were all in the same boat, travelling down geme
road” (Susan and Aileen)his sense of belonging is critical in terms dérgion:
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Any student, of whatever age, who feels isolatedely and out of place and who does
not develop a sense of ‘belonging’ to the learmegnmunity is at risk of leaving a

course in the early stages. (McGivney 1996: 112)
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CHAPTER 7

LEARNER IDENTITY

One of the main issues that emanated from thevietgs was the students’ perception
of their ability to learn. This chapter sets outetcamine the nature of learner identity
and to understand its origins and components. ©ta ftom the questionnaires and
interviews will be used to see how the studentspdsition to learning changed, and
what factors were involved in making this change. discussed in Chapter 5, the
guestion designed to elicit this informatidWhat does being a student mean to your
definition of yourself2vas not as useful as other questions. It coulddm that all the

interview questions were, in some way, concerndl thieir beliefs about themselves as
learners. Many referred to their identity in theegtion on what made them think they
could succeed. This is an argument for analysiegirtterviews holistically rather than

by specific questions. One case study will be uedtlustrate how the students related

the process of change to their self-definition.

Learner identity

What elements are involved in defining ourselvedeasners? Our learner identity is
how we see ourselves (and are seen by othersjraeis. A strong learner identity tends
to mean that there is a positive attitude to oulitglio understand and learn. It is the
way we process knowledge, behave in learning ctséitend the way we respond
intellectually, emotionally and sometimes, phydicato learning. Weil (1986: 223)

describes learner identity as

the conditions under which they experience learneg ‘facilitating’ or
‘inhibiting’, ‘constructive’ or ‘destructive’. Leamer identity suggests the
emergence or affirmation of values and beliefs aliearning’, ‘schooling’, and

‘knowledge'.
Sometimes the termiearner identityanddisposition to learrare used interchangeably

in the educational literature (see literature revfer Gorard and Rees 2002; Gallagher

et al 2000). It seems likely that if you think afuyr ability to learn as poor, it probably
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makes you less disposed to learn. However, in shigly, it seems that these two
concepts are different. Most of my students had jpearner identities when they came
to college. However, few if any, of them, espegialbt the adult returners, had poor
dispositions to learn. Most of them were open &orleng. It seemed that they associated
their learner identity with qualifications gaineat fot) from school. Their disposition to
learn was a less located identity and their rezep@ss to learning was less to do with
school and more to do with what made them learradglts. It would seem that,
although their learner identity was negative argl/thvere, in general, self-deprecating
about their ability, this did not affect their wiijness to learn. Perhaps they gained an
understanding that ability can be developed (Dw2@R0). Perhaps they understood,
through life experience, that academic qualifiaagi@re not the only determinants of
intelligence and that learning isn’t restrictedstiool.

It was important for this study to make a distiontibetween the two terms, learner
identity and disposition to learn. When Weil definearner identity as beliefs about
learning and how it applies to them she makes aduative comments on these beliefs.
Disposition to learn implies an attitude towardsligband learning; how well you

receive that learning, perhaps a “learning readiheghat Cross (1981: 127) calls “the

teachable moment”.

In some of the interviews, the students told tk&ry of how school and work affected
their learner identities. A brief examination bétissues surrounding the process of how
we determine our learner identity would be usekfbbe we go on to the main concern
which is how students change in their dispositionldarning. Trajectories are not
necessarily deterministic although there are iridisaidentified by the Gorard and Rees
study (2002) that for some, these learning trajeztocare determined by 16. However,
my study shows as do others (Gallagher et al 206@ppell at al 2003), that trajectories
can be redirected and restructured given the cistamees of external support, self-

determination and supportive personal circumstances

The learner identity is made up of the social, eomal and intellectual dimensions of
learning. Many learner identities are formed incsrand depending on whether school
was enjoyable and successful then the student ranag & positive image of him/herself

as a learner and want to engage in more. Howewsitiye learner identity is not just a
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simple matter of success at school (Rees et al)199has to do with the type of

schooling received, where and when. The particpantmy study who had no Highers
could be seen as “school failures”. By this is ntéhay gained no formal qualifications

beyond 16. It is worth repeating here that the primreason for the initial research
categories of Highers and Non-Highers came fromstaeents themselves. They had
defined themselves asdving no Highers Many of them found school boring and had
unhappy memories of their time there. Yet theirnea identity must have been strong
enough to overcome this negative school experiémeendertake a course of training.

How had this come about?

Well, the obvious answer is that not all learnikgerience is gained from school. Some
of the respondents found that being mothers andkevsrcontributed to their feelings
about themselves as positive learners. The subisashgtudents without Highers cited
life experience as giving them the confidence takhhey could succeed at college.
Informal learning occurred in the workplace: thempared their performance at work
with others and made positive comparisons. In scases where the students were
learning assistants in classrooms, they compaesdgblves to qualified teachers so they
had a standard which was accepted as a legitimdigator of their own expertise in the
classroom. One student said she looked at teaehersaid, I'can do as well as that
(Davina). Where students had jobs which were nahéneducation sector, they looked
at their performance in terms of efficiency, alilto take on responsibility and to
implement systems. One student worked in retail madle comparisons with her co-
workers and also with the level of the demand$iefibb and said that she knew she was
capable of more (Lynn). Another student ran a péfste and learned from that that she
was ‘good with peopfeand wanted to use these skills more (Dorothy).il\¢/study
(1986) of non-traditional learners studying for A B higher education confirms my
findings: she found that the origins of the studefgarner identities lay outside the
formal education system. For the undergraduat#iseiri 986 study, many of whom had
few or no previous qualifications, learning waskéd to work and life experience, not

the school classroom.

The school leavers with no Highers who had comeotiege with less experience in the
working world, used their final year work placementschool (and later from college

workplace practice) as a guide to their learningac#ty. The evaluation of their work
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practice and the problem solving that went on is $ituated learning (Lave and Wenger
1991) served as useful indicators of their learm@ibijty. They gained in self-esteem and
confidence when they represented their learninggaak within the college classroom
context. Those school leavers who came with sommeofe) Highers were more
confident of their learning ability by having highqualifications, but, at times, they
were equally lacking in confidence when issuesifef éxperience arose in discussion.
Most students arrived with misgivings, and everséheho had “proved themselves” in
the workplace, needed assurance that their learamlty was linked to their life
experience. Part of this study is concerned withlihks between the type of thinking

and learning done in “ordinary” adult life and htivat fosters success in the classroom.

Examining the learning events cited by the studentsrviewed helps us gain an
understanding of what contributed to their learientities. The comments could be
categorised into four main groups. They are in adigular order except that, since a
study described below ranked attitude from homéaganost significant factor, | have

followed its lead.

1. parental attitudes and support

2. teacher attitudes and support

3. lacking ability/interest in subjects

4. being part of a sub-culture which rejected sthoo

It may be that, in some cases, all four factorskedrtogether in some way, making it
difficult to say what the initial cause or mostrsifgcant factor was in the lives of my

interviewees.

Gorard & Rees’ (2002) study found that parentatumtes and support were the most
critical in determining learner identities, haviag impact that stretched back three
generations. Despite negative experience at schio®lundergraduates in Gorard and
Rees’ study, once a positive identity had beenstabdished in the more formal setting,
could see themselves as being learning-prone. Tiediegs concur with mine. Once

students have been given a sense of legitimacytabheulearning they have done,
whether in the home or workplace, and once it@énde be regarded as worthwhile, then
it appears that this can be transferred to momadbrontexts.
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In some cases the interviewees saw teacher att#tndesupport as separate: “attitude”
was encouragment and being supportive of them p#sfgiudents but “support” was
seen as practical help with learning. Many studeats “attitude and support” as a
holistic combination; they saw the teacher as supy@oof them and that this was

integral to the way they taughfTHe subject was the teach¢Roslyn C.).

Bloomer and Hodkinson (2000), in their study omsfarming learning cultures, link
intervention through teaching to changing motivatand affecting self-esteem. Their
study found that learning identities changed ared dtudents adapted to new learning
requirements: my study endorses this. They tra@kesdtudents for 3-4 years from their
final year in secondary school to further educatoltege in England. They found that
the learning careers of their students were netalirbut erratic and unpredictable; they
were not even a result of reasonable and deterntheites. Most of my students did,
however, make reasonable decisions and their cladieevocational area where they
had an interest was a counterbalance to the lacktefest they had shown in school
subjects. This is not to say that this reasonedsib@cwas not the result of some other
erratic and seemingly serendipitous occasions &ir tkearning careers. What is
important in comparing these two studies is that,students with different entry points

(conscious career choice versus happenstance)eladentities were changed.

New learning, new identities

The data from the questionnaires threw up some dbefor successful learning.
Teaching methods, which involved student-centredghisng and learning, encouraging
independent thinking and involvement in class disean were conditions which
supported their confidence in learning. Supportmfrgtaff which included better
student-staff relationships, being recognised amdinidual and treated as an adult and
given more (than school) respect, were all qualitidich were conducive to a positive
identity. Subject interestvas cited by 11 Non-Highers: the lack of intergstschool
subjects compared to the high level of interesthimm college course was confirmed in
many interviews. Motivation and interest are clgssbnnected and it is probable that
the students did not do well in the subjects thag lttle interest in. The college course
was based on a practical skill which was the fotindafor further academic learning.
Because they were interested in the vocation ofkivgrwith people with learning

difficulties, and thought they had some skill imsthrea, they had a more positive learner
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identity within this subject contexNo more than a tentative link can be made in
extending this to better learning ability in othgubjects as no learning beyond the

course and its work placements was discussed imtdeiews.

The interviews examined the students’ attitudesato® their learning ability on entry
and how the college experience transformed théedss and ability. It is easier to see
this transformation within a chronological narratief a single case study rather than as

multiple answers to an interview question, as tlwasefragment experience.

Case study: John

John was chosen as a case study for two reasonsvadethe only student who
progressed from no Standard Grades or Highers tosBA would be safe to assume he
had a poor learner identity on entry to college Hrat some change had occurred. He
also had the lowest score of any student on thesean the self-esteem questionnaire
(Coopersmith 1981) given to all HNSLN students. ébadte about the validity of these
questionnaires and even about the concept of seem itself is not appropriate here:
what is important for the choice of this case-stiglthat, compared to his peers, John
lacked confidence: he had underlined the wiaitlre twice in his questionnaire form
(“being automatically classed as a failure...my scheglerience). Since change in
self-identity was the central concern, John wasotheous choice since he had made the
greatest leap. Although John’s self-definition asearner may have been poor, his
disposition to learn was high. John did a firsemtew like the rest of the group and
then, when he agreed to being a case study, he icéoneollege for a second interview.
This was unstructured and the interviewer took sigséee Appendix H). John filled in
the gaps of the researcher's knowledge and answbeedccasional question about
learner identity in this lengthy account of hisrleag career. He spoke at length on

learning at work, the public acknowledgement, dreddrivate nature, of learning.

John came to college, aged 39, witto “qualifications and no transferable sKill® do
the NC because he wantea ¢hange in directioh He had been unemployed for a time
and he lacked self confidence. He had had a pqmrence of school {ou didn’t know
you were smat}; he had left school with nothing. John’s interview read like an
awakening of his self-achievement. He addressedqthestion of how the student

identity related to his experience by saying thagifig a student has helped unlock
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something that was always théréHe discussed his reading &fagged Trousered
Philanthropistsand how reading had become a part of his ongoiagileg: “When you
start to read you get inquisitiveJohn gained a Higher National Diploma in colleyal
went on to do the final year of a degree programme.

Groups were important in John’s learning, both emmts of personal support and
intellectual endeavour. He felt more comfortableairsmaller more tfusting group.
This solidarity within the group also helped himhis degree year (he went to university
with two other students from his college coursehnJused the wordtfust’ twice; this
also came up when discussing learning. By askingstipns, §ou put yourself out
there’; this meant you were taking risks (difficult to dvhen you have low self-esteem),
but the vulnerability and exposure were reduceatiefgroup was trustworthy. He spoke
about the thoughtbelonging” to you and if you don’t verbalise it, it's nobgen to
ridicule — the idea and you are vulnerabléle went on to saylf you don’t ask your
own questions they’ll never be answeérethere is an implication here that the student
is responsible for asking the question. There $8 @ sense of ownership contained in

the expressionybur own questions

When he was asked about the quality of teachingl&ge, he said that as students, they
were not short changed the teaching made him want to learn and thapeeswas
“two-way. Having the public validation of a degree wasdtportant. In answer to my
question whether having a degree had given himi@ybe said, Yes, | always put BA
after my name because I'm proud of having a dedt&ethe yoke of celtisthin his
second interview John explained thatith recognition, you can throw the yoke 'off.
John’s comment seems to be making two points ableatity and recognition. He says
initially, that there may be a need (he equateswhih a cultural burden) to have formal
recognition through a qualification. When he firsame to college he had no
qualifications, and he felt that this determined kdentity. Like most of the other
interviewees, John equated qualifications with figesmart”. 10 out of 54 of the Non-
Highers had no Standard or O Grades. He came wiilered who had ‘O’ levels; She
was smart and | had nothing, so | wasnHis second comment about throwing off the
yoke seems to assert that once qualifications kdatian of oneself is recognised as a
burden, it can be thrown off. It is difficult tovk with the self-definition of

“unqualified”. It is equally unrewarding to see ¢jfieations as the only valid statement
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of one’s identity. The conflation of recognition gbur qualification and yourself as

separate is a fine and interesting distinctioniarambncerned with learner identity.

John came to realise his intellectual ability winenwas on the degree course: heat
something and realised | could understandtitvas like getting on a roller coaster and
you didn't want to get Gff (This connection between opening up and movement
expressed by John’s roller coaster metaphor is camim the interviews.) John spoke
about unemployment and the lack of structure tlasgwith it. When he signed on at
college it was taking charge agaih He related this control to his work as an adwyca
worker: “In my job | encourage individuals to take chargehadir own lives He had
worked at a dairy for 22 years and although he nealises that he must have been
“picking things upon the job it wasn't until he came to do the egk placement in an
adult day centre that he discovered that he woald o thange his way of learning
because, before that, | worked on my own but anéaf centre) there were more group
activities so there were different rules and regolas”. This is not a simple case of
John realising that working with milk bottles andnk with people is different; he uses
the word learning not working and it appears that there is a sigaift
acknowledgement of seeing the world differently. alviohn learned was how to learn
and adapt to context. He says that there was aneeleof college that was like
employment. For John, there appears to be a vernyedl line between work and

learning.

What happens in college to turn round a negatisenkr identity? Extrapolating some
features of John's experience and linking them withmments from the other
interviewees will establish a picture of classropmactice. Sometimes the students
allowed teachers and others to construct theirtigiesy we are all familiar with the
assessment of “school failure”. John came to cellbinking he wasn’'tsmart because
he didn’t have any certificates. Paul Willis’ stufl977) is an analysis of how much
students took on board, and colluded with, thesi@nitlens. Those that arrived at
college, having accepted the definition, comingrirta long history of being stupid,”
(Roslyn) and those who knew that there were otegitimate ways of defining your
intelligence took different paths in changing theentity. Roslyn was one of the eight
students mentioned previously, who had left sctaddl6 with no Highers to come to

college. Her case study is used in Chapter 8. firabable that the process towards
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changing the disposition to learn would take lonfgerthose who had had little life
experience to ameliorate the effects of the failarage. This may have applied to John
in that, although he had done several jobs, he besh unemployed just prior to

enrolling in college.

Four of the students, all Non-Highers, said thaige and encouragement were given at
college but not at school.When | was at school you were never given any
encouragement”(Elizabeth, age 36). Some of the students with tavalifications
decided to give college “a go”, not sure of theicsess. Most (if not all) came to college
thinking that their lack of qualifications indicatesomething negative about their

learning ability. How do these two attitudes rekatenotivation and achievement?

Identity and motivation

Carol Dweck’s (2000) theories on attitudes and wabibn are useful in explaining this
connection. When people (findings came from stuffis age five to undergraduates)
are faced with a difficult task there are two typésesponses: one is motivated by the
desire to perform while the other by the desireeton. Translated to my students, these
were the “give it a go” and the “cannae do thapety. Although Dweck presents these
as types, my experience is that students displadifidrent attitudes in different
circumstances although, at times, (particularly fost entering college) they had a
global attitude to their ability where the “can®’ddominated the “give it a go”. If you
are a mastery orientated person (according to Dwegken you are faced with a
difficult task you become more engaged, often um& pwn resources and increase the
overall effort you put into solving the problem. imy study, this is similar to the way
my students approached tasks which had loose bdesdavhat they called self-

directed learning”.

These behaviour patterns are unrelated to actubdyafpweck 2000). Dweck links
some high performers with the desire to reach gaadsperform; learning is secondary.
This often results in the brighter person not tegtihemselves on tasks they are not
confident of mastering, for fear of failure. Thosterdents who were mastery oriented
performed better because they had a belief in phegtential and were not so concerned
with “looking smart” and validating their 1Q as thevere in learning and developing,

even if it meant making mistakes.
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At the root of these behaviours is the belief thdelligence is innate, finite and

somewhat immutable.

...the entity view sees ability as a fixed trait, amvariant, frequently innately
determined or God-given...(Claxton 1996: 54)

Many of the students in this study came to colledh this view (John’s comment about
not having any ‘O’ levels sums it up). So the iatew question which asked the Non —
Highers about what made them think they could sedtagas a good indicator of what
Dweck category the students came under. This isonsay that every student who said
they were willing to “give it a go” carried thatitiking with them to all tasks but it may

give an indication of their motivation.

Dweck warns against the universal praise ethos lwkiocminates some educational
thinking. Children should be praised for effort,t fior completing tasks they can do
easily. Praise for easily mastered tasks confitmeg tviews that 1Q is essentially fixed
and doesn’t lead them to consider the developménntelligence. The point is to
change “can’t do” into “give it a go”. For the skmds in my study, one of the primary
steps to changing their learner identity was tongleathe way they thought about their
ability to develop. This questioning of the assuom underlying the view of
intelligence (the “entity” view), relates to the yv¢he students came to reassess their

label of “school failure”, discussed later in thisapter.

Identity beyond school: work and college

Lecturers Valuing their opiniohl increased students’ self-confidence. Lecturers
encouraging them to use their life experience tmkthin ways that confronted
“established” truths may have given them the carfak in their own ability to think
and problem-solve. It may have given them the agairand insight to re-assess the
learning identity they had as a legacy from schéslLynn says, I'believed what they
(the teachers) told me but life experience taughttiat I'm not stupid. If learning in

the workplace can be seen to have meaning trab$fet@ other situations, then formal
(school/university) learning loses its rarified haed assumes a lesser place in the

hierarchy of learning. Many of the day-release shisl on the HNSLN course say that
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when they came to college they began to think abmiimplications of their practice.
Learning for them is not just a confirmation ofith@aily practice but an affirmation of
their learning ability. Good workers make good teas. Doing and then thinking about
doing may result in a heavy toll of mistakes, Huisia way to understand principles
within a situated context. A common attitude hejdhe day release students (they came
to college from work for one day a week) was tletection on practice in a tutored
classroom setting allowed them the space and supporform frameworks for
understanding the theory behind the practice. liegrm college confirmed that what
they had been doing intuitively had a substantiabtetical tradition. By bringing their
knowledge of practice into the college and usinm it formal context to substantiate
theories of learning, they not only see that treree different ways of learning but that
application is, in itself, a legitimate way to conf their disposition to learn.

One of Weil’s (1986: 225) interviewees said:
Re-encountering the system as an adult jarred rtee ri@alising what was

happening again. Once again, the formal system’tdalifow for thinking,

curiosity, enthusiasm, reflecting. Nothing to dahmny experience as a learner

[outside]. But it has given me the confidence to express ggdse as a learner,
and to challenge. | know what | need as a learnaow know I've only just

started. But application is crucial for me. (my arohing)

Although the “system” did not allow for the quadii that the student above showed
elsewhere, what she did find was the confidencechallenge the system. My
interviewees also expressed this sense of frustratith their initial labels as “stupid”
and not worth investing in, because they could Bew the formal system and,
particularly their experience of schooling, didaltow them to flourish as learners and
that this may not have been their fault. The redpahuses the metaphor “jarred” and
says “again” — a realisation that this classroord bH the stultifying aspects of her
school context. For the student quoted above, tlenge has come about through
confidence to “express her needs as a learnersheads able to hold onto her identified
best way of learning through application. What #tisdent has arrived at (and we can
only assume that the right conditions were provittedllow the student to reach this

knowledge) is how she learns. This may sound likemall step in changing learner
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identity but | would argue that the process by Wwhstudents arrive at this stage is one
which encourages them to reflect and critically rapge their personal educational
history, set this within the context of the worlagtment and out-of-school life in which
they learn, and then to look at these metacognéleeents as an integral part of their
learning life. It means that when they say, “Thlighe way | learn”, it is not simply a
statement contextualised within a formal educasdnation, but a statement which
constructs their identity in other areas of thde.|Roslyn makes this point when she
describes therfext stage”in her learning career as doing a job well, ansl ithlinked to
“self-belief”. To labour a point, it is essential that the regtring of your learner
identity, upon which this study suggests that etlacal success depends, becomes a

part of how you define yourself.

Student: socio-cultural aspects and psychologicapalication

As previously stated, question five of the intewiehich was designed to elicit answers
on learner identity was less illuminating than lmgkat the interviews as a whole. The
interviewees’ thoughts on their learning abilityrevescattered throughout the text. The
answers were that success (passing assessmentselpad; confidence to learn was

encouraged by supportive comments from staff amuispand some felt that there was
always the disposition to learn but that school hatlbrought that out. For some, the
status of student provided afego boost (Roddy); for some, support and

acknowledgement of their ability and, for some,c&ss in terms of a qualification, were
required. My initial thinking had been that onceyttiook on the serious status of being
a student, (which, to me, meant learning) they &tdted to create their new self-
definition: this in turn led to more confidencethreir intellectual ability and thus made
them better and more successful learners. Thisnfitgith Emler’s findings (2001) that

success affects self-esteem, not the other waydroun

Learning has become part of their self-definitiBnguably, it is their redefinition which
allows them to see themselves as successful. Timegond that experiential empirical
evidence that is obvious to keen and experiencesgrobrs in classroom interaction,
further data comes from the students in that tlagytbey have become readerfvg
read about a dozen books whereas before | nevelr adaook” Joanne). Some students
who had never read texts which might be descrilsesuastantial came to see this as a

part of their life (Now, I'll lift a book to do with psychology, any ygbkology,
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sociology..” Elaine McN.). Once students take on this seriasigect of self-definition,
they often call it “getting the bug”, and see itaaway of defining their lifelong learning
status. John described how, once he started legritinvas like being on a roller-

coaster”.

The learner identity question in the interview heem was one which made them
uncharacteristically hesitant. Many of them saasifa social definition at first. The word
“student” carried with it a class profile; it alsssumed youth and a certain insouciant
attitude to life. However, on further questioningdaprompting, they were able to take
on board the intellectual qualities of being a stidand reflect that theyfédel
intelligent’ (Emma). They linked being a student with confidenThe first year | read
the lot whereas this year | feel more like a stauderl feel, no | know, | am more
intelligent this year than | was last year(Lynn). This comment requires some
explanation. What Lynn meant was that when she fiasne to college she couldn’t
discriminate what was useful so she rethe 1ot but now that she ismore intelligent’,
she can discriminate, so this made her feel liketualent. This subtle comment on
making strategic decisions about what is requil@dldéarning is dealt with in detail
through the ideas of Claxton (1996) and Entwist@96) in Chapter 8.

For many, the definition of student meant makingattempt at learning — they were
given a challenge which they accepted: others med#uke achievement of passing the
first year to take on board the definition of stodéAfter passing the first year of the
HND course, Margaret M. saidNow I'm a student For some, being a student meant
“bettering yourself(Carrie-Anne) and bettering your family’s life @hces. Many of the
mothers made some reference to “others”; eithagite their children more choice in
life (Emma) or doing it for myself, not for the children,(Ann). For John it was about

“taking chargé and putting somestructure back in his life.

Many of the students made socio-cultural statememtsch recognized social
stratification and the relationship between clagsegences, educational qualifications
and social mobility. They understood that a degsesore than a qualification. Here
again, Roslyn C. provides some apt comments omelagonship between achievement
and self-definition. Next stage is to say I've got a job and | do itlweébu can’t have

one without the other. It's more of a self-belidight students made some comment
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similar to ‘it raised my opinion of mysel{Liz). Some translated the rise in self-
confidence to intellectual change rather than $otiafeel intelligent,{Emma). The
class and intelligence factors overlapped. Havimgd&l qualification or a degree meant
you were intelligent; they didn’'t use the word “edted”. Perhaps the word educated
had class links that these students didn’t feelfodmble with. This intelligence was

linked to confidence.

Another group linked the student identity to leaghimore but some considered this
additional learning as part of their job. These evarore mature students who often
rejected the “student” part of the identity and Idolave possibly substituted “worker”.
John had a similar attitude to learning and workeAdiscussing this in the interview
where they were asked to consider a student assm@weho learns, they then described
the experience of learning as an important partifef “Being a student has helped
unlock something that was always tHef&ohn). This is the same student who said his
friend had ‘O’ levels so she was smart and he didn't, so he wasnWWhile this
comment was meant ironically, there was still adus of this feeling of inadequacy,
even in someone who had gained a degree, havinge camcollege with no
qualifications. His own validation of his intelligee was not enough. Perhaps he needed

the social legitimation of qualifications, even Wehiegarding this need as yoke”.

Using Chappell’s (2003: 47) definition of the idigpntconstruction process, we can see
how the interviewees’ answers in my study can lssified as either “reflexive” (my
definition of myself arrived at through rationalopesses) or as “relational narrative”
(the construction of my identity through storiesiethare culturally determined) or
sometimes both. In answering the question on hay tlefined themselves as a student
some of my interviewees gave answers that appdardze individual constructions
(“me” the student according to my own personal egtric construct) and some defined
student as a socio-cultural construct and discute@dmatch with that picture.

Some interviewees assigned a social and classitt&fito themselves. This alternative
identity could be said to affect their learner itlignin ways similar to that of school
failure. Students were conscious of social sicatiion and how they fit into these
layers: this was often expressed Bedple like me don’t go to university” — “Girls Bk

me worked in the factory” — Our group was treatée Ithis(dismissive wave of hand)
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what do they know? Theyon’'t know how to do it. | was put by the radidtqRoslyn
C.). These definitions, which were regarded frophéegmatic distance, were partially
ironic but with an awareness of the disabling @ffe@t times it seemed as if they
rejected the image while hanging on to the disgbé&ffects. Roslyn C., in her email
confirming her case-study details, sayEhé main thing about College and University
was that every year that went by, surprised melthats still there and that no-one had
figured out yet that I'm not clever!This was the same student who was put by the
radiator in school, in order to “improve her contcation”. (This was Roslyn’s ironic
take on her teacher’s behaviour management techni@erhaps the radiator had done
more damage than she thought. What prevails far shudent is a definition that no
amount of academic success seems to countermarat.iS$\inore interesting is that this
does not prevent her from further study: my mosemné contact with Roslyn C. was a

reference request for a post-graduate course.

Identity and discourse

We live in a circulating world of discourses and are required to interpret this
discursive world. Yet discourses often remain ungrad in terms of the work

that they perform in the construction of our idees. (Chappell et al. 2003: 43)

What are the elements that affect the change idigposition to learn? How learning is
transmitted and the way the answer is receivedtén alependent on the lecturer’'s use
of language. Gallagher’s study (2000: 43) showeditfportance of the language used
by the tutors in supporting students who had “fedigdentities: “Getting the language,
presentation and style right is crucial” (2000: .6%)sing language to enhance
understanding, speaking with the students rathan tht them, and role-modelling
thinking through the use of discourse acts asguigtic model for the students. It seems
important that the language used in areas wheredhtent is difficult to understand,
should be clear and free of academic affectati@msthe other hand, students come to
college to have theavenuesto thinking “opened up(Patricia) and one way of doing
this is to increase their linguistic precision. gaage defines us in multiple ways. For
these students, to use a new discourse carrieditvatBet of tensions which meant a re-

definition of themselves as learners, and therefseeople.
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During the course the students’ use of certain $owh language to describe their
learning identity, and the way they told their s#sr changed. Their language became
more reflective, their words and phrasing more atwve and less dogmatic. Pauline
commented in her interview on how exchanging viewd ideas with others made her
think differently, express herself in less blacktavhite terms and, eventually, change
as a person. Evidence of this change in others dram the interviews but it was also
obvious to the researcher/teacher during the coutseas not simply a matter of
adopting new vocabulary: it was an adoption of & register.

The stories the students tell of their learningd$happear individual but they are also
culturally determined.It stopped me from being an old fuddy-dud@yargaret) is one

of my favourites because it sees learning not asla youthful activity but also as an
energetic activity. The over-50s sometimes thirdt they are too old to learn, and yet
for this student learning gave her a new leaseifen The same is also true of the
language they chose to narrate their story. lt@dd said that many students, over the
two to three years they spent at college “rewrditeir stories by learning how to reflect
on their experience. Part of this rewriting was ndiag the way they spoke about
themselves. They had an understanding of “accepidbhtities” (Chappell et al 2003:
54) and the language which represented these tidsnti

What identities were available to these students?

When we tell stories about our lives we constraetsé within larger narratives
or discourses that provide criteria for evaluatthg actions, for example, the
good mother, the serious student or the entergrigiarker...seeing how their
identities are constructed through multiple, chaggand often contradictory

discourses of work, education and domestic liféar@ 2002: 73)

The students on this course chose to weave in aindf these identities. They used their
knowledge from different areas of their lives armine to understand that all of them

contributed to their learning identity.

Richards (2006: 61) describes three types of diseoudentity which affect group
dynamics. There is discourse identity (the talkdm, situated identity (student) and the
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transportable identity (mother of disabled childpgort assistant in schools, advocacy
worker). The transportable identity is the one $e to generate discussion. The “student
talker” has an authenticity when the transportadatity as mother, worker etc. speaks.
It contextualises knowledge, particularly if theperential perspective is made explicit.
It also gives students an opportunity to use previexperience, enter the debate on their
own terms and see themselves as fulfilling manggolt enables them to have an
overview of their social and cultural roles whicha step towards understanding how
their world functions. It represents the self dzen.

Language is used in determining a set of socialcattdral “facts” about a person. This
discursive determination is an interesting idea eerdainly evident in the classroom in
further education and in the higher education fater, but, like all determinisms, does
not help to open up avenues for interpretationutiigty is limited. It is more useful to

view discourse and its role in identity formatios having both constraining and

enabling qualities. Individuals exist in multipleropeting discourses.

...they clash, compete and interact with each othygening up the possibility of
the emergence of new understandings, knowledgispretations and points of
resistance in the construction of selfhood. (Chimbeal. 2003: 43)

The students had a way of talking about workpla@etce, a way of discussing their
personal frustrations and victories and a way oftrdouting in language discussion
groups, all of which required adjustments to theays of speaking as, for example,
mothers. In addition to this linguistic versatilithey learned more formal, oratorical
skills in making presentations in class. Over th® tyears of the HNSLN course,
students begin to talk about themselves usingréifiteterms, tones and presentation. It's
as if they began writing in pencil and finishedbiold ink. As the interviews indicate,
they gained confidence: one lecturer commented @rmer student, She even talks

like a degree student(Lori).

Identity as narrative
Self-definition through the telling of stories isaay of representing yourself to others.
Depending on the nature of the course the studeattaking, this representation occurs

at different levels and to different degrees. Ois tHN course there was a lot of
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storytelling. Making sense of themselves as learngave them an insight into
understanding the learning patterns and pathwaystltdrs. By telling stories they
learned to define themselves in their many rolgsarAfrom their learner role in college
and at work placement, they were also a memberedraing community on both sites.
There was a dimension of being an individual ampcaup member in their stories; this

dimension was also demonstrated in their interviews

The students came to define themselves througle stesies, told on a daily basis. The
point was that they had to be guided towards thpomance of the self-definition
through narrative; that is, to be convinced thatythad a story to tell and know that it
was being listened to. It is the tacit understagdaithin the class culture of knowing
who speaks, when, and in what position of author{§offield 2004). The
acknowledgement of this authority (for exampleaagorker in a particular institutional
setting) was made explicit by the tutor and rectigmiof this contributed to their change
in learner identity. Data from the second questioithe questionnaire confirmed that
being encouraged to give their opinions and “be®gpgnised” as an individual were
important aspects in the difference between schadl collegeiYou are treated with
more respect and encouraged more to think for yafirand offer your opinions”
(Roslyn W.). There were 21 remarks on this thenodinJalso made comments on
independent thinking andwo-way” respect.

The interview was constructed so that the time (meplot of the narrative) did not
follow chronology: school experience, then worleritcollege (with work being omitted
for the school leavers). Since the learning expegeat college was the main focus, even
though it was presented vis-a-vis school and waoret Bfe experience, the narrative
started at that point and wove in and out of th&,pattempting to give a picture which
had forces acting in a non-linear fashion. Justvaslive in a “circulating world of
discourses” (Chappell et al. 2003: 43), so we iiva circulating world of events where
old experiences accommodate new ones which anerinshaped by old ones. Hunter
(1991) expresses this when she says stories corpast and present, cause and
consequence. Chronological recording of eventssoametimes mislead: just because an
event follows another doesn't indicate causalifyetents were causal, | wanted the

students to indicate that themselves.
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There appeared to be three narratives or profiesating within the students’ stories.
There was the initial school failure profile; thérere was their own assessment which
told them that the school story was not the whale. @ his insight may have been what
led them to college thinking they could make a §dheir second chance. The third
profile was the one they told of their college exgrece where they became effective
learners. This final overlay was still susceptitdehe original, partially imposed, school
failure narrative: many of the students were stitredulous that they had “made it” or
wondered why no-one had found them out yet. Ro§lys comments in a previous
section are an example of this. John’s story was flll of conflicting statements about

his self-definition as a learner.

How do these three self-definitions — the initimlep the more reflective one and the
newly constructed one at college — help us to wstded their learner identity? While
concepts like identity are rarely directly knowalitecould be safe to say that for these
students the three narratives acted as insightstimg social and emotional aspects of
learning. They also used their knowledge of idgnitit their work with others with
learning disabilities to overcome entrenched at@tuto learning. It is perhaps these
insights that acted as catalysts in their careasiceh of supporting people with
difficulties/disabilities, many of whom would habeen classed as “school failures”. To
compound the complexity there was another narrasiking place: this could be termed
the metanarrative. It was the researcher’s storythefse students’ stories which

constitutes this study.

Identity and pedagogies

Learner identity is predicated, in part, on pedagggraditions. These traditions (Boud
in Chappell 2003:12) assume a certain type of Erarhhey present a student as static
and therefore do not fit into the research issuba¥ students change. However, it is
useful to examine them in the light of how the tearidentity fits into a set of teaching
discourses which are predominant in further edanai®f the four traditions that Boud
discussesself-directed, learner-centred, critical pedagagydthe learning machineall
form part of the FE ideology to differing degre@he first two identities are what
educators strive towards, they are part of thelagoand the rhetoric of prospectuses
and course descriptors. The third, critical pedggagsides within a more radical

tradition of education for social change which, sidering the college population (many
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students with minimal qualifications) should be arfi¢he aims of the further education
college. The fourth, the learning machine, may beatwmany vocationally driven

courses actually manage to achieve.

The purpose of this section is to relate these [@esnto learner identity. How do

pedagogies help to create/constrain student ites®itWhat happens in college to alter
these self-perceptions? There is still an assumpmtfovhat makes an academic success
and how intervention in the form of certain teachapproaches can change the way we

learn.

It is not clear whether these traditions assume ghalents, by nature, respond to them
or that, through ways of teaching, they develop these types of learner. It would seem
that these pedagogies rely on a student’s natuspbsition towards them (hence the

emphasis on learning styles) but that they alsdatiighape these student identities at the
same time, perhaps because a style of teaching aititer the teacher or the subject.
Some of the students in this study who came tcegelldescribed themselves as self-
directed, and some became self-directed; this eapthat the self is able to reflect on

and learn from experience. Some teaching approamfgesearner-centred and assume
the learner has an “authentic self” and that lewyrior them is an integrated event, both
cognitive and affective, resulting in some kind lgfarning behaviour. Learner-

centredness is central to the teaching approadsessded in Chapter 8.

Self-directed learning and identity: taking control

Teaching approaches, those that “facilitate” leagniand encourage self-directed
learning, embrace a different image of the sucoédsfarner. The data from the
interviews with the students with Highers shed sdiglet on this. A connection was
made between choice and responsibility: many stsdechoed Scott’'s equation:
“Choice is responsibility. Those with no Highers translated the choice ih&ofirst step
into college. They chose to come to college ang these the subject. This was the first
step towards self-direction. “Participation stawvith self-evaluation” (Cross 1981: 126).
In pedagogical terms, this choice is more than @aksccommitment: choice and
decision-making involves higher order thinking EkilThose students with Highers
maintained that when the parameters were not diawithem (as they had been in

school), they made their own. Deciding what areaesearch and in what depth were,
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essentially, cognitive choices. Some students estidhthat they probably went farther
along the path in investigating than if they ha@rbgiven specific boundaries. They
pursued areas of interest at a deeper level. Dbregribed it asrore scope

In many situations nothing is more likely to pred#ugood thinking than defining
terms at the start. For another thing certain kiofdearning seem to take place
only if people remove their shoulders from the leamof a goal for a while and
engage in non-instrumental behaviour. Most wisechess have a sense of
paradoxes involved in learning; how the hardestghiare often learned only

when the students stop trying or stop practisiBthqw 1979: 132)

“Non-instrumental” behaviour may be what the studeme talking about when they say
that if they are allowed to follow their own pathsd not the prescribed ones of
educational tramlines, they may produce better whirkany case, it will be theirs and

this seemed to be a quality that many studentsstedan.

For one student the choice to engage in educagpresented something deeper than it
being just non-compulsory. Having the autonomyeoide what and when you wanted
to learn was directly related to they she was learning. It is worth quoting Ruth D.’s
answer in full. The difference between school aaliege is “..choice. | wanted to be
there. At school you had to be there. It was albowt much you wanted to put into it. It
was open...more discussion, more conversationalast thhe students’ own idead He
tutor] would pull ideas out of your head...not just what'yewgot to do. It was about
what | wanted to get out of it. | chose to be tliere

The circular structure of her comments indicatesompletion: she begins with self-
determination and she ends with it. In the middie sames techniques and events that
contributed to her learning and (presumably) enédnthis autonomy. Perhaps the
maintenance of control is essential in a learnmgrenment. Here Ruth is very much in
control; she made the choice to come to collegeclose how engaged she would be in
the process; she and her fellow students had #ssidhll the tutor had to do waguil”
them out of their heads. She makes a distinctionvden doing (here she meant
assessment and fulfilling outcomes) and thinkirrggting and using ideas). This choice

indicates a level of motivation and it also illadas the level of personal commitment
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that effective learning requires. It may be thatethe student recognises that the origin
of learning is seated within the self then thisvides the basis for taking responsibility
for that learning. If we see it as outside our oointas happening fromott theré, it
may remain a peripheral information-gathering esercather than lasting learning.

Where self-directed learning affects learner idgrappears to be that it begins, for these
FE students, in the choice to resume educatioturéan school is damaging enough: to
put yourself deliberately in the path of failure t@gurning to a place of education would
seem foolhardy. It continues in class with the chadf how and what to study. This
sounds as if it is another way of saying that tlweinfidence in their learning being
successful has increased; it has, but it is mama that. It is an understanding that the
sense of self as learner can be cognitively coattduand while it resides in the socio-
emotional aspects of our behaviour, it is the mewsaof the thinking that form the

engine for that behaviour.

Critical pedagogy and the learning machine

“Critical pedagogy” (Boud in Chappell 2003) doest mat too well within the
conservative ethos of FE colleges, because it theestudent as someone distorted by
ideology, who has been deprived of decision makawnglties and is a product of “the
system”. It is not that FE colleges would deny digabling effects of being labelled a
failure or that our students are deeply affectedhay label when they arrive at college,
but it is not a tradition that contains a cost-efifee solution. If we see students as
requiring to be liberated by Freirian influencedtmction, through a process of social
change, it may require more than our limited resesirwill allow. The students’
comments in their interviews on how the collegersewchanged their way of thinking
and particularly their way of thinking about leargiby questioning “established truths”,
confirms that critical pedagogy was an element led tnstruction on this course.
However, this critical thinking approach does unsesablished lines of authority and
can have an unsettling effect on students’ attgau@nce they gain confidence, it would
seem that social change is something they can tak#gemhowever, the lecturer has to be

careful of self-esteem and intrusion.

The fact that some of my students began to thinkhefnselves as readers, (John

mentioned getting “inquisitive” through readiRpagged Trousered Philanthropistnd
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appeared to change in the way they examined evenyadlems, taking on board more
than one perspective, and were able to participaie network which furthered their
career, are all examples of this kind of changethéumore, the HNSLN course lent
itself to critical pedagogy because of its subjgte. Theories of learning disability and
social inclusion question traditional methods aretause it concerns people who are on
the margins of society, social change was an int@icd explicit central concern. It may
not be so easy to weave this into more practieasaof FE study (although colleagues
in the construction department spoke of student® Wdarned different forms of
discourse and protocol when seeking referencepba. This is a practical outcome of

critical pedagogy.)

The final learner identity, “the learning machir(®bud in Chappell 2003), assumes that
students are there to absorb and be “produced’naa conveyor belt and, while the
college rhetoric denies it, this student as prodsidtequently a reality in skill-based
instruction. For many adult returners, this waytedching may remind them of their
school days. It may also be a system into whicloaicleavers can slip comfortably into.
Examining the interviewees’ comments, this is et type of learning they valued and,
although some commented on how difficult the trémsifrom learning machine to self-
directed learner was, there was complete consehatithe latter was the more effective
way to learn. It was also a preferred definitioron@nents on working being your
“own”, not regurgitated from handouts, knowledgenaag from discussion and others
rather than out of textbooks, all attest to thedstus’ investment in a learner profile

which was more assertive and independent thareaniley machine”.

All pedagogies assume that learners can changertione that they can learn. Students
often do not share this assumption. Before theyctemge a poor learner identity, they
need to learn that thegan learn, that their intelligence can be developedaugh
different ways of using their experiences in aeetle and critical way. Just because
they are in FE, they are not limited to skills-lthdeaining. Dweck’s (2000) theories,
discussed earlier in this chapter, have relevaece. interest in learningrfore” (Ruth)
and attitudes which are willing togive it a go” have more potential than raw
intelligence.

175



Two examples will serve to illustrate how methods de used in developing learning.
One method of intervention that is current is tlkeognition of learning styles and

teaching to that preferred style. It is an accomatiod approach rather than an
additional approach. Some FE colleges use one efnthny on-line learning styles

questionnaires so that students can determineghefierred learning style. This process
may be useful in that they learn about their optilearning strategies. Raising student
awareness of metacognitive strategies may incrigseknowledge about how best to
study. This may be the first step to a changeamiler identity. This evaluative step may
be the first stage in the learner giving serioussateration to “being a student”. To use
these results as a basis for pedagogical accomioodagy not be the best approach for
adaptability. To increase learning skills and a enpositive learner identity, rather than
accommodating students’ learning styles, teachemkideach them new learning styles
so they become more flexible learners. This is voichthe preferred learning style

becoming a learning difficulty when they come torkvan the outside world as the

workplace is less accommodating to individual |eagrpreferences.

Another current teaching approach is experienteriding, particularly in further
education, through the context of work. It could @eyued that this is more an
explanation of the context than a pedagogical amtroand there is some vagueness as
to its nature. However, its prevalence in FE andltalarning theories requires its
examination here. Moon (2004) lists a dozen deédfing of experiential learning. Some
describe it as a process which reflects on an expe and for some it is “unstructured,
individualized” and “unconsciously acquired” (NobteMoon 2004: 109). It seems as if
all 12 definitions have contradictory elementsthie context of this study experiential
learning will mean an experience that you havedthege and work placement rather
than a process. Reflection and critical analysishat experience will be discussed as

critical thinking in Chapter 8.

Since all people experience events differentlydlen be no safe way of categorising
what happens with experiential learning. It is sefesay that the college experience
offers opportunities by which learning can takecpléby doing things outside the

traditional classroom set-up. It seems to me that iis about as precise as you can be
with the definition of this type of event. Using pexience to learn and create more

adaptable learners relies on a complex set of keayd. The college lecturers have to be
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familiar with the work setting, they have to knowwh best to elicit stories from this
setting and how to then draw out the universaliapfpbn of the context-specific story.
Nicci’'s comments on how this was done on this HNStdurse are quoted in the
previous chapter. This approach affected theimkrardentity in that it afforded them

another way of looking at how to define intelledtakility through practical application.

It perhaps gave them an air of authority and eigerh making their story relevant and
hence see themselves as contributors to the knge/lgdined by the group. Experiential
learning may be constraining in its effect on studeidentity when the tutor interprets
for the students or, for a host of understandableonsasnstructs them on what to do

with little reflective understanding (hence therteag machine).

For the students who had no Highers, school edutathd not acted in their favour, and
while many of the students who had been out at weorksidered themselves to have
learned something, they may not have given therasehat label of learner. (John was a
classic example of a student who had had many fmliswho still equated intelligence
with school success.) Learning at work and acadésmaiting are considered by some of
the students to be different things. Some wouldhaste used learning and work in the
same sentence although for the case study, Jolthfaanmany of the day-release
students, they were one and the same thing. Fof #ile students (including those with
Highers) the appeal of the course was its practoatent. They were out at work
placement for two days each week from Septembelr lurte. Most of them associated
learning with school success and although the mnateire learners understood the value
of learning through work, linking it to academi@taing was a new idea. In relation to
their learner identity they could see themselveSssasart at work”(Lynn) but not relate
this to intellectual ability. Success at secondaulyool seemed to determine intellectual
ability, and work was about being a competent adith little reference to being a
learner. Although linking practice and theory amns of the underpinning tenets of
vocational education, it is not taken as read limking experiential competence with
more formal knowledge occurs in all contexts. Tigtoyractical application they came
to learn that ways of learning are various and riatteted. They also came to learn
(surprising for some) that, through cognitive asalythey could learn in a traditional,
academic way from the workplac&/ou learned new ways to gather information. You

transferred (it) to your workplace...you had to figusut who to ask,(Alison, one of
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the first cohort to gain a degree). Research, @asen, reflection and critical thinking

as well as “thinking on your feet” were all partwbrk experience.

Using experiences and stories from workplace mracin an explicit way as a
teaching/learning tool requires knowledge of thekmontext and understanding their
particular discourse (how they talk about their kvand their place in that context). How
the students fit into these dynamics two days akvieea year, and what they can learn
from it, may be consciously tutored through stdtytg, reflection on practice and the
application of this new knowledge in reformed picet(reference has been made to

Kolb’s theory in the Literature Review).

What makes one teaching approach more effectivee(ms of reflection, metacognition
and confidence) than another? It could be said shate pedagogies embrace distinct
types of learner — the academic student — the pesdm is able to extract and process
information and return it in a form which passearag. This “traditional” portrait of the
learner fits in with many of the narratives of tsidents in this study who did not
conform to this image, and who thought (like Jotina because they did not, they were
“stupid”. What happened at college was a partiahsgessment of this definition —
partial, because, even though some gained a ddfere,remained a surprise at having
done so.

Changing the disposition to learn is the unwrittask of the FE college: its hidden
mission statement. By acknowledging and teachirgg rttany ways and contexts in
which learning can take place, the further educagtodent can change her or his learner
identity.

Learning relationships

Relationships with staff, with peers, friends, famand work colleagues (both in work
placement and in their own jobs which supplemetitedt income) contributed to their
changing sense of themselves. The primary compoogrthese relationships was
support. (John sought support structures withirhgager group, from NC to degree
level.) These took on different characteristicypeteling on the source. In some cases it
was a family member or close friend bolstering fradile” (Gallagher 2000: 43) learner

identities to keep them on the course through titeal phases of uncertainty. Support
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from staff was given by 65% of those with no Higheas the main contributor to their
success. This support was seen to ddevdys an open dobrMargaret), giving useful
feedback, hot short-changing, two-way respé¢lohn), having faith that they could do

it” (Elaine 1.). Gallagher et al. (2000: 34) foundtthehen teaching staff took “ a
personal interest in the general well-being of stug” showing a consideration of their
personal circumstances, this type of relationshas wkey to students developing a
stronger learner identity”. Support from peers wseen to be exchanging skills,
swapping ideas, legitimating similar responsesauwtpting dissimilar ones, as material
for thought; it was providing practical advice am@éssurance at 2 a.m. the night before

an essay was due.

Within the communities of practice (Lave and Wen#@81) learning relationships are
seen as central. Supervisors and colleagues iwahnigplace were seen as important in
bringing them within the nexus of the professiord agiving them a status (albeit
peripheral) even though, as students, they wergpereenced and could be seen as
marginal to the work situation. Constant feedbawk&nitoring, appraisal and referral to
their practice (observed by college tutor on vjsidl contributed to the sense of

belonging to a professional group and network.

The college group could also be seen as a commuihitgractice where learning
relationships were forged. Lave and Wenger (20Q8) tlefine communities of practice
as those in which members are mutually engaged joina enterprise, demonstrating

similar behaviour,

where members have different interests, make ddveomtributions to activity
and hold varied viewpoints...it implies participationan activity system about
which participants share understandings concermihgt they are doing and
what that means in their lives and for their comities.

It has been demonstrated that the classroom wasratiunity of practice” and there is

a relationship between a culture of flexibility andgotiation whereby the students can
approach the lecturer to determine ways of effectearning. All those open doors

indicated a degree of reciprocity. Wlomen, Education and TraininglcGivney (1993:

61) says:
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According to people experienced in teaching womntehethresholdstage, courses need
to be both structured and sufficiently flexible ifmcorporate elements arising from
experience, discussion and negotiation. Tutors wugrkt this level stress that although
forward planning is essential, some negotiatiocaitent and methods is an important
part of the learning process and hastens the hgilofi self-esteem. (My italics. Note the

metaphor which relates to the door metaphors ugddddstudents.)

The activities through collaborative learning (sharresearch, skills, materials, ideas)
and discursive exchange were consistent methodsaofing on the HNSLN course.
They provided other sites for learning partnersiwpgh enabled the students to gain in

confidence.

Actors in research: having a voice

| have not read any studies on the effect of thieggaant being an actor in the research.
In my research | was surprised at the level ofregein the findings, the willingness to
participate and the response rate. Three (only) ey didn’t want to be interviewed
because they didn’t think they héanything worthwhile to say"although no-one said
they weren’t worthy! The relationship between thetlirer and her students may have
been a factor but | think it was mainly that theqass itself was an affirmation of their
worth. As academic second-chancers they were lggiren an opportunity to discuss
and advise on learning matters. They were beinguted not as parents, workers or
spouses, but as learners. The research definedateorch (the opening statement of the
interview stated the intentions) and they were ¢pelocumented. Their ideas and
thoughts became permanent. The effect of the refsgaocess on their self-definitions
as learners cannot be estimated here. This effeathat appears to be a significant

event, often goes undocumented in the literature.

Summary

The students who had no Highers gained a new tefindf their ability from work and
experience outside school; however, for most, mtauntil they came to college that
they saw themselves as learners. Their confidanteeir learning ability increased. Did
those students who were already receptive and badaken on board their school

definition have a “learning readiness” which thellewge experience tapped into?
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Probably. Was it a case of a change of self-deimithrough confidence building?
Also, probably. Put simply, the process was this: students gained knowledge of the
way they learned; they used group discussion than@e experience at placement and
investigate ideas through stories. They combinedir thearning with practical
application, they became confident that their ownaividual learning story was part of
the critical process of self-assessment and themwyéel to trust their thinking. To put it
into a learner identity construct: they had takemership of their learning, discovering
that their disposition to learn could change. Tkisonstruction was partly due to support
from peers and staff seated in a discursive clagsrmontext whereby exchange of ideas
occurred within an environment of trust and reagjiso In conclusion, their disposition

to learn was affected by a combination of factors.

The element of learning which had the most effectlvanging the learner identity that
they brought to college is not learning their predd style or through work competency
(although these make a contribution) but througé trecognition and analysis of
assumptions” (Chappell et al. 2003: 16) on whiasthidentities were constructed. They
gained knowledge about themselves and learninghvupported them in questioning
the “performance criteria” on which previous assessts had been based. One of the
specific ways they did this was to change themkimg as regards to intelligence. They
saw it as having a capacity for development. Thigtivated them and gave them

encouragement.

They were encouraged to tell their own stories h#irt education and the way they
learned; knowledge of learning and pedagogy méwattthey could critically reflect on

their own learning paths to see that learning intexts other than school was valid.
They could also validate this through applying timslerstanding in teaching others. The
lecturer’s interactive role as a language mediatat enricher, as well as facilitator of
group discussion, enabled them to use languagdairtk differently; this critical ability

was, among other things, applied to their own kit learn and to seek new definitions
of themselves as learners. The next chapter wok lat how these learning behaviours

are situated in pedagogical traditions.
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CHAPTER 8

LEARNING, TEACHING, PEDAGOGY AND MULTIPLE IDENTITIE S

Teachers are “human events, not a transmissiocae{Bruner 1986: 126).

This chapter sets out to link what the studentd abhout successful learning to teaching
methods. It examines the three main areas contidpub success indicated in the

questionnaire dataupport from staff, teaching methodsandself-directed learningit

is connected to the previous two chapters on drsepudiscussion and group learning
and learner identity in that it shows how, througiipportive teaching and learning

approaches, these students made a transitionchagger will argue that what we do in

the classroom, the act of teaching and the culhee surrounds it, are deliberate and
structured acts. Two of these students, Elainad.Rwoslyn, will be used as case studies

to show how the teaching in the classroom led feecg¥e learning.

Put simply, the data told us that support fromfstaid to a lesser degree, students, and
teaching methods, mainly discussion, led to sedaled learning and also to a positive
learner identity. This chapter will examine the coam “identities” of college lecturers
and show how they contribute to this picture ofuacessful learner that the students

have given us.

A shift in emphasis: the recovery of teaching

The transition from learning to teaching is oneewfphasis. There is a symbiotic
relationship between the two and the only serioay W evaluate teaching is through
learning. Hence, this study started with what tinelents had to say about their learning.
The fear and avoidance of the term “teaching” iniEEooted partially in the power
relationship we try to skirt around in adult lean These power relations are often
resident within didactic modes of teaching, altHotlge “facilitator” can often be just as
controlling as the “chalk and talk” teacher. Thesitency in FE in referring to
“teaching” may also be because of the status oftehehing qualification specific to
further education. Many college lecturers are natlifjed in teaching, but for those who
have gained the Teaching Qualification (Furtherdadion) the qualifying brackets may
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detract from its status. The further education wew the only sector that contains
teachers qualified at three different levels (pmynaecondary and tertiary). Primary and
secondary teaching qualifications allow you to kegcfurther education but the TQ(FE)
does not provide the same benefits. Apart from doelification, the history of

recruitment has emphasised the skill-based competen the vocational area (the
“essential” part on the application form whereas thaching qualification is merely

“desirable”). Industrial experience and vocatioagpertise are sometimes more highly
valued than the ability to teach. It may also b&vay of accommodating the non-
qualified status of some FE lecturers. The downgmpdf teaching and the consequent
emphasis on vocational skills may be the resukBfcolleges excusing the slowness of
the costly process of qualifying their staff. Itideresting that training teachers (after
all, teaching is a vocational skill) is not seentire same light as the training of

plumbers.

Thus the rhetoric surrounding the concept of teagliias been tentative. Learning is
emphasised over teaching. Legitimacy for this isfoeced by educational psychology
and educational practice taking the same roadjiftarent reasons, and so it appears we
are in step with current educational practice wheriact, we are missing the vital
component by not linking how students learn with Way we teach. It is almost as if the
learning has become disengaged from the teaching.

In FE, the words used to describe the teachinggsoften get in the way: words like
“facilitator”, “deliverer”, and “reflective practibner”. They are not specific, give no
indication of what is to be done and serve as i fof obfuscation. To understand their
meaning and why we need to question their useettems will be discussed and then
related to the data. None of these words was ugemhp of the interviewees, despite
their knowledge of them. The reasons for this cdaddthat it is not a precise enough
term; they may have felt awkward using such prabesd terms or it may be that this

word had no meaning for them in terms of their lasm experience. Buried within

these terms are some useful characteristics fehieg. Essentially my argument is for
the reclamation of the term teachimgrelation to learning.Teaching principles that

may constitute effective learning for some groupBB students are outlined in the final

chapter.
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2 case studies: Elaine I. and Roslyn C.

Elaine I. and Roslyn C. were chosen as case stbéieguse they went from NC to BA
and they represented the adult returner and th@os&aver, having come to college at
ages 25 and 16 respectively. Also, they had diffedtitudes to ways of learning
especially in their use of language. There wereilaiities in that their central

component of success was their relationship wittuters.

For Roslyn, language was important. She thouglefeby about the words she used and
was a fluent speaker and writer. Elaine had an siipoal relationship with language
and was openly reluctant to change her mode ofesspmn. She maintained a rigidity
with register in the classroom and found it diffta adapt to a different discourse. She
had a similarly edgy relationship with success,vking she “could do it” but not quite
believing in her success. For both students (anddban, the first case study) it was the
relationship with the tutor and the student groupiclv was the key factor in their

Success.

Elaine I.

Elaine came to college to do her NC when she waSB& had one Standard Grade. She
wanted to enhance her job prospects and she wéissthetudent who found a job with a
relatively (for this area) high status and salaryniatch after gaining her degree. She felt
that the staff support she received at collegelastihg effects and it took her through
university and into her present job as Home-Schaok Worker. Elaine, who came
across as a very independent actor and thinker, neasconfident in her ability to
succeed, had no relationship with the learner ideand had only minimal remarks
about the learning experiencesome classes were very boring...l didn’'t do so well i
them...so boring in some classes you lost the wilivid — you lost touch with the
subject”. For Elaine the experience was summed up in thédsmte that was put on
her, that staff had in her. It was still a surptiséner that she had completed the course.
“Your confidence grows — even though you know youdoait, you still don't believe it
till it happens.” The use of you and the impersonal “it happens’nigkio individual

ownership of the success, echoes a sense of sugprisuncertainty about the success.

Elaine comments on the usefulness of networks @ttiftgg on” (see final chapter for

references to social capital) through widening ipguation: “Placement is the biggest
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thing — in terms of networking. They helped medbaygood job.”"Her comments on
learning as a communal activity appeared to comrademselves. At first, she said she
saw learning as communal only wée bit...I was in it for myself\When asked what
she shared with the group, she saidwbuld have shared everything...we studied
together”. This sense of sharing will also be examined in fthal section on social

capital.

Roslyn C.

Roslyn came to college from school. She had 8 @rahGrades and no Highers. She
said she hadrtiined her chances in schdoEhe remembers being put by the radiator in
school so that the teacher could keep an eye otolmevent her chattind.Was put by
the radiator in S5 because | spent most of my thaiting in the History class, so the
teacher was moving me to keep an eye or 8te chose her college course based on
the work experience at 16 in a special school aadtimg a girl with Down’s syndrome
on a beach —the only thing | had to fall back onLike John and Elaine, the learning
experience for Roslyn was about the lecturdrsotlld connect with the lecturersShe
didn’t enjoy the passive ones whiec¢ture you from hefewith her hands out in front
indicating a physical distance, this distance pesh@presenting a lack of engagement
with both subject and students. For Roslyn, a «best theme was her personal
relationship with the teacher and subjé€or the kind of learner that | am | saw the
person”. In college her Stance was valid”.Like John, validation of her ideas
contributed to her learning. Like the others she great value on her degréedt's a
good feeling to say I've got a BA. | didn’t thinlh&d the intelligence. | came from a
long history of being stupid.”

Both students replied by email to my requests foemdments, omissions and extra
biographical details (see Appendix E).
Elaine’s comments on my construction of her story:
Hi Vicki
It was nice to hear from you again — as it alwag/s i
| think it was very true what you said about menga confidence from the staff
that put it in me. | think the reason for this wasiegative school experience —

having had very little secondary education and domistant comments from
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teachers saying that | would amount to nothing *K-them is what | think now
but college was a very scary place for me to bermitegarted out and at times |
thought they might be right, and thank God theyent#r Good luck with your
research — I'd love to read what you have writtelmnew you've finished if you

wouldn’t mind.

Roslyn’s comments on her case story:

The rest is fine Vicki, I'm not so sure how much y@nt me to expand on the
“extra biographical details” so I'll just say a lite.

In primary school, | was a daydreamer with a sligpearing problem — but the
teachers didn’t know if it was genuine or selectiVkis slowed me down a lot,
plus the fact that the school was open-plannedveng noisy.

| really never excelled at anything in primary @cendary, except that | enjoyed
poetry and literature. My spelling was always gobdt I’'m not sure about my
grammar! The main thing about College and Univegrsias that every year that
went by, surprised me that | was still there anakt tho one had figured out yet
that I'm not clever! | realise now that it was hawbrk that got me through as

well as positive learning experience at college andersity.

Roslyn’s strengths were different from Elaine’shat she had a linguistic development
which she recognised and used to work out her id&4men the class was examining
theories of counselling she sat and wrote a poenpadng the three approaches. It was
lyrical, showed insight and understanding and hathacture which indicated a greater
length of time and effort that she appeared to lpatento it. In contrast, Elaine showed
little patience with any discussions on discounsd maintained a stance whereby she
refused to acknowledge that any change in her Egguwas required with her new
educational circumstances. She had a strong skatsadr language, the way she spoke
and wrote, defined her. Changing her language naag been seen as a betrayal of her
working class roots. It is difficult to say whethshre changed this at university. It did not
seem to prevent her gaining a degree. She exeagphintwistle (1996) and Claxton’s
(1996) view of strategic learners and how to sdpamaed-to-know and want-to-know.
Despite this attitude, she was an engaged and hitfoligstudent and could provide
apposite stories from work experience to exemplifgories of learning. She made

connections between ideas, practice and sociakxbrnhe was particularly skilful at
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working with children with behavioural difficultieand adept at using reflection-in-

action (Schon 1983) to work through solutions.

It is interesting that both women have degrees ya@idheir doubts about their ability

seem to remain. For Elaine and Roslyn the collegerence is related to school and
people (mainly teachers) and their relationshiphvihiem. For Elaine, motivation in

college came from the lecturers assuming she waabbta of succeeding. They also put
a value on what she said and did. For Roslyn, ¢éhetionship was central, but it was
represented by a style of teaching: more persamdividualised and more receptive to
her way of thinking. Despite this more personahtiehship, she is still conscious of the
authority role of college and university lectureseging them as routing out intellectual
imposters. For John, successful learning appeabg @bout a number of relationships:

those at work, fellow students whom he studied it the teaching staff.

All three case studies, John, Elaine and Roslyrugho the paper validation was
important and valued their degrees. All three stteldad had a negative experience at
school and bought similar learning identities tdlege. In answer to the difference
between school and college, Elaine answeredyéd college, hated schdorhis is not
guoted so much for its insight, but because ity@cal of Elaine’s terse, reductive,
linguistic style.

As a teacher | saw the similarities in these tlsteelents. They were the type of student
who could think well on their feet, come up withaginative and original solutions to
practical problems and were resourceful. They wertegood at retaining lots of facts
nor did they absorb theory easily if they couldimid a suitable application. Some of
their writing did not reflect their intelligence @nheir quick flashes of insight were not
easily transferable to assessments. They were gbatiscussing and engaging with
guestions and ideas. They were able to accommothetie thinking and could
substantiate their opinions if they had some expee to support them. They were not
good at the combative style of debate nor did tieye the use for information which is
commonly paraded as knowledge. Had | taught thepéspin secondary school | would
have labelled them as bright, quick, inventive andginative. They would have been at
the opposite end of the spectrum from “stupid”isiinot in the scope of this study to

understand how they failed at school. One possédson is motivation, another is lack
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of self-esteem and a third is that they did notehtie linear deductive and selective type
of thinking that is required for 45 minute exam sjiens. However, even although the
HN programme contained little of this type of assesnt, they managed to pass exams
at degree level so it was clear that they couldtendhis type of intellectual activity. It
would be foolish to draw conclusions based on tlegse studies, but what we can draw
from these stories is that all of them gained scordidence in their ability to learn and

that the relationship with staff and other studevds key to this.

Teacher and student: multiple identities

The use of the wordlentity in the heading above has a different meaning thahe
previous discussion on “learner identity”. Here,s#rves as a label for behaviour
exhibited by the teaching staff and students neaessarily how they expressed their
attitudes to their own learning ability. It is lessanced and layered than the learner
identity meaning. The data threw up a set of ddtéar what created effective conditions
for learning. If these criteria are expressed aslesit behaviour, they would be: self-
directed, responsible for their own learning; cati thinker; reflective practitioner;
group member and peer supporter and storytellez.fifst three will be discussed. The
others have been implicit in the previous two chegptind reappear in the model in the

final chapter.

The self-directed student

The self-directed student profile is linked to adearning theories and its understanding
of adults requiring more egalitarian and indepehgénctures than school pupils. It also
comes from the tradition of competency based legrnvhich has been dominant in
further education colleges, due to the practicalineaof its subjects and the system of
assessment. Elbow (1979) says that competency Haaeting can create the self-
directed learner if outcomes and goals are predenta way which shows that there are
many ways of reaching these goals. There is a placaising competencies with
specific outcomes for the student who lacks comigeor is returning to college because
they give the uncertain student the clarity of émel-result; they know where they are
going; how they get there can be left up to thewedhey have gained some confidence.
The students in my study said that loose parameterde them self-directed. The
gradual acceptance that better learning came fnol@piendence was voiced by all of the

25 interviewees with Highers. Many of the studemts no Highers agreed with this.
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Arguments against competency based learning agidgnand restricting are well-

documented (Brookfield 1990; Ashworth and Saxto8( %rant 1979) and they can be
almost counter-productive in a theory based subfdthough Elbow (1979) says that a
goal could be to engage in behaviour that has rel gad Ashworth and Saxton
maintain that critical thinking can be a competernbe seems somewhat fanciful in a
college where assessments (at least, proof of ses@s$) have to be rigorously applied
and evidence supplied. How exactly would you knolew the student had “attained”

critical thinking?

Is self-directed learning a description of the way learn or it is simply an acceptance
of choice and responsibility? Many of the studentthe interview said it was the choice
and decision making that made their knowledge tbein (the “appropriation” in Boud
and Walker’s (2002) terms). Brocket and Hiemst@0(@) maintain that self-direction is
both an internal process of choice and also amucisbnal process which supports that
choice-making. It changes the dynamics of theigiahip between educator and learner
and by allowing the student to determine the legyprocess it may affect the way they
learn. However, studies quoted in this 1991 re$earere mainly about who and what
was done rather than the connection between proaedsoutcomes of attitudinal
change. There was no evidence whether this madeefter learning. The students in
my study maintained that self-direction and indejgsite not only affected their

learning, it affected their understanding of selfl aheir ability as workers.

Learner as critical thinker

Helping learners acquire a critically alert castafid — one that is sceptical of claims to
final truths or ultimate solutions to problemspjgen to alternatives, and acknowledges
the contextuality of knowledge — is the quintesis¢érgducation process. (Brookfield
1990: 21-2)

Critical thinking recognizes and challenges asswmpt it recognizes that context is
important. It also carries willingness for changdhe exploration of alternatives (Jarvis
et al 1998). This willingness for change was exgedsy most of the Non-Highers: the

course had changed their thinking, their attituded their learning capacity. Pauline
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attests to this willingness when she says¢an be quite one-track but it (communal
learning) changes you. | was quite judgemental...ah see things from other
perspectives...Look at it differently."Commenting on the teaching approach using
critical reflection through discussion, she said,was pushing you more, making you
think of reasons behind it.This research and critical enquiry can be donehbystudent
alone but it is probable that when it takes placepen-ended discussion format in the
classroom where the lecturer asks questions arettdirthe discourse towards an
examination of ideological assumptions, it has aerasting effect. Specific reference
was made to this by several students. Margaret'snoents sum up the othersthe
most successful and lasting learning was done asumal activity...there was a high
involvement with discussion... we were not madedbsidy if it was not the remark
expected...(the lecturer) was steering us to a riglihere is a right, answér It is also
probable that the students with Highers who saad libhose parameters made them more
responsible for their own learning, got the conficke to pursue their own lines of
inquiry through the dynamics of some class activitye technical aspects of one way of
achieving this will be discussed in Chapter 9.

Ideas and opinions are often expressed as “natardltommon (just plain) sense” in
the classroom; it is the lecturer’s role to playitle advocate and model critical thinking
through breaking open these closed positions. Doese used in this study (education
of people with learning difficulties/disabilitied¢nds itself to this form of reflective
practice based on ideology critique (Brookfield 829Questions on what is “normal”,
how society can construct disability and the edooabf this sector are based on
ideologies of normality and mainstream society.applying for this course, which
questions those tenets of achievement and whausabte, the students may be showing

evidence of further questioning of academic cetitsn

It may be that if school has been an isolating @urpexperience then the thinking that
goes into the examination of this experience maytaio the rudiments of reflective
thinking. Difficult times don’t always have negaivoutcomes. Perhaps one of the
differences between those students with Highersthase without is that the level of
critical thinking about the education you receivedhigher if you have left school at 16
with a disinclination to learn in an academic seftibut have gained this learning

readiness through work. Your thinking may be mooadd and open to “unearthing
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assumptions” and “submitting them to critical emgui(Brookfield 1998: 128) than
those who stayed on at school to gain some fortmgsfer qualification. This is not to
say that students who stayed on are uncriticas just that if you are successful in a
system and are benefiting from it, you may not tenkdite the hand that feeds you.

The “school failures” may have reached a conclusian schooling and all that it had to
say on their ability to achieve was not the onlywa judge cognitive ability. The fact

that they have chosen to override this judgemedtapply to college means they are
questioning that verdict. The point, for this rasba is that these students with no
Highers on this HN Supporting Learning Needs counag be more open to this type of
teaching and this reflective practice based on ladgo critique. By uncovering

“hegemonic assumptions” (Brookfield 1998: 130) wegip to question structures and

power relationships. We are always looking ftive' reasons behind i(Pauline)

Critical thinking should probably underlie all e@tional activities and is one of the
intellectual functions characteristic of adult lifEhese claims are highly aspirational as
it is a difficult and uncomfortable aim to put inpoactice (Brookfield 1990). Venturing
into intellectual no-go areas can be painful andrugitive of accepted bonds of
teacher/student relationship and opens up areasteifectual challenge which the
student may be unable to cope with intellectuaiig @motionally. Brookfield offers a
rare emphasis on the emotional content of learaintyconsiders the use of discussion as
a way of acknowledging students’ ideas giving thgmablic” credibility which may
have an effect on increasing their self-esteem.afpears to take for granted the
connection between this and better learning. Howerasearch on the relationship
between self-esteem and better learning tends iademclusive at best (Emler 2001).
Although the data in my study does not indicate eauysal connection, the gain in self-
confidence and the change in learner identity viredecated by a change in cognition.
The interviews show that they began to think défety about the way they learned.

Learner as reflective practitioner
Critical thinking has to be attached to somethibgeeds to be situated in a practical
context and used with examples or it needs to eteafram reflection on these

situations. Ideas can also be seen as an exampgmnit®e theorists (Bruner 1979;
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Piaget 1959) know that learners create their ovamé&works for learning and that

effective learning requires the learners to orgaaisd set up procedures of their own.

...learning proceed(s) by working with the familiandaattempting to rearrange it in

certain ways so as to make the familiar generatetung novel.(Bruner, J.K. 1979: ix)

Learners are:

...active creators of their knowledge and framewardkmterpretation. Learning is about

searching out meaning and imposing structure. (Mo€as 1999: 2)

The students in this study learned to make thesetatal frameworks using the context
of their work placement. They worked from practicetheory. This is what | do in
placement and this is how it connects to my own efdgoking at the worldStudents
with fragile learner identities can see that theyy @mpetent in a practical setting; this
competence gives them a confidence to think aliwit actions in a more generic way.
Many of the students with no Highers said they knbefore coming to college, that
they could do the practical things. The leap froracptioner to reflective practitioner
was supported through classroom activities. Elaineas an example of a student who
was practically oriented and required a minimal antoof instruction to carry out a
successful placement; so successful that her sigpesvacted as referees. What she
learned at college was how to process knowledgepand into frameworks which were

applicable to her context.

What we, as teachers, do, and who we are, are loasexiisting pedagogic models. The
students’ criteria for effective learning need t® linked to the teaching roles. (See
Chapter 7 for discussion of Boud’s pedagogicaliti@us.) Linking teaching modes to

models can never be as linear and straightforward aounds. The clearest way to
examine the pedagogies is to examine them throhgin butcomes in terms of the

teachers they make us and the learning that enshisstask, done properly, would be a
thesis on its own. However, there is somethingetgdined by looking at roles lecturers
perform in the college classrooms and restrictimggé to the data in this study.
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These are:
teacher as facilitator;
teacher as reflective practitioner;
teacher as deliverer;
teacher as role model;

teacher as mentor.

The case for teaching and teachers

Teacher as facilitator

The term *“facilitator” comes from the adult leargitradition of seeing students as
autonomous and knowing; the role of the lecturetoidring out this knowledge and

facilitate the process of making it useful for thident. It questions the traditional
power relationship between teacher and taught srsgen as an important dynamic to
enhance learning in a classroom of adults. The vappears to give the teacher a

technician’s role, a paraprofessional, followinged of technical skills.

The European Commission argued in 1998 that tegchad been emphasised over
learning and that, to enable learners to respomdhigh tech society, they would need to
become more self-directed and autonomous (CEC itoBi&ld 2000: 136).

The teacher’s role becomes one of accompanimegilitdtion, mentoring, support and
guidance in the service of learners’ own effortsatwess, use and ultimately create

knowledge.

It is perhaps difficult to argue with this defimiti of the teacher’s role, so all
encompassing as it is. The term “facilitation” as accompaniment to the rest of the
characteristics is also valid. My data also sugptite use of these terms in the above
quote and stresses the importance the studentsnptitese roles, particularly support
and guidance. However, the students found it diffito give details on how one goes
about the “teaching” part of this. The studentsdidance, to a large part, of how this
facilitation happens was evidence that it wasrst ja set of technical skills to master,

otherwise bullet points would have been sufficient.
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The reading on educational practice gave littleghibénment on what “facilitation” was.
It seemed a vague term for some strategies (urfsgmhaiised to support learning. It is a
term that crops up in coaching adults, one-day sarsiand workshops. Sometimes a
facilitator is the interlocutor between presented audience — the translator, the bridge,
the connector. Perhaps the term can best be ddiynedhat it is not, as it seems to be an
avoidance term for teaching, rather than one whih a character of its own. It is not
didactic teaching nor is it instructional. It istei used together with experiential
learning and is often used in discussion. Makingseeof experience requires that the
facilitator understands that experience and is abléelp the student transcend the
experience and learn how to extrapolate generatiples so that it can be applied in
other contexts. The teaching method we use heseaffolding (Bruner 1960). The
facilitator provides semantic or pragmatic struetuto enable the student to build up
frameworks for understanding. It requires knowledféhe student, the subject and the
experience. This type of knowledge is built up owee and requires training; it is more
than a one-day facilitation-type exercise can achielowever, the teacher’s presence is
in retreat. The new mode of learning is predicaiadhe belief that students have the
learning within, require the right experience tingrit out and need some “facilitation”
on the way. It would seem that, within the contektmy course, it is enough that |
provide my students with effective placements dmehtgive them the opportunity to
discuss their experiences in college. Which iseet] what happens. Asking apposite
and timely questions, recognising insight or leagnihresholds, listening to language
use and providing new terms for thinking — all @wderistics of scaffolding, are intricate
processes — all more complex, as Brookfield (1998ys, than just discussing

experience.

Facilitating group activity and discussion is a hteique used frequently in FE
classrooms. My study showed that group communatitycussion and peer support
were important for progress. The teacher’s task reate opportunities for these social
learning activities. However, it is more than ailfeator’s job to link the activity with
the cognitive element (Elbow 1979). These actigitieust make cognitive sense and be
contextually relevant. Equally, social engineermgjuired for constructing networks
within the classroom, requires a knowledge of havdents learn best and how they can
support each other in learning. It is not a jobdaocial worker or a counsellor or a life

coach, although all of these jobs have elementsamhing. It is a teacher’s job.
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The word, “facilitation” questions the levels ofcgl control and the relationship of
power between student and lecturer (Coffield 20@4eems to serve a social purpose in
the classroom; it does not tell you much aboutitteof teaching.

Adult education is predicated upon creating frescefor reflection and discourse and a

reduction of the power difference between educantdrlearner. (Mezirow 1998: 13)

Wallace (1996: 19) describes this classroom approac

The emphasis is on active engagement of learnbes,ptimacy of their learning
experience, facilitation (as opposed to transngttkmowledge) and making sense of

experience through reflective dialogue betweerifatir and learner.

“Active engagement”, using experience and ‘“refleetidialogue” are all seen as
effective learning strategies but the act of “magksense” is the core of the learning
process. Wallace (1996) argues against the usepefiential learning in this loose way
because the experience is not tightly tied to tteane and to the stage of learning. The
amorphous experience and subsequent reflectionbeayf little use unless specified
and structured. If education was left solely to dcussion or at worst, the recounting,
of students’ experiences, no matter how openly eotau to the course they are, then
some students would be reduced to the limits off tn horizons. He argues for a
more controlled, constructed experiential learniigch may amount to something else
altogether: something that requires more than ditédor. It requires more than as
Roslyn C. says, someone who teaches ymni heré (arms outstretched).

Nicci’'s comments on how learning took place throtigh exchange of stories and then
the lecturer tying it altogether” resonate herds it just splitting hairs to say that the
roles of facilitator and teacher are different?ehfall, teachers do facilitate students in
making sense of experience through reflection, ibstonly the initial part of the
process. The students in this data were awareothiagrship of ideas assisted retention.
Application of principles also aided understandamgl retention. The processes involved
in ownership, application and the discussion thhowdpich this happens are deliberate
and planned acts of teaching.
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Teacher as reflective practitioner
Reflective practice explores the gap and the lielwieen beliefs, implicit theories of

teaching and learning and actual behaviour. (Jehak1997: 11)

The concept of the reflective practitioner seembéda pervasive concept in education,
social care, health care and the other ancillaryices that have been subsumed under
the title of integrated services. This link of edtion with other services means that
exchange of practices and methods of learning hbeeome more generic.
Learning/reflective journals have become valuedrumsents of (self) assessment.
Reflection-in-action (Schon 1983) is expected iesth vocational areas. Reflective
practice can be used within the classroom to dewiten to intervene and when you let
the students get on by themselves because theetehab time to observe and think
when the students are getting on with it. The peads not tenable for those combative
episodes we sometimes experience in the classramm. Speed of events require
action, not reflection-in-action. In reflecting ware forever peering at diminishing
versions of ourselves. What effect does this ipeoon have on the learning process?
Is its primary function to make us better teachmrss it concerned with accountability
and assessment? Instant and constant examinatigmaofice may be necessary for
legitimacy. We may need it to withstand our critecsd take on board the new identities
that are expected of us. Thinking and reflectingenbheen connected in the field of
education since Dewey (Boud & Walker 2002) and $&chdroduced the term, the
reflective practitioner, into discourse in the 198@ertainly, in my experience in
teaching in secondary schools in the 1980s andsl 98i3 appeared to be the foundation

of sound teaching practice.

Critical reflection is a more precise term for gwt of reflection that is required by the
reflective practitioner (Brookfield 1998). Conframj assumed truths and questioning
ideas creates dilemmas and in some cases, carnibel;pat best, it is uncomfortable. To
introduce the concept of self-questioning into aditional profession like teaching
which maintains control partially through the prasgion of teacher as knowledge giver

and knower (after all, who wants a teacher who lstess than you) is problematic.
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Hence, it is not surprising that reflection candrae “ritualised” (Boud & Walker 2002:
93) taken out of context and the outcomes igndtextes the process as a series of steps
and checklists. As teachers we are often boggechdioithe practicalities model and we
forget the more conceptual one. “What do | do?” rhaye a higher priority than “How

shall | think about what | do?”

As teachers we are required to employ reflectiomarove our practice. We also use it
with students as a method of learning. The ideaistierence in this HNSLN course was
when the students modelled themselves on their geachers and then used this as
good practice in their work placement. One studditerese) commented on using
scaffolding when discussing with other studentsfldeBon on practice is used on

courses which have a practical element, usuallyogk wlacement. Reflecting on the

teaching and learning process was part of theaain in the HNSLN course so that

the students in this study were more informed tienaverage student on pedagogical
practice. However, reflection on all practice candppropriate and, if students are to
become lifelong learners, reflecting on how theareis imperative.

Reflection requires an intellectual appraisal osimation while acknowledging the
emotional elements involved in our personal intetgion of the event. Using reflection
in the classroom requires an element of mutuat tsteveen students and lecturer and
also between the students. Students on this FEEeased their experience and revealed
their emotional attitudes; as many said, being phtihe group and trusting others was a
requirement for expressing an opinion. So, refbects not just a cognitive exercise, but
requires a conscious construction of building upe& of structures in the classroom

which enable that reflection to carry on openly &eély.

This leads on to hegemonic structures of the aassrand how this model of reflective
practice which is often anecdotal, confessional &b of personal risk can cause
tension by its very nature, putting pressure onlestts to disclose information. “Adult
Circle Time” can be suffocating and tyrannical. V¢hthis model is effective, caution is
recommended. It can be more oppressive than ataidaodel because, although it
assumes a veneer of democratic participation amauatof disclosure, it can lead to
judgements about the non-sharing, non-collectiudesits. Some students don’t want to

participate in discussion, nor do they want to shidweir experiences. Many of my
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students find speaking in front of large (15+) greuntimidating. Some people find
collective activity of this type an invasion of yaicy. Some students may need to opt out
of this method of reflecting and be assured bylécturer that this self-exclusion will
not result in their being labelled as not beingam player. In allowing this choice, we,
as lecturers, are questioning the “hegemonic assansg (Brookfield 1998: 130) that

underlay our practice.

One of the difficulties with this method of refleet practice and, perhaps this is the
essence of good teaching, is knowing when theléatelal insight is occurring for the
student and how we, as teachers help to develop YNWhat Bruner refers to as
“scaffolding” also requires the recognition of tlmggportune moment so that moving on
to the next level of thinking is appropriate. dta more immediate version of Cross’ s
(1981: 127) “teachable moment”.

When and how we move people beyond affirmationbfefs) to alternative critical
reinterpretations of experience is one of thoseeswoivable tensions of practice.
(Brookfield 1998: 130)

When we begin to question and support studentsaeerbeyond their personal stories
to representations of a larger context we are tsgehat multiple interpretations exist
and that the world of the classroom can be a r@kge. Trust is required in both the
leader and the group on this expedition. In Jolbase effective participation depended
on the levels of trust he invested in different gdeo The concept of trust brings the
teaching model into a different framework; motieati self-esteem and other psycho-
social terms belong to the domain of social theoaklearning. However, to maintain
that it is an “unresolvable tension of practice”ang that what has been defined as the
essence of teaching in a previous passage cannw@aiugbt and remains a mystery. It
may be neither myth nor mystery, but a case ohlagrto read signals of readiness and
building up a culture of learning consciousnesshst students themselves can indicate
how and when to “move beyond”. Their analysis in stydy indicates they were
conscious of the process taking place and how #uapted to changing patterns of

learning and re-addressing assumed truths.
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Reflection does not necessarily lead to learning iamproved practice. It can lead to
stasis or undermining if it isn’'t channelled. If@&xplores the gap” (Jones et al. 1997: 11)
between our ideas and theories, but doesn’t prouglevith a satisfactory process or
answers, it can be just exploration with no discgv@here is also a socio-emotional
dimension to reflection done in a classroom. Jugiiom the interviews in this study,
the expression of experiences and the questionslvied in the reflection process
required trust invested in peers and teacher. ¥gluihat was said made it important to
say it. (A number of interviewees commented on #sgpect of how their comments
were received). The importance of the group andedstion to the voicing of individual
experiences and what was made of them, requiredhancnal understanding of the
relationship between experience, values, situatetbwledge and transferable
knowledge. This was an understanding that wasmplicit: as the students indicated, it

was constantly made explicit by the lecturer.

Teachers may avoid reflection because when youugage this practice, you have to
accept the relinquishing of some elements of cantro

Belief that reflection can be easily containednflicts with all the evidence about
learning that we have. (Boud &Walker 2002: 107)unygerlining

It also means that students may stray into areasendur knowledge (as “experts”) may
be limited and this necessitates honesty. Reflectiaised well, can result in the teacher
and the students learning together. It may bettieattogether” part of this statement is
difficult for some teachers and lecturers. In dile tcase studies there was an
understanding of this relationship; that it wasd-way”, no-one was shortchanged”
(John)

Teacher as deliverer

College parlance for “teach” is often “deliver”.ette is a reluctance to use the word
teaching, although it is often used in conjunctiath learning. College lecturers deliver
information. Althoughlecture contentwas seen as important in the questionnaire, no-
one mentioned it in the interviews. The reasontlitg could be that students trust the
information part to the lecturers (Connelly andlidaly 2001). Likeassessmentgrated

least important in the questionnaire) this is geturer's domain. Perhaps this is because
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there is a lot of effort put into “information dediry” and so it appears effortless and is
thus invisible. However, some of the data indicateat too much information
“delivered” in a monotonous way can be distractargl time-wasting (Sandra). The
handouts can also appear non-specific and factumbed which does not inform
understanding nor does it denote application (Diahieey are useful only in providing a
content for discussion. In one student’s thinkifigwas “ less is morgé a little
information and lots of thinking (Margaret). So, ilgha part of the job is handing over
information, it is the handling of information wiigs the key issue.

Zukacs and Malcolmhttp://www.open.ac.uk/lifelong-learnipdgocus on the relationship

between learner and educator and what happeng iddlsroom. Their criticism of the
lifelong learning rhetoric is that it obscures &hessential dynamic” (p.2). Although
their examination of literature was done in highducation and not further education, it
would seem a likely comparison that the same “nfaates affected in both institutions.
In their literature survey they identified five @ggbgic identities, four of which have
been used in this study. The reason they are nmeation this section on the teacher as
deliverer is that one of their key points is thae®f the most obvious omissions within
the literature was about “the nature of knowledgel dhe teacher’'s role in its
production” (p.6). If you are a deliverer of knowtge (or is it merely information?) then
it appears that there is no intervention. The imfation or knowledge, comes directly to
the student from a higher place and is deliverdek deliverer is merely a messenger, a
person who hands over knowledge, neither involvedts production, validation or
authorisation, but somehow separate, a mere goeketwThe effect of this is that
students may not question its source or its legitiom. These kinds of questions form
the basis of critical pedagogy and are the essehcsitical thinking. The data in my
study suggests that the students thought thatetttarer had a pivotal role to play and
that the questioning of the production of knowledgas an essential part of their

learning development.

Teacher as role model

This role can assume many guises. The moral dimessf the role model were not
explicit in this study and perhaps inappropriateam adult setting. The teacher can
model thinking and practice through demonstratiérslalls. The lecturer who is an

expert in their field can demonstrate this easilysome subject areas in college by
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producing a product. This then stands up to sorudimd is seen as an example to copy.
However, producing a product and teaching somemw to replicate it and then
moving on to produce an original design are twded#nt things. For many subject
areas, lecturers have been traditionally recrwitethe basis of their ability in their field
(usually of industry). What makes a good plumberymot necessarily make a good
teacher of plumbing. The qualities may be in caehflin my course, which was
concerned with teaching, support and guidancead melatively simple to demonstrate
skills in class. The subject was the skill. In otlaeas of the college curriculum,

lecturers had to be good teachers as well as gooabers, hairdressers etc.

While | would not go so far as Claxton (1999: 73howvsays that “know-how and
knowledge inhabit different worlds”, it seems tothat the essence that turns know-how
into knowledge may be the qualities necessary dactiing. The students’ interview
comments make a clear distinction between whaletttarer does, what skills they teach
andwho they are(Although for Roslyn C. the subject and the teashere one and the
same.) What the data seems to be saying is thabldenodelling is not solely about the
lecturer’'s competence in the craft (although tisatated highly) but that the lecturer’s
role as role model is about the management of gswom, response to students’
endeavours, support on all levels and an interastthieir educational and life
achievement. The Gallagher et al (2000) study suppbese findings in both adult
returners and young people. From my discussions Mdturers in other more practical
based subjects, it is not the specific competenttias are taught but the peripheral

cultural offshoots that are valued: the part of@ag which enhances cultural capital.

Connelly and Halliday’s (2001:191) study shows statdents see good teaching as “not
so much concerned with the detail of the compeg&snitiey acquire but how the lecturer
is able to relate learning to life”. To illustraft®m a construction (wallpapering) class,
the students learned a confidence which resulteldein ability to ask for a reference in
a professional manner. This was in part due tomh their lecturer managed his class

and presented himself as a role-model.

It is clear that students want learning to connedife as they live it locally and vice

versa. The study points to a vision of lifelongrieag in which resources to support life
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are not seen as distinct from resources to supgaming and in which people, rather

than technical equipment are the primary resoi@ennelly and Halliday 2001: 191)

Teacher as mentor

Mentor implies guidance and tutelage. It is a temore akin to traditional definitions of
teaching. It implies both trust and a position ofver. The teacher has something to
teach and the student has something to learn. Treaming role combines modelling,

guidance and an advisory capacity.

At some point, lecturers point to a “right way"t;temes, lecturers are teaching you from
“out here” (Roslyn).There are occasions when stigaxperience, even with guided
discourse and knowledge input, do not find the amswstudent groups can be
solipsistic, particularly if they share similar scand geographical backgrounds, and
bonding capital can be restricting in terms of lmet@ more knowledgeable. The “dark
side” (Field 2003: 71) of this bonding is that ancbecome self-congratulatory and
insular, endorsing narrow thinking through culturihforcement. The lecturer is there
to represent alternatives and wider perspectivesimjust confirm their world views.
The interviews and questionnaires in my study stpgdoa vision of the lecturer as
guide, both explicit and implicit. There was a cemsus that praise and encouragement
were motivators and theconstant and instant’feedback (Roslyn Mcl.) provided
specific means for improvement. Roslyn C., the ctgdy, said, 'wouldn’t have gone
further if | hadn’t had the motivation from staff.still have the belief that has been

instilled from collegée

Teacher identities were useful in a comparative wily student identities not so much
as a causal model (teacher type A creates stutigesB) but how they represent the
complexities of a classroom which uses these nialigentities for learning.

Summary

To return to the question in the opening sectiorthig chapterDoes what we call
ourselves as teachers reflect what we @oxsum up, what | think | do in the classroom
is to use reflection to initiate critical thinkirand put it into a situated learning context.
The methods | tend to use to facilitate this asewsion and scaffolding. | use the social

dynamics of the group to encourage cognitive chamgmll myself a teacher. My
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students used the words: guide, leader, motivatdrtlae person who tied it all up. Their
definition of learning was less cognitive than mifddey considered the emotional
aspects and the social interaction as paramounte(lrefer back to the questionnaire,
only two of the answers contained any mention afrlang as a cognitive activity.)

Returning to the research issues stated in Chdptére above chapter has taken on
board the following:

the relationship between teaching and learning testudents’ performance;

their definition of themselves as learners andetationship to their success;

the relationship between the learning community it individual outcomes;

the implications for staff development training HE, assuming that elements of
the educational experience can be generalisedarteaching model.

Through the examination of existing theories andregches and how we are moulded
and mould ourselves as teachers and learners, wdinagaa basis for selection, using

historical perspectives, current praxis and tha éfam the students’ interviews.
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CHAPTER 9

TEACHING MODEL

...a learning-focused perspective provides a ragichfferent view of a learning society

from that afforded by a training-focused perspect(raut et al 2000: 240)

The model required for staff development is basedhe findings of this research. The
model proposed is “learning-focused”. Let us asstimethere is a model of “the good
teacher”. Let us also assume that staff developnsedesigned to match that model.
This chapter will lay down the principles of thiodel, show how they relate to existing
professional development guidelines and then ti@sesphese principles into some new
identities for staff and students. These new idiestiare not radically different from the
ones presented in the previous chapter. Anythiglitally different” in conservative

places like FE colleges, which hang onto past costad practice like lifebelts, would

not be practically feasible. Like most change whiololves learning, new ideas must be
pinned to old. A “training-focused perspective” vainave, at its heart, competency
based teaching and learning. A “learning-focusedrspective would have to

incorporate some of the tenets of this approach.

Smaller than life

The need for “new” identities arose because, omowiples for the model had been

drawn up using the data and the teaching and legidentities (examined in Chapter

8), it seemed as if they did not live up to theraiiry of the picture that the students had
painted. From the researcher’s perspective, it agoethat the theories, “identities” and

principles reduced the experience to less tharag. W did not represent adequately the
depth of change that the students had undergone.dgénitions and different theories

were required to represent the whole learning egpee of the students.
Cognition and socio-emotional aspects of learning

As previously mentioned, apart from being more epended, thinking more deeply

and reading more, the students gave little detdilee cognitive aspects of learning.
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Linking individual cognitive activity to the sociand emotional dynamics of group
activity proved to be a way of using the data, adieg it through some theories which
were more adequate than the teacher and learnatitie® presented in Chapter 8 in
terms of representing the process, and then entemgith an analysis of the learning

experience.

Connected knowers and critical thinkers

It is evident from the data that speaking and ristg with others was a prime source of
knowledge for the HNSLN students. It was also a feeyor that they used information
and lecture content to inform their thinking aloidigsthe experiential discourse in the
classroom. Contextualising this knowledge was atsportant to them. Finally, they
combined this process into their own frame of mafiee in making sense of a revised
view of the world. Of course it wasn'’t as linearpmrspicacious as it sounds, nor was it
true for all the students; a tentative suggestiould be that the adult returners would
have probably reached these stages by the timeggtheyated but that the school leavers
were still working towards a similar pattern ofrtking. Belenky’s profile describes the
pattern of thinking that closely approximates thedsnts’ comments. She sums up the
complex process of how people’s thinking shifts aralls the final product, a

“connected knower”.

Connected knowers develop procedures for gainingessc to other people’s
knowledge...they know that they can only approximatfeer people’'s experiences so
can gain only limited access to their knowledge hey) begin with an interest in the
facts of other people’s lives, but they graduahiftghe focus to other people’s ways of
thinking...(they) see personality as adding to thecggation and so the personality of
each member of the group enriches the group’s statating. (Belenky 1986: 113,115
and 119)

The students in this study used the experiencemitie group and had access to each
other's knowledge through the culture of sharingt tlexisted. They trusted that
experience because they knew each other. Theyralted the tutor’s rendering and use
of that experience. The source of the speech wsengal to its usefulness. Billy said,
“It was easier to speak to each other. We wergatlents.” The task for the teacher is
to create conditions for this interactive learntagccur.
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The connected teacher tries to create groups iohaniembers can nurture each
other’s thoughts to maturity. (Belenky 1986: 221)

Intellectually they move from absolute answers Whace “correct”, usually owned or
authenticated by a figure of academic authorityknowledge being qualitative and
contextual and then on to a sense of placement; ghsition in relation to that set of
ideas. Entwistle (1991, 1996) has a similar setdefis which will be discussed in

relation to deep learning in the next section.

The learner as critical thinker was an identitycdssed in Chapter 8. The students used
this thinking to reflect on practice (learner aflewive practitioner was also discussed
as an identity). The students had an understanafirthemselves as learners and that
their behaviour as learners results in a morecatlti reflective attitude to learning. One
of the conditions for learning for those with friggiearning identities is that the student
needs to be prepared to take on a new learneritylefbey may need to re-examine
how they view ability, either as innate and immigabr as capable of changing and
developing. Informing students about Dweck’s (20@®ory (see Chapter 7 for an
explanation) may increase their knowledge but,lih@y can be shown how they can
alter their learning ability, they may not changeit beliefs. If you belong, like Roslyn
C., to that species who has “a long history of geitupid”, success needs to be tangible
and possibly, public. This can be done in smallssiyough dialogue in class, through
passing assignments and through positive feedbemk placement. References to
improvement and development and teaching them lowssess their own learning
pathways raise their understanding of the impodaoictheir learner identity. Most of
the interviewees came to look at themselves asdemrand saw that change from
marginal participant to something approachingeldig learner. Critical thinking taught
them to challenge those assumptions about intaltigeand learning upon which the
school learner identity was based.

Deep and surface learning
Many of the students said that the learning approaecouraged “deeper thinking”
(Pamela). It is the change in the person whichtesléo the social theory of learning

above (Belenky 1986) and which the data from therviews reveal. How we approach
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learning depends on our reasons for learning aradh egproach was related to
motivation in research done by Entwistle and caojless (1991: 4). Surface approach
learning was associated with “anxiety and fearailufe” whereas deep learning was
linked to an interest in the subject and self-aderfice. While this is not necessarily a
causal relationship it may be that those who areemonfident people/students employ
deeper methods; on the other hand the evidence fgnstudents shows that they
enjoyed deeper learning as they became more confie that the type of self-directed
learning with freer boundaries gave them more camice. The relationship was
dialectical. If students are more aware of the wwaitive processes of learning they
can take control of their learning so that the peirs can be self-appointed. Rather
than learn the basic mechanical study skills wisictilents do not transfer out of context
(Entwistle 1991) understanding the process of thegirning helps them become self-
directed learners. Just as conditional learning@ea et al 1989) teaches flexibility, so
too does knowledge of process allow for a flexipilbf application. It gives them a

cognitive “compass” (Field 2000: 51) to carry itih@ changing world.

Entwistle (1991: 4) found that deep approaches weramon in departments where
students rated the teaching highly and where theng wallowed “freedom”. Students in
my study used similar images of freedom (beingotaéld” to have their own opinions)
when they expressed the liberation and opennebsing allowed to follow their own
paths in learning. Entwistle implies a connecticgtween freedom in learning and
innovative teaching methods which encourage “inddpace and self-reliance” (1991
5) to deep learning. Application and the creatibeamething “novel” (Bruner 1979: ix)
require deep learning. Assessments which testrimdtion knowledge (assessments were
rated the least important factor on the questioehand overloaded fact-filled courses

only increase students’ reliance on surface legtnin

Discourse

How did the contributor, the collective and thecdisive activity relate to learning?
Was there more than a social exchange of knowledg#d it reflect and/or create a
more egalitarian set of structures which resultedniore effective learning? Did the
communal sense ofwe’re all in the same boai{Susan) have anything more than a

warm feeling of shared doom? They used each othgiveé them confidence to confirm,
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affrm and question knowledge. The “constant anstant” feedback came in the
“verification from others” (Roslyn Mcl.). They mosefrom reference to authority to
more “connected knowers” (Belenky 1986: 113), udimgmnselves as the processors of
others’ knowledge. They made this transition int plarough language. Their linguistic
behaviour changed. They used language to think explore partly through role-
modelling the tutor and partly because the natfitbe cognitive task pushed them into
it. The tutor’s role, to “tie it all up”, was done a way which also opened them up to a
wider repertoire of linguistic styles. Simply puhe language they bought to college

wasn’t versatile enough or precise enough to meaguto the task of deep thinking.

The language of practice was also an area wheyddébhened linguistic adaptability. The
tutor’s role was to listen to but also to listert éar opportunities where discourse could
be used to enhance thinking and improve practicatih application of that thinking.
Matching the discourse of the practice to thatnsftruction seems to be a two-edged
sword. Learning to do a job may involve the sameabolary as learning more objective
information, but it seems to me that we think apdak differently in a classroom than
we do in the community of practice. The languagesfruction and demonstration and
advice requires less tentative and more concrefistees and structures than does the
language of exploration. For example, the languaiyexploration would not be as
useful in a painting and decorating class, althduggve heard it used to good effect.

Storytelling — ways of knowing

We are all continuously involved in the processadfling new stories to our own

sustaining fictions. Stories are renewed, recontd) or abandoned but are always
central to the individual’s presentation of selflaense of personal identity. (Elwyn and
Gwyn 1999: 187-88)

Using narrative to learn is effective becauseldves us a personal place in the events.
The narrator and the listener can construct antitggiBruner 1996). It is also a way of
ordering and storing knowledge (Hunter 1991) beeaxfsts familiar structure. Stories
allow for interpretation and prediction; they cantamorals and have players we
recognise. The structure contains universal prlesipthe unfolding of events takes

place through characters, their relationships wébh other and with their culture. They
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allow for extraordinary events to be contrastechwiite ordinary. In the classroom they
allow everyone to participate through telling ansteining for application to their

particular circumstances. The act of telling s®ne-affirms the place of learning in life.

Learning, earning and being: some assumptions

Roddy said that you couldn’t detach the job andstinely. Ann made similar comments
about the connection between learning at work ambléege. Both were adult returners
on day release course from work in schools fordchn with severe learning difficulties.
As day release students, they were, perhaps, nomiszious than the full-time students
that their work was financing them to attend cadlegd that they were held to account.
However, they did not reduce the learning expegenchis accountability and the day-
release students contributed greatly to the legrafrthe whole group, both in terms of

expertise in the field and in their maturity of geective.

No worthwhile vision of the learning society camage the enormous potential for
learning provided by the workplace, especially wii@s is integrated with learning in

other settings... (Spours et al 2000: 98)

Many of the principles in the following model amgeagrally bound to a work context
whether it be in the college workshops or in woldkcpments outside college. However,
their intention is not to limit their use to a sgiiecvocation. The vocational context
provides meaningful application; the meaning, hosvedoes not need to be confined by
its context. A set of principles can be proposedctvican assume that they have
relevance for the qualities required for learningaipractical context which affects the
way you think about your world. These principleg &wuilt on techniques which, in
theory, increase confidence in learning, changekthg habits and affect application of

knowledge.

The conditional approach

There is a great deal of power in uncertainfs. scientists, all of our experimental

results are reported as probabilities. (Langel £089: 149)
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We know from the study by Langer et al (1989) thabwledge presented in a
conditional way leads to the students engaging imagie critical and creative way.
Margaret’'s “(the lecturer wasteering us to a right, if there is a right, ansives an
illustration of the way the students in this stuolygan to see things through these
conditional lenses. As a teacher | am, of courserésted in the qualifying phrasef, “
there is a right”, as within that dubiety sits an understanding tlemhes knowledge is
conditional. This is one of the more difficult fos of thinking to coach, particularly to
students who are used to authority in the classrandhinformation as non-negotiable.
The kind of school background that some of thes®rsk chance learners had come
from meant that there was no room to question aifyhio the classroom and therefore,
information had to be absorbed unquestioned anargégted (many of the interviewees
expressed a dissatisfaction with this type of legn Encouraging students to think
about knowledge, to apply it to their practical esipnce and reach some alternative
ideas, starts with the process of the tutor prasgisome knowledge as conditional. It is
vital, of course, to be discriminatory in decidimfpich knowledge cannot be presented
as conditional. This classroom methodology undergim ethos of negotiability both in
terms of the epistemology of knowledge and alsthenrelationship between teaching

staff and students.

Competency based learning

In a college of further education, teaching maiwmbgcational subjects which are skill-
based, there is the tendency (more a traditiotgaoh and assess on a competency basis.
Gorard and Rees (2002) argue against the compebased, work assessed courses for
the same behaviourist reasons as others (Elbow; ¥&Hworth and Saxton 1990). It is
difficult to assess what learning is taking plackew it is not observable. If you see
learning as a sign of outward behaviour only (whishthe only “true” evidence in
empirical terms) then it may be missing the polbma learning. Gorard and Rees argue
against this functional attitude towards learningich serves the “tick box” culture

using education and training to endorse human alagiguments.

Ashworth and Saxton (1990) advise against the ctenpe approach for the following
reason: predetermined goals and targets may bergrbtd more creative thinking.
Students don’t go beyond the prescribed goal. @l®ra current tendency to design

assignments so thoroughly that nothing is left e student nor can he/she make
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judgements about the depth and quantity of theygurds has all been tied up.) For my
students this was neither enriching in an educatisanse nor was it representative of
conditions in the working world where targets armlg tend to be fuzzy, negotiable,
context-driven and altogether less concrete thdlegm paperwork is. The question for
us and this study is, how to set up minimum tecimequirements for skills for the job
and how to leave it open and layer it so that tbdents finds what s/he needs to learn?
We need to leave spaces open for exploration;itlesvays approach, the leave-it-alone-
to-let-it-nurture approach, while full of pitfallgllows time and space for thinking:
Elbow (1979: 132) recommends

...to not-try, to unclench from the harness of a doala while and engage in

non-instrumental behaviour.

Competency based learning can be looked at in arwidy:

An element of competence describes what can be;dameaction, behaviour or
outcome...the knowledge or understanding which iergsd if performance is to be

sustained or extended to new situations... (Ashwamth Saxton 1990: 8)

Knowledge and understanding can be fragmented datoponents and competencies
but, for anyone who has tried this, it leaves agatisfactory gap: the whole appears to

be more than the sum of its parts.

Elbow sees competence based learning as a parhddttacts those instrumental “no-
nonsense” people who like everything set down sat #weryone knows what is
happening. “Engaging in non-instrumental behavio{Elbow 1979: 132) is not for
them. This often means that there is less cordler assessments and what is required
so that teacher/student relationships can be mosd#iye. This approach can also
encourage self-directed learning in that the sttsdknow what they have to do and can
make their own decisions within those parametéithiel competencies aren’t laid down,
it could lead to a situation where the lecturer nimy seen to be non-negotiable.
However, he agrees with Ashworth and Saxton (1994 it can lead to a mechanistic,
goal-oriented, instrumental approach to learningha¥WElIbow argues for is to use

competency based learning to establish a goalemsihg programme. One of the
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competencies could be to determine your own rekearea. While everyone should
know where the goalposts are, the goals can beufefto the more indeterminate

elements of the learning game.

So the case for competency is, it situates, comesstsorts and demystifies technical
aspects of learning. These are also the reasorts nge it. EIbow (1979: 132) sums up

the reasons against this goal-oriented approach:

...it seems to me that people who care too despgralbelut knowing exactly what they
are doing and why, what the goal is, and how tearaglefined, often have a tendency to
run away from ambiguity, uncertainty, and contrapjces from within and without — a
tendency that tends to lead to behaviour that ggyddic, inflexible, and sometimes just
plain stupid. If people listen only to voices thayderstand or proceed only according to
plan, they cut themselves off from half their itiggince.ln many situations, nothing is

more likely to preclude good thinking than defintegns at the star{my italics)

Italics are used above because it is almost atdiggmy of what my students said about
self-directed learning. “Run(ning) away from ambigu uncertainty and contrary

voices” does not lead to critical thinking or refieeal-life dilemmas.

Evidence exists (Ashworth and Saxton 1990; Lave\Wetger 2002) that competencies
are not necessarily transferable to contexts dttaar those in which they were measured
because, unless the skills for transferring knogtedre present, it may not happen.
These skills are the ability to identify needs ewnsituations, reorganise, accommodate
and adapt learning. What might a list of thesdskalok like?

By the end of this outcome the student should lee tab

reflect on experience;

learn from critical examination of that experience;

apply theories to context;

apply experience to context;

analyse relevant parts of context;

ask right questions at right time;

introduce examples and anecdotes at appropriattunas;

think of and apply appropriate solutions;
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receive advice and constructive criticism;
act on advice;

try novel approaches.

The list resembles a competency based one: iapystars to be something you couldn’t
tick. This presents difficulties for assessmentmrany of these skills are interactive,
dependent on a group approach, and assessmentaityusarried out on an individual
basis.

Culture of the classroom: the social model of lealing

What is required of the model is to make learnimg ia “communal activity, a sharing

of the culture” (Bruner 1986: 127) and to creata @tulture in and of the classroom by
linking the individual to the other individuals tugh different frameworks of learning.

It is a socio-psychological process which has itgims and raison d’etre in cognition.

The community becomes more than the sum of its@artl the dialectical process has,
as its end result, a new way of looking at knowkedgrough the membership of this

learning community.

There are many definitions of social learning, frddandura’s (1986) observed
behaviour model to Lave and Wenger's situated damgniwithin communities of
practice (1991). What they hold in common is anarstanding that learning occurs in
social contexts, with and through people. We legithin communities of learners and
teachers (sometimes these teachers are fellowrdg)deearning is not an isolated and
individualised process that occurs in the brairy galthough some thinking happens this
way). What we need to tease out of the situaticemisinderstanding of the elements of
this social setup that occurs sometimes in thesadasn, sometimes in the canteen and
sometimes in the workplace. Those serendipitousrdithppenings of cognitive insight

may require more knowledge of cognitive psycholtwn this research allows for.

To reach for and find that stasis in a classroontieafning where events work to a
predictable rhythm requires that you first underdtand analyse the methodological
approach necessary for your students in your sulifeedictability and change need to
be balanced so that new learning is affixed to bidcreating and then managing the

rituals of the classroom the lecturer is open owlay the students learn, the constraints
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of the subject and the extent to which the lectar&style” can accommodate these. It is

to understand the difference between teaching mdethnd pedagogy.

Teaching is an act while pedagogy is both act amstodrse. Pedagogy

encompasses the performance of teaching togethér tive theories, beliefs,

policies and controversies that inform and shapePi#dagogy connects the
apparently self-contained act of teaching with una@ structure and mechanisms
of social control. (Alexander quoted in Coffieldad2004: 131)

To give an example from practice where these twacanfused is when we try to match
learning styles with teaching approaches and endlithpa mess because we haven't laid
the groundwork for creating a culture in the classn which sees it as a group of
people learning more than “visually” or “kinaesthelly”. As my students tried to tell
me, these individual learning style approaches amportant, although they help to
sustain interest: what is the essence is not thg mesources (rated low in the
guestionnaire) are used but how the methods irfdira of that “human event”, the
teacher and students, come to “gel” (Roddy) andineca part of a learning culture.
The first task of the lecturer is to define (asadig as this elusive task is) what type of
ethos and culture s/he wants to promote in thesasn. Once accomplished, the next

step is to be prepared for the students to chdnge i

In the conclusion section of Chapter 5, it wasestdhat students wanted to be taught by
a variety of methods but that discussion, groupkwamd interaction were the most
effective means of learning. Trust and recipro@tgngendered through discussion. The
discussion has at its base an understanding okelmarge of ideas rooted in critical
thinking (Brookfield 1998). Information is delivaten a conditional way to encourage
engagement through critique and this aids memory wmderstanding (Langer et al
1989). Stories from practice also encourage engageand validate other communities
where learning takes place. Since most of the ddaliners did their most positive
learning at work it creates confidence to validdi&t learning within the site of more
traditionally appraised learning. This validateshbdBy encouraging the validity of
idiosyncratic thinking and allowing the studentslapendent study, the teacher is
communicating a message of trust in their abilitglecide their own learning structures.

This in turn creates a culture of independence.
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Thus self-directed learning becomes a social comant and a cognitive process. Oral
presentations also increase confidence becausgases the learning in a formalised
way to public scrutiny (albeit within the cosy com@s of the bonded group). Cultural
capital in the form of I'became a readérJoanne) is difficult to measure in terms of
social capital although it would seem likely thiainicreases a sense of access to a wider
world. It is uncertain whether wider reading meamsre connections to others and |
suspect few people travel in social circles whéns commonplace to ask, “What are
you reading at the moment?” although that is atipre$ do ask of my students. To refer
to Field’s (2000: 51) metaphor about the compassnagt gives them more points of

reference on the compass, | think.

Methods are not a case of deciding whether to &ehtr or student centred, andragogy
or pedagogy, but flexibility between the domainsidgnts go through stages of thinking
from increasing knowledge to changing as a perEotw(istle 1991, 1996 and Belenky

1986). To make that grand a leap and to cater Herstages in between requires a

multiplicity of events.

The Bigger Picture

Social Capital

When the students were asked what made them th@ykdould succeed, some of their
responses were surprising.Hadn’t thought that far — of succeeding and geténjgb”
(Dorothy). Successlit. wasn’t part of the thought procés@lohn). They took a chance
in the hope of getting something back. Coleman288) notion of social capital rests on
this trust in reciprocity. Who has this and howsitacquired cannot be estimated from
this study. It would be safe to assume that allstineents with no Highers took a chance
on success, although most of them had some indicétom experience outside school
that they could succeed. Most of the answers tonieeview question on success were
positive, 20 students having gained the confiddrma the networks they were already
in. For that group of the most disaffected stud&riie attend further education colleges
(none of whom were, in my estimation, in my studi)e ones who have been
unemployed and not had the opportunity to gain @eetstanding of their ability in a
different context from school, these must rely bait own sense of resource. Where

they get this sense can't be answered here amihs to me that the group of people
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that FE is trying to influence who are the farthmst on the social periphery, are not the
ones most suitable for learning strategies thapasposed here. That is not to say that
some elements couldn’t be used but that the plegigfficacy is dependent on the
students having some sense and understanding iofafitéude for success. This is, of
course, not to say that, like Elaine and Roslyn dolfth, the three case studies, they are
not full of self doubt throughout their career pasty and ultimately surprised at their

success in gaining a degree.

An understanding of how sharing in the classroomtmlinked to social capital can be
seen in Elaine’s comments. At first, she said stve Isarning as communal only wée
bit...I was in it for myself” When asked what she shared with the group, sbe“sa
would have shared everything...we studied togétiAdthough these comments appear

contradictory, they explain the individualistic acm@mmunal aspects of social capital.

An individual who serves as a source of information another because he is well-
informed ordinarily acquires that information fas lown benefit, not for the others who
make use of him. (Coleman 1988: S117)

What is to be noted here in relation to Elaine’smotents is that she had something to
trade; she was “resource-rich” and she was alslngito share those resources. The
norm was that she was expected to share. Studentpick to discern which members
of the class are “useful”. One of the students Wwhd some difficulties was certain that
others Wwould get it and would share this understanding with her. fhamse students
who had little to trade, the lecturer’'s task wasnake the resource-poor students more

well-informed and confident so that they did hagmsthing to trade.

The trust and sharing that the students experiencéde classroom made them good
group members. The classroom is a community, adperatith a set of explicit and
implicit norms; sometimes these communal norms canteconflict with educational
aspirations. Communality in the classroom does nmeatessarily indicate consensual
action or thinking; consensus would probably noebdorsed by the lecturer either as it
would not foster critical thinking. However, withitmis group, often the students did

forfeit intellectual honesty to maintain group ceioa.
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It may be that, at some point, the ties and borad® ho be loosened in the interests of
further learning, independence and creating briglgjimks with other networks. Once the
exclusionary aspects of bonding capital set in, sha&lents can become insular and
closed to creating new ties with less familiar eatd. Bonding capital within a small
group in the classroom, as the data in this studyihdicated, is very useful in terms of
building up confidence and access to knowledge taeceby gaining a qualification.
However, unless this confidence and qualificatiafferd access to bridging capital
where links with wider networks provide opportuegifor work and citizenship, there

may be little structural change for the disadvaathg

A story from a cohort of students who went on toaddegree at a university about 15
miles from the college will serve to illustrate theegative aspects of bonding.
Approximately six students who had passed their Hiddt on to complete a third year
in Educational Studies, a generic degree in edutalihis FE group was called “the FE
group” by the lecturers at university and judgingnfi the stories from my ex-students,
the groups did not mix either in class or outsithss The other students had entered
university with Highers and had been there for tygars. The FE group used their
knowledge of additional support needs and theictpral placement to pass judgement
on the rest of the group who had had less classeqrarience. They told me that “the
BA group know nothing about special needs.” Thigesiority of knowledge appeared
to make the bonding between the FE group more faretithey turned inwards towards
each other, for resources. This behaviour is peyfamderstandable in the light of
where these FE students had started; however,einsehere that they missed an
opportunity to access a network which may have igexl them with social capital,
opting instead for a more inward looking reliangetbe limited social capital of their

fellow travellers.

Coleman (1988: S119) indicates that the norms W gmoup are “accompanied by
sanctions”: whether these are determined by theres or students is difficult to say
and beyond the scope of this research. One ofdhasiis to forego self-interest and act
in the interests of the collective (Coleman 1988jhough, as mentioned earlier, this
can act against the ethos of critical thinkings tlmay be one of the few opportunities for
them to act as a collective. Membership of a gnaith solidarity and some power may

be a rare experience for them. It is the lecturéa’sk to further the questioning of
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“common sense” discourses while maintaining thaibmof collective interest (haking

everyone as oriNicci).

Strong networks and educational attainment are afiytteinforcing. (Field 2005: 4)

Field (2003) links social capital with lifelong ledéng and better citizenship. He does not
discuss learning in detail although he does sugtpadtincreased confidence enables
people to access networks. It would be useful ¢& lat how we build up social capital
within the classroom through bonding (“getting bgihd then bridging (getting “on”).
Linking capital (“getting ahead”) is the move begotihe networks and circles formed
through bridging (Field 2003). Where students wamtto study for further degrees or
gained promotion outside the vocational and geddcap area, it is possible that they
used a wide network. My guess would be that, gihengeographically confined nature
of most of the students and their unwillingnesstreovel, (even Fife was too far —
geographically speaking) their job prospects wesstricted and so, too, was the
enlargement of their networks. The reciprocitystrand communality found in this type
of classroom may mirror the theoretical framewowkgh which Field assesses other
aspects of society. When he says, “Adult learneesj@ners and vice versa’ (Field
2003: 38), the taking part has begun in the classr@and, in a way, that can be
replicated elsewhere. Whether the confidence gaimedhe bonding within the
classroom is enough to help them make that biggep loutside their own west of
Scotland community (the linking aspect of sociapitad) was not evident from this

study.

The classroom community has elements of sociatalapionding capital can be built up
by sharing skills and creating trust through thehexge of diverse ideas and attitudes.
We see from the data that the students took ordhibar responsibility for determining
the frameworks for their own learning which conttdd to confidence and increased
desire for more learning. This sub-culture enalilegin to access networks and links

through work placement to gain employment and eegorospects.

The sound of the shipyard
Can we “see” social capital in the classroom? Tohowt this study, whenever | reread

the interviews and the classroom scenarios werayeg, one particular class session
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kept recurring (in my mind; there was no mention ibffrom the students). The
discussion topic for that class session was semsetfiods of learning. We talked about
how sight, sound and touch were integral, implaspects of learning and how you
could use multi-sensory approaches in the classr@me student, an adult returner in
her 40s, talked about how, as a child, when theydcbear the hammers at the hulls in
the shipyard, this meant prosperity and harmonthéhouse and in the streets of Port
Glasgow. Another student, in his 20s, also fromt R&lasgow, added some teenage
memories and the rest of the class either listemedld their stories about the shipyard.
This discussion (or perhaps storytelling) went an lbnger than the required time
allocated for that section of the curriculum. Theerest was obvious and the storytellers
had a rapt audience. Stories rolled from one tahemo It was one of the occasions
where the lecturer did not take a pivotal role @t@es listener.

The reason this storytelling seemed to resonatenéowas that it contained principles of
action as well as exemplified a dynamic of socaital. First of all, the students were
discussing a culture built around an industry thas on its last legs as they were talking
about it (one shipyard remains in Port Glasgow(A7). The shipyard families were a
community rich in bonding capital and this was nuead in community responsibility
and engagement. It was also rich in human capita& sons and daughters of these
shipyard workers were now sitting in a classroantng for careers that had replaced
the old ones. They needed to leave the college mite than a training certificate: they
required the social capital that came with the jaibghe shipbuilding industry, to
understand the ties and the creation of new saeigital. One of the ways of creating
this understanding was to nurture story tellingwatpurpose so that the dynamics of the

classroom, in a small way, replicated the bondeggtal of that community.

Using data from the study, the norms of the clamsravhich related to social capital
were:

validation through certification;

reciprocity in shared learning practices;

trust in group and lecturer,

expression of ideas and opinions;

taking on board the views of others;

sharing skills;

219



practical work experience providing networks;

becoming a member of a community of practice (“searwith an inbuilt group
cohesion relating to the norms and values of aggsabn or calling” had lower
withdrawal rates (McGivney 1996: 136);

responsibility for own learning;

directing own learning;

accepting the culture of conditional learning.

The last three are perhaps too individual to dwasss social capital (perhaps cultural
capital would be a more precise definition) butstaanembers who were considered to
be “resource-rich” were those who ascribed to deinition of their responsibilities as a

learner.

Networks, norms, reciprocity and trust

What became the norms of the classroom? Recipr@sity trust were products of
discussions, group activity, storytelling and cbteative working. The most obvious
way to increase networks is through practical piamet. There are versions of this
throughout the college from sending students ounhduoistry on placement to treating
clients within the college. Supervisors from workagements who are invited as
speakers to the college are valuable contacts.e8tudksearch also encourages the
making of contacts which opens up opportunitiegshdf research is theirs and they are
encouraged to create the parameters then thisiearttem confidence in speaking to
people, asking them questions and using sources ththn books which tend to be safe
and lack the vaguaries of communication. On tworses which | teach on (only one
was used in this research) there is an indepergtady and research module which
encourages students to go out and talk to theipoaerrs and policy implementers in
different fields. The research could be criticiskal its non-rigorous approach to
methodology; by this | mean that the students veelg lightly tethered by academic
rules. Their refreshing attitudes to legitimacy safurces made for some entertaining
classroom discussion. They found information oraloesources fromthis wee woman
up a close who told us...This hovers between happenstance and investigative
journalism but bona fide research it probably isittis clear that the wider gain in
making contacts, deciding what is useful and penegiwhen the official line is being

given, are all lessons in how knowledge is usetiénworld of policy. It is an invaluable
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lesson for students in that the personal searckdore kind of understanding is firstly
not a priority for the outside world, nor is it eft of primary interest to convey a sense
of meaning to an inquisitive student: the studesearchers also learn that knowledge
has its own political dimensions and that by aslanguestion on provision of services
they may receive an answer which has less to db wieir academic/ scholarly
enlightenment and more to do with a sense of tk&tiion’s own public face. The
students are often quick to discern the dissembiegach case, different ways of being

and behaving are required.

Having a recognised qualification enabled the sitglto become part of a new group of
workers. For those that went on to higher educatiogy found another set of networks.
The incremental nature of the certification at Herteducation college (NC, then HNC,
then HND) allows confidence building. The publicdéaof ceremonies and validation
also aids a change in learner identity. Many of shedents interviewed valued the
graduation ceremony. The bonding capital createtthinvithe classroom helps with

confidence in using the networks created througctpral application. This bridging

capital can open up job opportunities and allowesritio see themselves as legitimate

members of a wider community — the employed andjtiadified.

How this relates to staff development

Part of the researcher's remit, was responsibifday delivering staff training in
classroom practice. In an area (further educatidmre there is no external curriculum
support and the practical/vocational emphasis camteract the reflective dimensions,
it is important to strike a balance so that youndd lose the audience. Some of my
colleagues are impatient with the notions of megadmn because they haven’t got the
time to construct a piece of furniture, let alomieate the “whole person”. Within the
grand design of trying to effect a change in th&titational culture, there is a voice
which can become a persistent whine which requimesmeasurement of success by
outcome. In other words, performance must be medsamd, for the college to justify
financing staff development, it needs to have tesidlhese results are, once again, not
measured in terms of accumulated learning butrmgeof whether they have produced
the paperwork performance. Attendance at workshapd having feedback on

classroom observation doesn’t serve as proof afljase.
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The guidelines for teaching in further educatidhe Professional Standards for
Lecturers in Scotland’s CollegeéThe Scottish Executive: 2006) contain “not overly
prescriptive” (p.4) standards which were intended dse for a range of continuing
professional development needs. Like many guidgliibey are sound in terms of
creating a model for how lecturers should performthe classroom. Apart from the
scarcity of the word, “teaching”, there is littleede to argue against and since it is
designed for a range of staff, from unqualifiedhtose requiring updating of “old” skills,

it needs to remain generic; although “understandind using educational theories”

(p.5) would indicate that some of the trainees laaeher training.

There are some expectations of the type of lecktretent relationship they would wish
to promulgate. Learner feedback is meant to be ts@uprove practice. The practical
reality of this is that the information was gathefen this college) either through tick-
box questionnaires or more qualitative, discursiyee questions. Neither proved that
helpful, the answers being cursory and vague. Wh#ése course evaluation forms were
considered valuable in terms of quality assuratioey were of little use in improving
practice. Much effort was spent in making the famore useful. This seems to be a
feature of further education (perhaps educatiorgeneral). Much time is spent on
changing the forms to gather the information tolyjbpto practice. By the time we are
armed with enough information for application, @shbeen decided elsewhere that the
form doesn’t ask the right questions so we beginpitocess again. While the suggestion
to improve practice through learner feedback idddnle and educationally sound, it
would require more investigative research than alerage lecturer has the time or

expertise to conduct.

Lecturers are meant to be “co-learners” (The Sstotiixecutive 2006: 4). Whether this
IS an expression of reciprocity and collaboratioithinm the classroom to enhance
learning or whether it is a more woolly attemptftwlge power relations within the

classroom is impossible to assess. Perhaps thenpisn here is that the lecturer has
something to learn as well as teach and this col&lve position somehow enhances
learning. If co-learning is shorthand for some farhattitudinal stance on the part of the
lecturer, a laisser-faire attempt at some vaguaris” of ideas, it would not confirm

the data in my study. The interviewees had a peotdia lecturer who took responsibility

for the organisation of the classroom, the manageied critical examination of ideas
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in a context of learning. If, by co-learning, theyean that the lecturer would improve
practice by critically appraising what they arerdpithis would seem to fit in with the

approach in the HNSLN course.

Policy restraints: sharing good practice

To be innovative, risks need to be taken. The pdggiof failure underwrites this
approach. Policy makers, like some of Dweck's (308@udents, don't have the
perception of self to try something that hasn’trbpeoven in the classroom, so we have
as a pinnacle of excellence, the sharing of goadtme. While it would be facile to
deny the benefits of this, it is not a way of dis&eng new ways — the unpractised, the
uncertain, the unthought-of. Proven success onlgsgus more of the same and in a
profession which has initiative fatigue, it maythat we should settle for that.

It (innovative behaviour) is not best promoted lodies whose behaviour only
provides models of caution, suspicion and restraind rather than evidence-
based policy which demonstrates ‘what works’, polwakers and researchers
alike will have to accept a degree of uncertaimtiat we need is ‘what might
work’, and not what has already been tried anetegField 2006: 18)

Estelle Morris (Secretary of State for Educatiod &kills 2001-2) backs this up:

Sharing someone else’s good practice is never goibg enough. The
talent that will be needed more and more is thatoifg things in different ways,

solving problems that have not been solved. (Educ#&uardian 26.9.06: 4)

For some, educational effort is, in itself, rewag]ithere is a type of learner who is
susceptible to lifelong learning and who, giverygetof education, applies that learning
to all areas of his/her life. Pedagogy can deteenan understanding of how to learn
which makes workers more perceptive and people rapea to continuing education.

The expectation is not that there will be a fundatakly new package for delivery but

that contextual relationships can be outlined st ttognitive development can take
place within a social context of learning and thiftiations can be replicated to create

effective conditions for learning. Both Entwistl&906) and Hodkinson and James
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(2003) advocate a context-specific approach — wisitldents, which course, which

college.

Psychologists are coming to the view that ‘abilig/often highly situation specific, and
is better seen as a learnable tool-kit of cognisivategies and resources. (Claxton 1996:
55)

This quote contains answers and warnings. The sgiore “learnable tool-kit” will set
the research and policy machine on “search” fos@iptive answers. What are they,

for whom, in what context: all of which are ofteapdndent on many variables.

The teaching/learning model

The “really useful” part of this research was tothe model. The task was to present a
model for learners which would encompass the so@ahotional and cognitive
requirements for benefiting from the second chaiicalso had to accommodate the
other part of the class who had had some successhabl whose main issue was that
college required that you take on responsibility fmur own learning. It had to
incorporate the following ideas.

1. The acknowlegement of the importance of diseansd the place of discussion in
classroom activity. Building up language commusitighrough storytelling was
important in this context.

2. The improvement of self-confidence through aenuusitive learner identity: turning
the reluctant learner into a lifelong one. Recarding the individual’s disposition to
learn means knowing how learning occurs for thechaplying this knowledge.

3. To see the process of learning and teachingtasactive mirrors, as participatory,
communal and directive at the same time. To engaudgep learning through liberative
dependence approaches, encouraging self-direatdgt 8trough the provision of loose

parameters and conditional structures.

It is a strange irony that although teachers aneatrant of the instrumental stance of
some of their students — “Why do we have to knoisiAre we going to be tested on
it?” the teachers are, themselves, instrumentakhiat they want for training. Many

teachers go to workshops to look for a worksheleé fressures of teaching require that

unless the result can be used in the classroomtiieea isn’t time for the more leisurely
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pursuit of learning about pedagogy, in general. dtigmce is a general attribute in
learning: there isn’t time for the things that tdakee. So, in response to this need there

would be suggestions for a model.

From model to principles

At the beginning of the project, it was thoughttthi@e respondents would list a set of
teaching methods and by matching them to the way tearned and more general
aspects of their learning experience gained froenghestionnaires and interviews, a
model could be produced which was flexible enouglhbe useful for mixed groups of

students in the college classroom. As the reseprofgressed | realised that while
support from staff, teaching methodsand practical placement(which were seen as a

foundation for both knowledge and application) were top priorities for the students,

they were unable and at times, unwilling, to speoif the methods beyond “discussion

was good”.

Expectations of research outcomes usually proveettoo neat. Mine were confounded
by two aspects. The first block to my tidy proposals that students were not to be
drawn on specific and detailed methods used irclssroom. As previously mentioned,
the students’ reticence to be drawn on specifiaidetwas not through lack of
knowledge since they were immersed in the knowlexfdearning processes. But when
they were asked in the interview to cite methodsy thppeared to lapse into vagueness
and some said they didn’'t know. My first impressvess that they couldn’t remember or
hadn’t / couldn’t analyse a process as it was haipgeto them. However, this
interpretation appeared to be at odds with theokste data where they demonstrated
evidence of being able to do this (see summarytefviews Chapter 5). On reflection,
the vague allusions became a knowing insistengaresenting the bigger picture. It was
the grander events of the learning experiencewlea¢ important to them. My dilemma

then became how to represent these grander eveatsadel.

Apart from the mention of “discussion” which wasne@stent and unequivocal, there
were no detailed methods. Not only was the “tipstéachers” model receding into the
distance, but the model that was beginning to eengrgs one which contained more
radical and therefore, more complex to executanetegs — elements that were almost

impossible to teach/learn in a traditional way. Taet that discussion appeared to be
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one of the few simple elements that could be tdbdlan a teaching model was, rather
than a relief, a new area for examination becafises gingularity. Closer examination
of the interviews revealed that discussion wastmetultimate teaching tool but that this
activity represented particular teacher/student stadent/student relationships. It was
not only the talk, ideas and opinions expressedwhat listening to them meant. It
meant that transformation was occurring not onlthendiscourse but, more importantly,

around the discourse.

The second outcome that confounded my neat expeciait a teaching model was that
the students’ appraisal of the socio-emotionaldiacof learning were more detailed and
precise than the cognitive elements. One of tr@eguthat informed my teaching and
upon which this dissertation was built, was onecognition (see Chapter 1 page 11
where Bruner’'s quotation explains “hunches”). Hoaswa teaching/learning model to
express socio-emotional elements within a cognitikenework; to express their

intellectual development through their developmehtself ? To disentangle discrete
elements in such an interwoven and commingled éxpez is complex. At times,

answers could be reduced to learning being depé¢rmaethe teacher’s personality and
how the relationship between the students and éeatipported learning. The task was
to link the cognitive/intellectual domain upon whieny own training and experience

were embedded, to the more socio-emotional aspéctassroom relationships.

Like Brookfield, | do not think there exists a “gdnarrative of practice” (1998: 140).
Models are context-specific, and are presented xa@nglars to be modified. All
principles need to take on the complexion of thepte involved. These principles are,
broadly speaking, based on a learner-centred dawvelotal model. To implement
effectively they would have to be part of a mentgrsystem where new lecturers were
attached to more experienced ones and the ideaolbgtaff development would have to
reach beyond the limitations of appraisal and $eeprocess as one of learning and

(true) development.

The language of the model does, at times take didactic (even dogmatic) tone. In
writing out the principles | was conscious of myatitole as researcher and teacher of
staff development. Resolving the tensions betweguests from staff to “tell us what

works” and making tentative suggestions based erd#ta and whanight work, was
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not easy and the classroom voice shouted loudeltSimes my language is a response
to the need for certainty. The conviction with whgome points are made is no less than
that of some authoritative researchers who have Qaeted throughout this text. These
strategies have all been tested in my classroom.slidents’ success is partial proof of
their effectiveness. However, this is not to sat they will be successful in all contexts.
If the initial principle is accepted and the leetudecides that it may suit her style,

subject and students, then the information thédiicd has legitimacy.

Getting to know how students think and learn.

This can be done by screening tests for learniylgsbn entry. This information can be
used by the lecturer so that teaching is gear¢detandividuals. It also puts learning on
the agenda. By making the students aware that #rerenany ways of learning which
are context specific and that they are individitadlan be assumed that students will start

reflecting on their learning behaviour and thugeéase their metacognition.

There could be a ritual which questioned at leastedn every class session, how the
students had learned something and what aspette aflass were helpful/not helpful.
This ritual reflection is probably most useful hetend of the class but it may be that

attention spans have spun at this point.

A way of tying learning at college with learningpnactice is to begin each session after
practical placement with a review session — stdmgtg if you like. This provides the
teacher with valuable examples from the world ofkvand gives the student a time to
think about the practical aspects in a less heaxigext. The lecturer's job here is to

extrapolate learning from the experiential telling.

Another way to understand how students learn isetularly review how people are

learning in the context of what they are learniving them an understanding of

metacognition finding (their) own way (Kirsty) of learning, by asking these questions
in individual feedback, models a way of asking eheertinent questions. Independent
learning is as dependent on the knowledge of holeaim as it is on the confidence that
the student has on his/her ability to do it onrtiogin.
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Supporting students in becoming self-directed

Supporting students in this critical maturationgass can be done in several ways. It
can start in the classroom with very small scakséarch” using limited amounts of
written material. This can then be extended to npottaic areas like the library and then
on to community libraries and then to more primagsearch in the form of
questionnaires and interviews. Bringing the findingack to the classroom for
discussion enables the students to exchange stjribs process, people’s reactions and
accessing information. Apart from teaching basiseaech skills, it gives them an
opportunity to take learning outside the comfomheavithout the lecturer and may be
the beginning of building bridging capital. Thesmtibute to taking responsibility for

their own learning.

Another way to encourage self-direction is to allithem to determine areas of interest
and assignment titles. Here again, the processsngede graded, beginning with
hunches and “small” questions which are partictdathem; sometimes it amounts to a
question that could be answered in the workplad@s Tequires minute planning

because it needs to be followed up.

Building up networks in the classroom

To increase communality in learning, opportunitiesstrengthen systems within the
group could be built into activities like discussiand project work. This can be done by
students exchanging skills through sessions omilegqustyles. Group activity work and
group discussion are essential for this constroabioties. Group engineering may have
to be done initially so that people don't resttioéir knowledge to their social comfort
zone. Lecturers’ knowledge of students’ practiceyntee helpful to increase the
confidence to share knowledge. To overcome sedfeaif) attitudes to ability allow
opportunities for students to exchange experienties.lecturer is part of the network.
Recounting your experiences lets them know whathaue learned from them. There is
always a story. Showing how the elements of clagsraetworks can be transferred to
making networks outside the college gives them rastetstanding of social capital and

its benefits.
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Learning partnerships that foster increased disposion to learn

By matching strengths and weaknesses partnerskeimgeén students can be fostered.
Thinking and processing requires time and spacall the tuition time is filled up with
delivery of information and no time is left for fsng” and musing, the students may
become Switched off(Sandra). Not every action has to be seen in g of its utility.
Leaving time at the beginning and end of each diasthe students to have some “idle
chat” is very useful for group cohesion. Being pafrta group which enjoys learning
means that to comply with the norm, you become téebéearner. Once the group
appears to have some bonding capital discuss oetiprin terms of what each student
has to give and “trade”. (Some of the terms of aocapital may not sit well in a
classroom: they are other words which express #mescharacteristics in a more
humanist way.) Once the student feels part of g or at least, can trust some
members of the group and has some knowledge ddttkagths of each member, they

can form these partnerships on their own.

Creating a culture for your classroom

The students in this study used the wordgside’ and “leader for the tutor. Each
classroom can have its own culture led by the tuBiudents require a blend of
predictability and surprise in classroom eventaonkmy observation throughout the
college, the successful classrooms were ones whereitors had put their “stamp” on
what happened. This is not to say they issueducbtns and the students followed,
although that was a type of stamp, but that eachuder had a style that they
communicated to the student. Reflective practiegular and with colleagues, is useful
for deciding what type of teacher you think is meiéctive in your classroom.

Building up a classroom culture which espousesasampital, fosters trust between
students and an understanding within a shared contynof practice. While it is
important to build up vertical bonds between tw@nd students it is equally important to
support horizontal ties between peers. These humtdies are more effective for
collective action (Field 2003) and they are thesotiet remain when the students have
left college. Groups with trustworthiness are ablaccomplish more because they work
on the understanding that obligations will be rdg&loleman 1988).

229



Making the ethos explicit and organic lets the stud contribute to the moulding of this
culture. Encourage them to take on the trappingag(lage, clothing, professional
demeanour, tradition) of the vocational calling.eyhneed to see themselves as
professionals.

Telling stories was my way of creating a culturéor§elling ties learning to life; it
situates the narrator as the major player and cosftheir ability to link ideas to living.
The story may not always appear “relevant”. It nbaythat the lecturer’s (or other class
members) task is to find its relevance by adoptnmore expansive understanding of

this term.

Creating egalitarian structures

Constant vigilance is required that everyone is ingaka contribution to the learning
pool and that this is acknowledged. Constructingstjons so that they can be answered
at all levels and scaffolding question and answessi®ns at an appropriate pace allows
everyone to participate. Some students may be tableope with more adversarial
interaction than othersihy can be a very intimidating question, dependingtlos
context. If you make your teaching techniques expénd show your students how to
scaffold with each other, then they will be ablestgpport each other. Tutoring them in
observation skills and ways of explaining to othaliso helps with collaborative study.
Whether they are doing an academic or a practichjest, explanation of an idea
(conceptual) and the process of turning wood (cete¢rrequire similar cognitive,

linguistic and social skills. The idea is to suggbem to take over their own learning.

Sharing and accessing each other’'s knowledge may peduct of having failed in
school and feeling generous to others similarleligd. Not all groups may have this.
This sharing may have to be nurtured. Again, coltabve working and feeding back to
make the knowledge accessible to all may be oneoivBystering this communality.

Encouraging them to make choices
Giving them wide, open-ended topics to think aboutite about and research and
building in lots of decision-making processes eealdtudents to determine their own

boundaries. Finding out what was behind their a®i¢simple and complex ones)
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involves them in the learning process, may incradhs@ confidence and encourages

them to examine their thinking. Metacognition saef® again.

Supporting them in risk-taking

This is difficult as risk-taking is often concomitawith confidence. Taking risks, seeing
learning as mistakes and seeing learning as conditican all be encouraged where the
lecturer is clear and open about when evaluatidreiisg used. “Giving it a go” can only
be entertained when assessments are out of sight.

Using trial and error assists students in seeingtakés as part of learning
(Dweck 2000). Once students have gained some @de] feedback sessions
on what went wrong are useful. Praise and encoaoraegefor effort (rather than
just for achievement) may foster a culture whergdeits are more open to
“giving it a go” rather than giving up the task fi@ar of failure and loss of face.
Mastering the task is important for learning anddag up confidence: if it's
easy, the amount of learning is probably minimabwing them that intelligence
can be developed and that we are not born withxedfamount, may change

attitudes of helplessness for those who have hadagessful school careers.

The conditionality of some knowledge

The concept of presenting knowledge as conditiamalome cases presents more of a
classroom attitude than it does a cognitive rulg.sBying that some (learning is about
knowing how to discern which is and which isn’'t)okviedge may be negotiable, the
lecturer is laying down the ground rules of thesegnological approach. The point of
this approach is to make more flexible thinkerse Tanger may be that the students
question the authority of the lecturer's expersiset is important that this negotiability
of knowledge does not come across as general anggrt The presentation of

uncertainty must be certain.

Dialogue and discussion

To make discussion fruitful and less teacher-da@cthe tutor can switch identities by
being the student or absenting themselves for speriods of time. Response to
comments should be less evaluative and more abakinghconnections and in the case

of more confident students, asking for justificatiand posing counter arguments. In
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discussion the students may take on different masésie more authoritative than
others. “Speaking as a mother...” may have more aiiyhthan “speaking as a student
worker...” depending on the context. Speaker roles loa made explicit by asking
where their knowledge comes from. Getting them #ding@ the origins of their
perspective, using their “transportable identityRighards 2006: 61) to look at
perspectives through the eyes of the other idestithey possess within discourse, also
substantiates the “conditional” ethos of the classr. It illustrates that “truth” has

perspectives.

The use of metaphors helps to explain fundamenmitatiples, abstract ideas and
to “concretise” theory. However, when giving diieat and instruction, the
language should be clear and precise. The amoudiredtion depends on the

level and stage of independent learning.

Using competency-based techniques

Outlining the outcomes and the assessment expmtsakets the students know what
they are working towards. This transparency mayrdmrte to the students’ confidence

in at least two ways: the apparent straightforwasdrof outcomes gives them something
concrete to hold onto; it can provide a structuse What can sometimes seem a
boundary-less accumulation of material. This mayeap to contradict the above

statement on conditionality but learning to rel&weconcepts and information with

ambiguity and uncertainty comes later when the esttel have the confidence to deal
with it.

Conclusion

Research issues: theories tested

The thesis set out to examine the learning of agmf HN students on one course in
one college with a view to providing a model fofeetive learning. It discovered that
learning for them was above all a social activityiahh had aspects of communality. The
students confirmed Bruner’s theory that sharing tommon culture enhances learning
and went further to say that the norms of thisipaldr classroom, which were trust and
reciprocity, encouraged discourse and a positigenlag identity. It affirmed Bruner’s
theory about testing hunches (see Chapter 1, pagéorlfull quotation) and how

intellectual inquiry is set in motion by individyamotional, and intuitive responses. It
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showed how, by allowing the free expression of thisnch” and exposing it to critical
thought, the learning approach in this particulassroom fostered the students’ ability

to increase their disposition to learn.

The above principles are not intended as a “ledentwl-kit” (Claxton 1996: 55); the
thesis shows that these “tips for teacher” and simjlar shortcuts for the learning
process are illusory. What these principles attetmio is to capture a glimpse of how
we want to present ourselves as teachers and wihiok student identity our learners
wish for. It shows how learning changes the seliving a legacy of shared communal
learning and a “compass” (Field 2000: 51) to findaghway to lifelong learning. Given
the complexity of the classroom dynamics and thelesits’ learning biographies, it is
simplistic to offer a “tool-kit” approach to statevelopment programmes. It may be that
FE teachers will need to look at a way of devidimgr own classroom based research in

both practical and person-centred disciplines.

At times the difference between teaching and legris as simple as who is standing up
and who is sitting down. Iftéaching has to be movement and louder than sitting
chair’ and “the journey to the decision is importan{Patricia and Davina) then it
means that the interactive nature depends on thjeduthe students, the teacher and the
dynamics whereby learning is constructed throughetyes of otherthat matter.If the
students in my study were taught within schooldtres that locked them into a way of
thinking and seeing themselves, they were settérébink independently by supportive
structures within the learning community at colleBart of that release was dependent
on peers, teachers and workplace staff. If thebfect is the teacherfRoslyn C.), there
was also a symbiosis occurring between knowledgsy tinderstanding and classroom

relationships.
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Dear Participant

This questionnaire and possible subsequent intenggart of a research PhD | am
doing at the University of Glasgow in the Educasib&tudies department. As explained
at the top of the interview form the study is caneel with the learning experience at
college, specifically what factors affect studemts have few previous qualifications.
The questionnaire should take approximately 5 nesit fill in and the interview about
30 minutes. Questionnaires have been sent toualésts on the HNSLN course from
1995-2002. As you have all passed your coursentitlign no way affect any assessment
outcomes, nor will any disclosures affect referarfoe employment. All information

will be treated with respect and in confidence. f@temtiality of information provided is
subject to legal requirements.

Should you wish at any time to withdraw permisgiomise your comments and name,
please contact me on 01475724433 ext 2422 and bavthappy to destroy the data. If
you have any concerns about the conduct of thesarek project please contact:
Professor Rex Whitehead, Ethics Officer, CentreSlmence Education, Faculty of
Education, University of Glasgow.

Your comments are essential to the success of sgareh and | appreciate your support
with my studies.

Yours truly

Vicki (Coalter)
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Date as postmark

Dear

| am doing a piece of research on the learning aipee and would like to know your
views. | would really appreciate you taking a fewuates to fill out the short
questionnaire. If you are interested and would Bkng to participate in an interview,
please indicate by signing the last page. If yalgrass and/or phone number have
changed, please let me know. Many thanks for yotoperation. A prepaid envelope
has been enclosed for your convenience.

Best wishes

Vicki Coalter

Lecturer

Special Education & Training
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This is a questionnaire based on a study about swess at College.
Many thanks for agreeing to take part.

Vicki Coalter
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Questionnaire

Name

Award achieved at college (please circle)

For office use

NC HNC HND 1

Year achieved: 2

Qualifications gained previously:
(state number)

number
‘O’ grade (or equivalent)
Higher* grade (or equivalent)

*grades A-C
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What do you consider to be the 3 most importartbfadn enabling you to succeed at

college?

(Please number them 1 — 3 with 1 being the mosbrtapt)

support from peers
support from staff
teaching methods
resources

assessments

practical placement
lecture content

personal organisation

life experience

increase in self-confidence

other:

please specify

How was the learning experience at college diffefiemm
that at school?

251

For office use

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

15

16




Name

Address

Phone #

I would be willing to be interviewed on my educat& experience.

Signed
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Appendix B

Data from questions 1 and 2 of the questionnaire
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Questionnaire
Question 1: What do you consider the 3 most impoaint factors in enabling you to succeed at College?

Highers (41 respondents)

Non-Highers (54 respondes)t

Factors 2 3 Aggregate % 1 2 3 Aggregate| %
Teaching methods 9 10 7 26 63 14 7 2 23 43
Practical Placement 5 7 9 21 51 1 8 9 18 33
Support from staff 9 7 3 19 46 15 15 5 35 65
Lecture content 4 4 5 13 32 6 6 4 16 30
Support from peers 6 2 2 10 24 7 5 4 16 30
Resources 0 4 6 10 24 0 0 5 5 9
Increase in self confidence 1 2 6 9 p2 3 3 8 14 26
Personal organisation 4 2 1 7 17 6 3 6 15 28
Assessment 2 1 1 4 10 0 2 2 4 7
Life experience 1 2 1 4 10 2 6 8 16 30
123 162

Other:

Please specify
Motivation (2)

Support from family

New ideas on technology
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Question 1

What do you consider to be the 3 most important faors in enabling you to succeed at
college?

HNSLN (95 respondents)

support from staff 57% (24 first choice)
teaching methods 52% (23 first choice)
practical placement 41% (6 first choice)
lecture content 32% (20 first choice)
support from peers 27% (13 first choice)
increase in self confidence 24% (4 first choice)
personal organisation 23% (10 first choice)
life experience 21% (3 first choice)
resources 16% (no first choices)
assessment 8% (2 first choice)

Questionnaire: BSc Computing: (27 respondents)

teaching methods 13 48% (3 first choice)
resources 13 48% (3 first choice)
support from staff 12 44% (6 first choice)
lecture content 11 41% (6 first choice)
increase in self confidence 8 30% (1 first choice)
personal organisation 6 22% (2 first choice)
assessments 6 22% (O first choice)
support from peers 5 19% (1 first choice)
life experience 4 15% (3 first choice)
practical placement * 2 7% (1 first choice)
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Questionnaire

Question 2: How was the learning experience at degie different from that at school?

HNSLN Highers

HNSLN Non-Highers

Aggregate

BSc Compting %

Suitable pace

1

0

1

Student loan

Greater sense of achievement

Life experience plus learning in college

Active learning

Time allowed

More support

Flexible and negotiable

More encouragement, praise

Real life experience

Increased confidence

Motivation, willingness to learn — attributed to tunaty

N O|lW| O|O(N|FP|FP|O|F

Ao W O|FRL|FRL|FL|O

N[O WIN|ININ|[FL|PF

Student centred — more involvement from studergsfydiscussion

Relaxed, informal, laid back

9

Allowed to think independently, give options, degbwn ideas

10

Recognised as an individual/more respect

11

Interest in subject, choice of curriculum

11

You were treated as an adult

13

Better relationship with lecturers, more approatdyabpportive

14

In charge of / responsible for own learning

17

23

The aggregate numbers are higher than the number aespondents because most respondents gave morertttame answer.
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Appendix C

Interview Questions for Non-Highers Group
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Interview: Non-Highers group

| am interested in the relationship between thmieg experience at college, your
definition of yourself in this process and how thdactors relate to your success on your
HN course.

Interview Questions

In the survey you listed as the 3 most importantdrs in succeeding at college as:

1 Can you tell me a bit more about that?

2 You also stated that the learning experiencedifeeyent from school in that

Can you say a bit more about how that aspect raag helped you to succeed?

3 At what age and why did you decide to come badatotlege?

4 What made you think you could succeed?

5 What does being a student mean to your defingfoyourself?

6 Did you see learning as a “communal #&gtiyBruner)

7 If so, how was it communal and what did you shetk the group?

8 If the quality of teaching had an effect on ytarning experience, can you
explain how?

9 How did the incremental nature of the course (t#€n HNC & D and then 3rd

year of university) affect your attitude to yotudies?

10 Anything to add, questions to ask?

Permission to use quotes yes/no

Permission to attribute quotes to real name yes/no
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Appendix D

Interview Questions for Highers Group
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Interview: Highers group

1 In the survey you listed as the 3 most imporactiors in succeeding at college
as
1,2,3.

Can you tell me a bit more about that?

2 You also stated that the learning experiencedifeeyent from school in that

Can you say a bit more about how that aspect raag helped you to succeed?

3 (If “responsible for own learning” was not givas answer to question two.)

Do you think being responsible for your own leaghhas any effect on your
experience at college?

4 Anything to add, questions to ask?

Permission to use quotes yes/no

Permission to attribute quotes to real name es/no
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Appendix E

Letters to case-studies
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Letters to case studies

Dear Elaine, John, Roslyn,

| hope your job is going well. | know you are bumyt | would really appreciate your
comments on the case study | have written up far Jais is a small biopic from what |
know of you and also what you said in the interv@wyour learning experience at

college.

Would you mind reading it over and expand, confideny, add anything that you think
Is missing or would be relevant and then retuta e in the envelope provided please?
Any extra biographical details would also be uséfhlave used your comments
elsewhere and since you are one of the three gtuddr went from NC to BA, | want

to add your story as a separate section to givera muman picture to the whole study.

Finally, ethical considerations are very importantesearch. At the time of interview
you gave permission to use your real name anddtedftom the notes. If this
permission still holds with the case study could ptease sign the slip enclosed and

return it with your additional comments?

| really appreciate you taking the time to do thigiou want to talk it over please don’t
hesitate to call me on xxxxxxx (emailxxxxx).
Thanks again; looking forward to hearing from you.

Vicki

PhD Research
University of Glasgow
Vicki Coalter

| give permission to use my real name and to quotay comments in your research.
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Sample Sources of Evidence
Basis for selection

Interview notes from five interviews are includedtihhe appendices. There are also two
completed questionnaires and notes from the seiobeiew of one of the case-studies,
John.

The five interviewees were chosen on the basieetisefulness of the data. They were
some of the more “quotable” students, already meetl in the study. They were also
some of the longer interviews and all were facéat®. Four of the five interviewees
had no Highers and one had Highers and therefaeexed the shorter interview
designed for that more qualified group.

The questionnaires were chosen for similar reaaadsecause they were examples of
the only meaningful differences found between the groups. They also represented a
school leaver with Highers and an adult returnéhwb Highers.

The case studies

I have included Rosylin’s first interview as autheaion and John’s second interview
because he was the only one of the case studiesavhe in for a second interview.
These notes are more stream of consciousnesstBiaceas a very unstructured
interview and could almost be classed as a monelogu
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Appendix F

Completed questionnaires (2)

264



Appendix G

Completed interviews (2)
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Appendix H

Roslyn’s first interview and John’s second interviev notes
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