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You said it my good knight! There ought to be laws to protect the
body of acquired knowledge.

Take one of our good pupils, for example, modest and diligent; from
his earliest grammar classes he’s kept a little notebook full of
phrases. After hanging on the lips of his teachers for twenty years,
he’s managed to build up an intellectual stock in trade; doesn’t it
belong to him as if it were a house, or money?

Paul Claudel (1929), Le soulier de satin (The Satin Slipper),
Act 111, Scene ii.
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Abstract

This study explores ownership and manifestations of cultural capital (Bourdieu 1984)
demonstrated by a sample of lecturers in the UK Further Zducation (‘FE’) sector and the
influence this has on cross-college collaborative practice. The research was conducted at three
colleges in the English Midlands in 2010-11 employing a researcher-as-bricoleur approach
(Kincheloe 2002). Knowledge explaining inhibitor or activator mechanisms involved in
collaborative working is essential if the sector is to gain from the opportunities of innovative
problem solving afforded by communities of practice (Wenger et al. 2002). The significance of
this knowledge is amplified when considered against the background of efficiency pressures
resulting from funding cuts to FE proposed in the Government’s 2010 Comprehensive Spending
Review.

The study found the types and magnitude of lecturers’ cultural capital and the patterns of its
deployment should act, in the main, as enablers for collaborative practice. Despite their middle-
class professional status lecturers tend to exhibit popularist to middlebrow cultural affinities.
The minority of practitioners who possessed ‘highbrow’ cultural capital tend to classify as
cultural omnivores rather than exhibiting traits solely associated with univores (Peterson 1992,
Peterson and Kern 1996). Few lines of cultural cleavage were found, with one notable
exception. There was evidence of antipathy resulting from dislocations of capital owned by
lecturers delivering Higher Education programmes in the FE environment and their
predominantly FE line managers and FE lecturer colleagues. The asset value of cultural capital
is depressed in comparison to more valuable ‘organisational knowledge’ capitals, for example
an understanding of college bureaucratic practice and procedvre. Deployment of high cultural
capital where it might be exchanged for status tends to be suppressed. There was evidence of
strong enthusiasm for collaboration, possibly due to the tolerance of the cultural omnivore
(Erickson 1996), but Homo Actificivm' is encountering significant obstacles to cross-college
working: physical isolationism, the précarité of job insecurity (Bourdieu 1998a), and
restrictions imposed by inter-departmental competition within college.

The thesis argues that to promote innovative collaborative practice Further Education colleges
should rebalance the emphasis in their accommodation strategies to give more of an equal
weighting to staff provision as they do for students. In the light of the findings, wherever
possible, colleges should consider enlarging staffrooms and providing additional cost-efficient
informal social network spaces for their staff organised around the optimum ‘Dunbar number’
(Dunbar 1992) in order to catalyse ‘community’.

' The lecturer ‘species’ Homo Artificium is contrived from the study’s results. Its name, etymologically
from the Latin ‘artificium’, encompasses the notion of skill, ability and opportunity. It attempts to
encapsulate FE’s raison d'étre that of the UK’s “Lifelong Learning and Skills Sector”. The characteristics
of the species are dissimilar to a distant relative, Homo Academicus, postulated by Bourdieu (1984b)
following his research into the cultural capital possessed by Parisian university academics [pun intended].
My interpretation of Homo Artificium is depicted on the bookmark.
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FOUNDATIONS

Chapter One

FOUNDATIONS

To be able to see and describe the world as it is, you have to be ready to be
always dealing with things that are complicated, confused, impure, and
uncertain, all of which runs counter to the usual idea of intellectual rigour
(Bourdieu et al. 1991, p 259).

1.1 A vignette - shenanigans in the Valedown staffroom

One of the twin triggers for the study was a seemingly innocuous event. I was lecturing
in computing science and business at Valedown College in 2007 when tensions in
working relations surfaced after the installation of a cross-discipline lesson observation
regime’. Valedown’s relatively small size in comparison to other ‘general’ FE colleges
(it had fewer than 1000 full-time students) and its need to improve on its long-held
‘barely satisfactory’ Ofsted grade’ had catalysed a series of organisational
rationalisations and restructures between 2000 and 2007. The latest in 2007, shortly
before 1 joined the college, placed the Computing Science Department functionally
responsible to the head of the Hair, Beauty and Complementary Therapies School
(‘HBCT’). When the restructure was announced the four computing science lecturers
began to raise concerns centred on what they considered to be “less well qualified

hairdressers” carrying out their lesson observations, arguing that the HBCT programme

? There is a requirement in FE for a lecturer to be observed in a formal teaching session annually as part
of a college’s quality monitoring and continuous improvement procedure. Notice is given of impending
observation but the session to be observed is selected at random by the observation team. The lesson
observation grade awarded is recorded on the lecturer’s personnel record.

3 Ofsted inspectors make judgements in lesson observations, college provision and management on a four
point scale (1 = outstanding, 2 = good, 3 = satisfactory, 4 = inadequate). The same scale is generally used
in college initiated observations.



FOUNDATIONS

managers - the observers - would have difficulty understanding the high technical
content of the computing science lessons. Subsequently, one of the computing science
lecturers was graded a ‘4’ (“inadequate™ on the Ofsted scale). A raft of special measures
was invoked as a result, including his mandatory attendance at peer teaching and
learning remedial workshops, eventual re-observation, and forfeit of his entitlement to
an annual pay increment. Antipathy in the department heightened when it became clear
that colleagues from HBCT would be delivering the remedial peer-support sessions.
Three weeks after this ‘inadequate’ grade observation, another of my computing
colleagues, V17, was planning some form of reprisal. Attempting to highlight
deficiencies in the observation regime and point up the claimed asymmetry of
‘knowledge’ between observer and observed, he insisted his observation due to take
place that week be video recorded. In the lesson, he intentionally misinformed his
BTEC National Diploma students on certain technical computing points intending to
challenge the objectivity and robustness of the observation grade awarded by his HBCT
Programme Manager observer and hence the validity of the entire observation process.
The trick worked. The observer did not pick up on his ‘errors’. After the observation
debrief and a short but heated altercation, my colleague went back to his students,

apologising profusely, to correct the ‘errors’ so not to disadvantage their learning.

Over lunch immediately following this latest incident there was, perhaps unsurprisingly,
collegiate-style staff-room banter: “What does she know? Nice-looker, but at the end-
of-the-day she’s only a hairdresser!” In the same exchange V17 claimed some kind of
distinction from his hairdresser-observer who he misled, producing and waiving a
receipt from his wallet for a recent restaurant meal for himself and his wife for £96
(2007 prices) as evidence of his haute cuisine tastes (and accompanying propensity to

spend) and a token of “the difference in culture”.

I finished off my pre-packed prawn mayonnaise sandwich and went to class ruminating

on the morning’s events.

Two months or so afterwards, tensions turned into overt resistance to the attempted
migration of ‘exemplar’ working practices from the HBCT section, around the time I
left for my new lecturing post at Riverford, a move unconnected with happenings at

Valedown.
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1.2 Career contrasts and the intellectual puzzle

The introductory chapter continues by depicting the study’s intellectual puzzle that
emerged from two apparently unrelated phenomena, the Valedown incident and a stark
contrast I experienced when I changed career and moved into Further Education in
2000. It progresses by tracking my thinking from the intellectual puzzle into the framing
of the research questions. A brief exposition of the relevance of the study’s two meta-
analytical frameworks follows. Knowledge gleaned from the project’s pilot study in
2009 significant in informing the research is then introduéed before the chapter ends

signposting the content of the remainder of the thesis.

The project then was triggered by an intellectual curiosity bridging between the
staffroom remarks regarding the graded observation sessions at Valedown and a
contrast I drew between my eight years in academia and my twenty years previous
manufacturing sector experience: the rarity of practitioner-inspired collaborative
problem solving forums at the college’s operational level. To develop the contrast: the
three FE colleges where I had worked between 2000 and 2008 all had cross-college
working groups but invariably these came into existence driven by senior management
initiatives. The paucity of empowered communities* was surprising given that I was
now lecturing at an ‘outstanding’ Ofsted grade one college, Riverford in the English
Midlands, where I co-ordinate Foundation and Bachelor’s Degree programmes.
Previously I had worked at Hillstown College in the north of England, graded ‘good’,
grade ‘two’. Trading on my first career experiences I began to conjecture that
empowered employees sharing a passion for certain aspects of practice, coalescing in
‘communities’ working collaboratively might, in part at least, have contributed to these
colleges’ success. This clearly was not the case. This situation was in stark contrast to
my first career experience in middle-management with a FTSE 100-listed private sector

manufacturing company. Here, many ‘difficult’ operational problems, particularly

4 For brevity I use community and community of practice interchangeably. However a community of
practice is distinct from the more general notion of community. In Brown and Duguid’s eyes it is not
necessarily contiguous, well-ordered or well-defined; it is not particularly harmonious or community
minded; and it is not something that can be created by organisational fiat (Brown and Duguid 1992) or
that respects organisational boundaries (Orr 1991).

The term ‘community of practice’ has been redefined since Lave and Wenger’s (1991) original use of the
term to describe ‘situated learning’ of apprentices. The thesis uses Wenger et al.’s (2002) concept of
communities of practice as unorthodox knowledge creation mechanisms “to create, expand and exchange
knowledge and to develop individual capabilities™ (2002, p42).
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those embracing quality improvement and cost reduction, were resolved in
‘communities of practice’ - informally organised, non-managerially directed,
empowered collaborative teams. Defined by their co-proponents Lave and Wenger as
“a set of relations among persons, activity and world, over time and in relation with
other tangential and overlapping communities of practice”, communities of practice are
formed when “groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do
and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly” (Wenger, McDermott and
Synder 2002, p 115, also Lave and Wenger 1991, Wenger 1998). Their term implies:

“participation in an activity system about which the participants share
understandings concerning what they are doing and what it means in their
lives and in their communities” (Wenger, McDermott and Synder 2002,
pl15).

Wenger lays down three dimensions to the concept of community: “mutual
engagement”, “a joint enterprise” and a “shared repertoire” between its members
(Wenger 1998, p73). Through a Habermasian lens (1987) discerning the inter-
subjective social world, communities of practice foster toth a pragmatic approach and
provide a nexus: both an adaptive system and a response mechanism to deal with
complexity and dynamism through which proto-solutions of complex problems, such as
those that surface in managing educational practice, its cost and quality, emerge through

physical or virtual forums in which participants coalesce their ideas.

In the middle part of my private sector career I witnessed the evolution of process
technologies (‘TQM’, ‘JIT’ and ‘ZD’, for instance’) and its effect on organisational
thinking. Fordist authoritative-benevolent management styles of the 1970s (McGregor
1960) were dispelled and superseded with the employee-empowered ‘Japan-ised’
organisational cultures of the 1990s. The transition involved seeding the notion of the
company as a ‘learning organisation’ (Senge 1990, Senge, Kleiner et al. 1994, Argyris,
1994) in attempts to kick-start the production and reifica‘ion of Gibbons et al.’s “mode
2” knowledge, knowledge that is co-constructed, context-driven and interdisciplinary
rather than “mode 1" knowledge, the discipline based and investigator-initiated
knowledge that concentrates on ‘task’ and not ‘process’ (Gibbons et al. 1994).

Enterprise-wide communities of practice were pivotal in achieving this fundamental

’ “Total Quality Management’. ‘Just-in-Time’ manufacturing, ‘Zero-defects’ (Ishikawa 1985, Ohno
1988).

4
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interdisciplinarity. This interdisciplinarity led, in turn, to a significant change in
working practices - practices that were, in part, attempts to win over employees’ “hearts
and minds” through collaborative practice in envisaged “workplaces of the future”

(Thompson and Warhurst 1998, p1).

This discrepancy between what I had experienced and what I was witnessing in college
appeared to be echoed in the early reading I undertook around the time of the project’s
inception. A large part of the ‘professional’ Further Education discourse, as opposed to
the pedagogical discourse, I found focused on aspects of managerialist-professional
tensions. Relatively little considers the newer organisational forms and philosophies in
the education context; forms and philosophies that had sprung up in non-education
sectors as a result of strategies to restructure, downsize and outsource, tactics that
responded to contingent macro-economic shocks and crises. Indeed when I checked
Ofsted’s parallel reports “Why colleges succeed” and “Why colleges fail” compiled
from evidence drawn from 349 FE college and specialist institution inspections from
2001 onwards, the phrase “community of practice” was entirely absent. The word
“community” only appears in reference to a college’s immediate catchment area - “their

community” - and in the sense of “community provision” (Ofsted 2004).

Given the almost labyrinthine organisational complexity of FE, the centrality of its tacit
knowledge in quality improvement, and the non-routine nature of many of its problems
(as I establish later in the thesis), empowered practitioners working in ideal-type
communities of practice, similar to those I had witnessed previously, seemed an entirely
appropriate problem-resolving mechanism. Avis argues similarly, but from an FE policy
perspective, the need for “localism™ through devolvement and empowerment to change
the form of FE governance:

“As a result of the complexity of systems it is necessary to devolve power
downwards to practitioners, communities and other stakeholders to make
interventions at a local level” (Avis 2009, p 644).

Moreover, the need for innovative problem-solving mechanisms, and by implication
this research’s significance, is amplified when viewed in the context of proposed cuts in
grant funding to FE colleges post 2011-12 aimed at reducing the UK’s fiscal deficit. As
the Minister for Further Education, Skills and Lifelong Learning, John Hayes, relayed in

a speech at Hackney College in July 2010 launching consultation on the proposed cuts,
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“Spending more isn’t essential if you are prepared to spend more wisely”. Confirming
the need for innovative thinking Hayes proposed “FE can deliver more and save money

by challenging ‘orthodox assumptions’ (Hayes 2010).

1.3 Theoretical underpinning

In 2007 at the start of my Ed.D. programme as I trawled for interesting and context-
important research opportunities the complexity of FE within which I had worked for
seven years began to unravel. The rich and diverse amalgam of its provision, its
students, and its teaching staff became increasingly apparent®. Paradoxically, perhaps, in
the case of the latter I found most occupational classification schemes ignore the
diversity of the backgrounds of FE teaching staff and conflate the occupation of ‘college
lecturer’ as a‘middle-class profession.” This homogeneous classification appears to
mask and belie the spectrum of the histories, experience, knowledge and education of its
practitioners, a raw nerve in the Computing Science department at Valedown. Lecturers
are employed in the sector for their diversity of expertise in delivering programmes of
study as dissimilar as the “‘NVQ in industrial cleaning and support services’ and a ‘B.Sc.
(Hons.) in Computing Science’. Disconcordant with the situation I was seeing in FE,
"the composition of communities in my previous company, in its ‘quality circles’ and
‘tiger teams’ for instance, would encompass an equivalently diverse spread of
backgrounds and status. Senior executives would share their passion and join in
spontaneous collaborative ventures with staff volunteers from many levels of the
organisation and from most, if not all, of its business departments. This, at a time when
‘single status’ principles with privileges levelled across hierarchical ‘rank’ were being
redefined by the new Japanese manufacturing plants in the UK (Oliver and Wilkinson
1992).

I began to link the two phenomena - the shenanigans at Valedown and the paucity of
communities in FE - to conjecture that the incidence of practitioners coming together to
work effectively together might be influenced by the similarities and differences in

capitals, particularly cultural capital, that practitioners possess and deploy in the social

6 It is common for colleges to deliver qualifications from QCF ‘entry level’ to bachelor's honours level,
and from the overtly academic (e.g. ‘A’ level mathematics) to the overtly vocational (e.g. bricklaying) to
students from the age of 14 to retired senior citizens.

7 For example the ‘International Standard Classification of Occupations’ (ISCO-88).
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space of the FE field. Instrumental in illuminating this inkling was the work of French
sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1930-2002). Applying Bourdieu’s work as a meta-
theoretical perspective a priori was to guide my attempt at understanding events and
phenomena. Low level theory, for example the finding that capitals other than the
cultural type are significant in positioning the agent in the structure of the FE field, was
built @ posteriori grounded in data analysis (Glaser and Strauss 1967). The starting
point for any attempted theoretic unification was, to use Bourdieu’s phrase, the
recognition of an “ontological complicity” in facets of the intellectual puzzle (1982, p
47). Once the puzzle was explicitly framed by the research questions, Bourdieu’s
ethereal conceptual framework of capital-habitus-field became a central tenet of the
analysis of the bridge between the study’s trigger event and my observation. In his
conceptual schema, lecturers as social agents, Bourdieu reminds us, possess various
forms and magnitudes of capital: economic (assets); cultural (culturally valued and
authorised taste and patterns of consumption, knowledge, awards, skills and education);
social (networks of influence and support) and symbolic (power, prestige, recognition).
Operating within a system of exchange, these capitals position the agent’s status in the
‘field’. Incongruities between the types and magnitude of an agent’s capital and
resultant position and status within the field appeared commonplace in FE. High-level
qualifications (B.A., B.Sc. etc.) constitute valuable zlements of, in Bourdieuian
terminology, objectified cultural capital granting symbolic capital, but did not in every
case, it appears, guarantee career progression or referent prestige between colleagues.
My computer science colleagues at Valedown appeared typical. I became interested in
digging a little deeper into possible theoretical linkages between the diversity of
practitioners’ habituses (Mauss 1934, Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992) - the individual
structures characterised by acquired schemata, dispositions and tastes operating beneath
the level of rational calculation and choice - and the fact that these may somehow
influence the incidence of collaborative working. Could antipathy between lecturers, of
the type illustrated to the hairdresser observer, I conjectured, be somehow related to
their respective culinary tastes? Could the symbolism of a lecturer’s hospitality and
catering background, for instance, deter her from working alongside a sociologist, or a

bricklayer or a mathematician?

I turn now to introduce a Bourdieuian perspective briefly in order to explain my initial

ideas a little further. Habitus, Bourdieu explains. is a property of the agent: a “structured
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and structuring structure”, “structured” by one’s past and present circumstances
(upbringing, cultural and educational experiences giving rise to dispositions that
generate perceptions, appreciations and practices) and “structuring”™ in the way that the
habitus shapes one’s present and future practices (1994, p170). There is more
interlocking. Practice, Bourdieu advances, results from relations between the habitus,
the agent’s position in the field, situated by capital possessed and the impacts of its
deployment, and the current state of play in the dynamic social arena - the ‘field’
(Bourdieu 1986). Durable, mutable and oriented towards the practical, the habitus thus
conditions the lecturer to feel as if he is a free agent, but his everyday decisions are
based on assumptions about dispositions: the predictable character, behaviour and
attitudes of others. Critically though there are no explicit rules dictating such practice:
the logic of practice incorporates rational thinking with “regulated improvisations™
resulting from the unconscious taking in of rules, values and dispositions (Bourdieu
1977, p78). Behaviour is “regulated without being the product of obedience to rules”
(Bourdieu 1994, p65). These regularities are evident across the social world: why, as
Willis (1977) puts it, working class kids get working class jobs, why middle-class
readers tend to enjoy middlebrow literature, and perhaps why some practitioners from
some Further Education disciplines and curriculum areas shun others. Social practices
are thus characterised by regularities that bring together both objective social structure
and subjective personal experiences:

“the dialectic of the internalization of externality and the externalisation of
internality” (Bourdieu 1977, p22).

My train of thought was suggesting that manifestations of cultural capital in practice
and an individual’s cultural affinities and dispositions might bring about regularities that
inhibit or promote social closure and collaboration. A further small, but as it turned out
later, significant premise embedded in Bourdieu’s work, was that the distribution and
subsequent exchange of cultural capital might condition the probability of social contact

by linkages in status and through proximities in social space.

1.4 Translating the thinking into research questions

I conducted a pilot study in 2009 testing a Bourdieuien analysis of the contexts of
cultural capital in a small sample of lecturers (n=7). A purposive sampling frame

(Patton 1990, Kuzel 1999) was used to select participants from three colleges on two
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criteria - curriculum area and known vocational career history - allowing as broad
dispersion as possible given the pilot study’s scale constraints. Participants here
included two lecturers with bachelor’s degrees who had switched into teaching after 7-
10 year long careers in other sectors, one from the legal profession, the other an ex-RAF
officer. The sample also included a post-graduate ‘career’ academic, and two
vocational lecturers, one who had served a long career in logistics management and
another who had pursued a Civil Service career before to teaching ICT. The pilot study
revealed several interesting polarities in the deploymert and exploitation of cultural
capital and, in retrospect, gave inklings into a cultural homogeneity within the sample
but because of its scope its findings could not be treated as statistically significant.
Work in the pilot study did however inform the final research design and consolidated
four principal aims for the main study. These were:

Aim (1): to determine the types and relative magnitudes of lecturers’ cultural capital.
Aim (2): to explore lecturers’ attitudes to collaborative ‘cross-college’ working.

Aim (3): to investigate any relationship between cultural capital held and deployed and
attitude to collaborative working.

Aim (4): based on the investigations for (1), (2) and (3), to suggest how effective
collaborative working might be promoted.

Translating my initial thinking, through these aims, to formulate research questions
brought explicit framing, additional clarity and heightensd focus to the project. In the
process linguistic precision® and logical sequencing of the research questions in a
deterministic order, that is determining the existence of an entity, whether material or
phenomenal, the ‘what?’; before attempting to determine its attributes, the ‘how?’; and
any possible ‘causal’® chain of effects, was a critical step. At the end of the pilot study
in the autumn of 2009 four research questions remained:

RQ1  What are the manifestations of practitioners’ cultural capital?

RQ2 How do these differ, if at all, across practitioners from different subject areas?
RQ3  What is the significance of the volume and type of cultural capital displayed by

practitioners in group formation processes and collaborative working cultures?

RQ4 Based on the findings, what are the implications for promoting a greater degree
of productive collaborative working?

% Interestingly Bourdieu identified /inguistic precision as a culturally distinguishing characteristic.
? The study takes Bunge’s (1996) delimitation of the natural science and sociological interpretations of
‘causality’. See Chapter Three.
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Informed by two strands, those of the practical work done in the pilot, and another
theoretical component, Searle’s work on the philosophy of fact (Searle 1995), I began to
appreciate further the “ontological complicity” within these research questions
(Bourdieu ibid.). There were epistemically objective elements, for example, cultural
capital objectified both in credentials and qualifications, and capital embodied in
consumption patterns and taste. There were elements, too, of the subjective:
descriptions of aesthetic taste, and interpretation of the values of vocational experience,
and attitudes to collaboration. Then there were ontologically subjective facets that were
epistemologically objective, demarcations of cultural taste in the membership of
collaborative groups, for instance. It was here that Searle’s 1995 work describing a
hierarchical taxonomy of fact, separating the “bare bones™ of the ontology (Searle 1995,
p5) and disaggregating the epistemologically objective from the epistemologically
subjective, was to appear an apposite framework on which to scaffold the study’s design
and methodology. Searle’s work was to become the study’s second organising meta-

theoretical framework.

Using this disaggregation, I considered that work in securing 4im (1) would use
quantitative and qualitative techniques to detect embodied, objectified and
institutionalised cultural capitals (Bourdieu 1984a) and open up interesting triangulation
possibilities through to Bourdieu’s seminal ethnographic study in France (1973-1984),
his study of Parisian academia (1988) and to more recent studies in the UK, for
instance, Bennett et al (2009)'°. The investigative processes pursuing Aim (2) would
centre on quantitative and qualitative data. 4im (3), 100, would use a mixture of
methods. Advancing recommendations, Aim (4), the results of which would be
conditiohal on predecessor findings, would draw on the study’s primary data twinned
with secondary data in an, as yet, unknown area. Recognition of this complex mix of
ontological facets in the research terrain began to consolidate my thinking in the

direction of a researcher-as bricoleur investigative approach.

" And in future work, to the ‘BBC Lab UK’ study being carried out by Savage and his team at the
University of York concurrently. This work is described in Chapter Two. BBC Lab UK suggests that
“preliminary results from this experiment will be made available later in 2011, in a special television
documentary and online at BBC Lab UK. The full findings will be published in a suitable peer-reviewed
journal.” http://www.bbc.co.uk/labuk/articles/class/faq.html, accessed 21 December 2011.

The findings were not available in late December 2011.
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The fieldwork for the main study was carried out in 2010 and 2011 at three general FE
colleges in the English Midlands using an eclectic mix of quantitative survey (n=71)
and qualitative methods - the bricolage. Data from the mix’s components were
analysed concurrently. Throughout the work I was aware of my natural bias towards
positivism. I trained in the natural sciences but involvement in tandem projects with my
Ed.D. tutors running parallel to my doctoral studies, the first using videonarrative to
narrate its journey (reported on in Taylor et al., 2011)"", and the second, a Bourdieuian
analysis of its trajectory led by my Supervisor, I founcd increasingly I had traded an
insistence on the rigour of logical positivism for an entanglement with multiple realities,
multiple perspectives and recognition of the mutability of ‘truth’'’. I resisted
strenuously on my research journey what Kierkegaard (1846) defines as “ressentiment”,
that is a particular sense of hostility directed at that which one identifies as the cause of

one’s frustration (Poole 1993), a concept paralleled by Bourdieu:

“Isn’t the root of my revolt [...] and the rhetorical vibration of my adjectives
when I describe Giscard d’Estaing'? playing tennis, the fact that deep down I
envy what he is?” (1992, p212).

Substituting “College Principal” for the name of the French President, “managerialism™
for “tennis”, I arrive at a restatement that, in some small measure, might be taken as
identifying part of my position. Following Holstein and Gubrium’s (2008) advice, I
have attempted to ‘analytically bracket’ that position and my natural biases and resisted,
I hope strenuously, the encroachment of these in the thesis. Following Medawar (1963)
and Polanyi’s (1967) stand on the ‘myth of objectivity’ in research, I provide a
personally-completed survey instrument at Annexe A in the format completed by the
research participants.. I have desisted from analysis of its data instead inviting the
reader to interpret these without my further elaboration and use the data to colour the

attempted objectivity of my findings and conclusions.

"' My epistemological shift from positivism to encompass interpretivism is relevant to this thesis. A copy
of this paper published in the July 2011 International Journal of Research & Method in Education is
attached.

12 At this point I drop the scare quotes around the word ‘truth’, having hinted at difficulties of the notion
of its immutability. The thesis’ perspective for this concept aligns with the pragmatic theory of truth; the
utility of accepting it, exactitude not being a virtue (James 1907, p222).

" Coincidentally, Bourdieu included an image of d’Estaing in Distinction (1984) when dealing with The
Habitus and the Space of Life-Styles, part I ch. 3, p210.
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1.5 Signposts to the remainder of the thesis

To paraphrase Hammersley (1995, p96), my obligation to you, the reader, is to present
“certain critical components”: the study’s focus; the investigated case; the methods
employed; the main claims made; the evidence to support them and the conclusions
drawn. Ignoring Medawar’s (1963) advice dissuading researchers from writing up in a
neat and logical format and thus misrepresenting the messiness of real research, I have
decided to formally structure the thesis in six chapters and appendices. I refer though to
the messy, disorderly nature of the research, in both the processes of thought and the
iterations between the project’s stages, en passant, at appropriate points in the text. I
oscillated frequently but productively in the analytical process between the inductive
and the deductive. Like Dewey’s householder returring home to find the house
ransacked, and inducing “Could it be burglars?” and further deducing: “I'd better check
the silver” - Dewey’s “double movement of reflection” - I vacillated between the
particular and universal (Dewey 1910, p79-82). This is perhaps reflected in the thesis

discussions.

The remainder of the thesis comprises five chapters. Chapter Two “A realist view of the
literature” (Greener 2011, p33) takes Pawson’s approach attempting to build theory
about what the existing literature says, adding value by synthesis, whilst hopefully
providing a rigorous treatment (Pawson and Tilley 1997, Pawson 2005, 2006). The
review was assembled through a series of iterations as data analysis led first to tentative,
then progressively firmer findings. After setting the research in the context of the FE
field, the chapter works outwards from an outline of Bourdieu’s structural-constructivist
schema. It then follows an argumentation thread from ‘capital’ to ‘collaboration’.
Definition and genesis of the terminology and constructs of the study’s meta-analytical
frameworks are addressed. Issues of importance both for the current and medium term

relevance of this piece of research are considered here.

The research methodology, the study’s design, and practicalities of its methods of
enquiry form the bulk of Chapter Three, “Methodology, design and method”. Its
structural thread is aligned to a central tenet of the research, that of Grix’s “directional
relationship” schema (Grix 2001, p180), in which ontological aspects of the domain
inculcate epistemological considerations, and these, in turn, decide detail of the study’s

method. This chapter summarises the study’s methodological standpoint and justifies
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the case for its bi-paradigmatic, eclectic ‘researcher-as-bricoleur’ approach. The
study’s organising epistemological standpoint, founded on Bourdieu’s social ontology
and complemented by Searle’s philosophical work on taxonomy of fact and the agent’s
construction of social reality (Searle 1995) are discussed in context. Discussion in the
methodology section is intended to de-normalise this context and interpret the domain’s
complexities and ambiguities. Important ethical implications of the study are considered
here. The study’s design principles, both in its emergent and final adopted forms, are
explained and warranted. The chapter progresses to outline the detail of the method
before outlining the schemes of data analysis. It finishes by considering issues of

validity, reliability and triangulation.

In orthodox accounts findings are presented, analyéed and then discussed, but because
of their rich interconnectedness here, I interweave the three as an amalgamation of both
quantitative and qualitative data.  Chapter Four, “Lecturers’ cultural capital:
manifestations and differences” discusses the study’s findings in relation to the
magnitude and type of embodied, objectified, and institutionalised cultural capitals
possessed and deployed by the FE lecturers in the sample. It addresses RQ1 and RQ2.

Chapter Five, “A fence or a bridge? The significance of the cultural capital pattern for
collaborative practice”, presents and reviews the data on attitudes to, and the
practicalities of collaboration. = The chapter progresses by examining links to the
findings from RQ1 and RQ2 and the significance of the manifestations for collaborative
practice answering RQ3. Informed by these findings and drawing on sociometry
research to give appropriate theoretical purchase, in particular Granovetter (1973),
Chwe (1999) and Lin (2001), Chapter Five concludes by suggesting mechanisms to

improve collaborative practice. It responds to RQ4.

After a brief summary of the main findings in the final chapter, Chapter Six,
“Conclusions, evaluations and plans for the future”, 1 provide an evaluation of the
project as a whole highlighting several methodological innovations. My development as
a researcher during its course is discussed. The chapter ends with plans for further

research.
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1.6 Notes on terminology and style

Further Education colleges and external organisations are given contrived titles. A letter
and a random number code for research participants e.g. ‘R43’ for ‘Riverford College
respondent 43°. Significant others who were not participants but who were referred to
in interviews are similarly anonymised. Unless referencing a respondent, or in the case
where it is significant to the findings, 1 use the personal pronouns ‘he’ and ‘she’
randomly with the intention of reducing any gender bias.

The thesis leans heavily on substantial quoted verbatim passages extracted from the
transcripts in the hope of reporting the richness of interview data and affording the

reader similar intensive and exhaustive interpretation to that which I had.

The field of Further Education has a semantic set that is, at times, impenetrable to those
from other sectors and disciplines. To ameliorate this, I include a glossary of terms,

abbreviations and acronyms at the end of the thesis.

Footnotes are employed to signpost tangential ideas and additional sources that although
interesting, would otherwise interrupt the flow of the main argument. Effort has been

made to keep these to a minimum.

1.7 Coda

Returning to the chapter’s epigraph, the context of cultural capital in Further Education
I argue in subsequent chapters is “complicated, confused, impure and uncertain”.
Valedown College, the context triggering the research, appeared typical of the sector. I

have attempted in the thesis to “deal with these things”.

The next chapter, Chapter Two, sets the contexts for the study and provides a ‘realist’
view of the literature (Greener 2011, p33). Taking Pawson and his collaborator’s
approach it builds theory about what the existing literature says, and rather than
discriminating between papers on the grounds of scientific quality it assesses the
literature on what it might add to the emerging explanation in the different social

contexts (Pawson and Tilley 1997, Pawson et al. 2005, Pawson 2006).
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Chapter Two

A REALIST VIEW OF THE LITERATURE

“[(Habitus) (Capital)] + Field = Practice”
(Bourdieu 1984a, p101).

“Practice is the result of various habitual schemas and dispositions (habitus),
combined with resources (capital), being activated by certain structured
social conditions (field) which they, in turn, belong to and variously
reproduce and modify” (Crossley 2001, p96).

2.1 Preamble: a realist view of reviewing

An alternative to the systematic review process that is more applicable in the field of
social policy research or research for evidence-based practice is offered by Pawson
(Pawson 2006a, 2006b, Pawson and Tilly 1997) what Greener (2011, p33) labels a
‘realist review’. Greener advocates that reviews of complex interventions should satisfy
a triad of aims: they need to address contexts, mechanisms and outcomes instead of
trying to judge studies in the literature purely in terms of their scientific validity and the
highest quality empirical evidence (Greener 2011). This appraisal then, uses a
comparative approach between material, both theoretic and empirical, the criterion for
its inclusion is when a potential contribution to the prime research is noticed (Greener
2011, p33). The review contains several classic texts that although clearly not at the

current margin of the subject are necessarily important for its fundamentals.

The chapter starts out by setting the research in the context of the Further Education

sector and explaining the rationale for the study. Meta-theories used in the analysis are
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then introduced. Broadly following the origin of the topic through its nascent theory and
associated research, the remainder of the chapter works outwards from an outline of
Bourdieu’s genetic-structuralist schema. Definitions and genesis of the terminology and
constructs of the study’s major meta-analytical framework, the ‘thinking tools’ of
Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992), are provided and contextualised in the FE domain.
Alternatives and oppositional standpoints are then examined and an argument
constructed for the complementarity of the meta-theoretical approaches used. The
thread subsequently follows the theme from ‘capital’ to ‘collaboration’. Here, aspects
of past and current research in social stratification as defined by agents’ possession and
deployment of cultural capital are considered. When early results from the study in 2010
indicated increasing evidence of the lecturers’ cultural variety and omnivorousness
(Peterson 1992) the course of the review took a significant diversion to examine
literature on cultural speciation. The section “On the inhabitants of cultural savannahs”
discusses this redirection. Schemes of lecturers’ class and status identity in the contexts
of collaborative practice are considered before the investigative resolution, prompted by
early findings, is increased to focus specifically on research on the cultural omnivore.
Later parts examine research in group and community-of-practice formation and its
relevance to Argyris and Schon’s ‘learning organisation’ (1978). The ontological and
epistemological groundings for the research topic are expounded before conclusions are

drawn.

Clearly such a structure tries to separate material. Thomas advocates the need for a
“recursive plan” in social science research (2009, p15) and this became evident early in
the review process. After initial trawls using systematic breadth-first search protocols
(subject searches, key-word identification, stemming etc.) deeper incursions into the
literature called for an increasingly narrative and intuitive plan. Adding to the
complexity, the review’s foci would adjust as data were analysed progressively and

themes, ideas and interim results emerged.
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Perhaps explaining in part the structural frame of this chapter, my experience of the
literature review was, to borrow a biological analogy, a self-organising process of
autopoiesis'®. Some classification, though, was necessary, as Mennell (1974), recalling
Schutz. supports: “we cope with an excess of information by arranging its disorder into

schemes of meaning” (Ribbins and Gunter 2002, p89).

I make further excursions and explorations into the literature throughout the thesis to
elucidate significant points in the track of the uncovering of the findings, particularly in

Chapters Five and Six.

2.2 The FE context: complication, confusion, impurity and uncertainty

Further Education, the UK’s post-compulsory education and training (PCET) or
‘lifelong learning’ sector, positioned as it is between the schools and higher education
sectors occupies a “confusing and ambivalent position” (Avis 2009, p633). It has been
pejoratively described as “the neglected middle child” (Foster 2005, p48); a
“Cinderella” (Baker 1989); and “not school and not university” (Kennedy 1997, pl).
“Within government”, Foster continues (ibid, p viii), its “disadvantaged ‘middle child’
experience of FE between schools and HE needs to be repaired.” Robson (1998, p591)
and Spenceley (2006, p289) note that as the sector’s provision has expanded so its
character and the demands placed on it have become more complex, compounded at the
strategic level where FE has been under five different funding agencies in the last 10
years; interfacing with a “plethora of national and local agencies, bodies and
institutions”, where complexity has resulted from “policy laid on policy and

organisation laid on organisation” (Orr 2009, p480).

Whilst successive governments have largely neglected FE (Lucas 2004), Orr (2009)
suggests that scrutiny and control of colleges and staff was apparent in New Labour’s
Workforce Strategy for the Further Education System in England, 2007-2012 (LLUK

2008): “whatever else you could say about Labour’s educational policies there is no

" «In biological systems self-organization is a process in which pattern at the global level of a system
emerges solely from numerous interactions among the lower-level components of the system. Moreover,
the rules specifying interactions among the system's components are executed using only local
information, without reference to the global pattern.” (Camazine et al., 2003, p8).
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shortage of them™ (Ball 2008, p86). The sector hz;s coped with endemic confusion

arising from these successive political juxtapositions and curricular interventions.

It has seen strategic realignment interventions in the last decade from Tomlinson,
Foster, Leitch and Browne. The sector, too, has been impacted by statute, for instance
The Further and Higher Education Acts 1992 that led to college’s incorporation in 1993.
The contingent effects of alternating few and many policy initiatives over time have left
its mark on the sector’s complexity. In a stark realisation Coffield et al. researching the
impact of policy in FE viewed their schematic of the sector’s organisational linkages as
looking more like “the internal wiring of an advanced computer than the outline of a
‘streamlined’, coherent sector” (Coffield et al. 2008, p15). It is no surprise that the
independent professional body for FE lecturers, the Institute for Learning (‘IfL’), lists
250 acronyms used in the sector on their website noting that the list is probably not
“comprehensive” (IfL 2008).

The sector, formed as a result of the 1944 Education Act that placed a mandatory
responsibility on Local Education Authorities to provide 14 year old school leavers with
‘vocational, physical and practical training’, developed day release institutions
delivering vocational education to the employed and apprentices. Now though, as
autonomous institutions incorporated by Act of Parliament, FE colleges have the
freedom to innovate and respond flexibly to the needs of individuals, business and

communities.

The significantly heterogeneous sector employs nearly a quarter of a million staff, just
over 60% of them female, in 347 Further Education colleges. Roughly half the staff
complement, about 128 000, are teaching staff, the remainder are teaching support staff
or staff who support administratively. Its workforce age profile is skewed to the older
end and this has not changed significantly over time (LSIS 2011)'*. This could mean,
alternatively of course, that during the next few years, a relatively large part of the
workforce may go into retirement but this is by no means certain, as the default

retirement age has been abolished. The sector educated over 3.3 million students in

Y The average age of teaching staff in the 2009-2010 SIR dataset was 45 years, compared with the
average for all college staff of 44 years. Over a quarter of teaching staff were in the 50 to 59 age group,
and just 2.5 per cent of teaching staff were aged below 25.
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2010/11, over one million of them on a full-time basis. Perhaps at a peak, college
income in 2010/11 totalled £7.7 billion. It could be argued that although FE operates
within a pseudo-market system buffered most of the time from short-term economic
perturbations, it is nevertheless subject to macro-economic influences. One example is
a college’s annual response, within the scope of funding constraints, to match their
curriculum offer to local employment-market need. On a longer planning horizon, FE
colleges have to align their strategic position to socio-economic forces such as those
envisaged by Foster (2005) and Leitch’s (2006) road-maps for the necessary skills to
contribute to the UK’s economic future, and currently the seismic shocks resulting from
the Browne Report into HE (BIS 2010). In 2012 FE like most of the public sector lies
at a watershed - its future shape beginning to be determined by the Comprehensive
Spending Review of the Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government. In
December 2011 BIS published New Challenges, New Chances the Government’s plans
for FE from 2013/14. Once again accent is shifted. This time to a system to emphasise
the importance of higher level vocational education at level four and above, to reduce
the bureaucracy of apprenticeships, to promote ‘Global UK FE’, to increase the quality
of advice and guidance given to the learner and to introduce FE loans for some. In
addition there have been changes to Ofsted’s Common Inspection Framework
centralising the importance of teaching and learning, and an independent review of
professionalism in Further Education announced on 2™ February 2012 — the ‘Lingfield
Review’. FE’s Strategic change that is likely to be compounded by the effects of any
further elongation of the 2007-2012 economic down-turn.

The sector’s ‘impurity’ is compounded by a relatively recent extension to its range of
provision. Over the last decade this has been extended to undergraduate programmes
introduced as a result of the Dearing Report’s recommendation to erode FE/HE
boundaries, charging colleges with a mission to promote wider participation in HE
(NICE 1997). Foundation degrees, designed to bridge the vocational-academic divide,
were introduced building on the academic advancement of the universities with
vocational training offered by colleges (Stanton 2009). In 2007-08 113,000 students
undertook HEFCE-funded HE programmes in FE colleges'®. This broad range of

provision is reflected in the capabilities of its tutors. Unlike the UK’s primary,

' Over half of all Foundation Degree students are taught in colleges (AoC 2011).
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secondary and higher education sectors, it is not uncommon for a lecturer to deliver at

four or more NQF levels'”.

To expand a previous point: students’ ages can span sixty years, from 14 year old
vocational GCSE learners to retirees engaging in ‘university of the third age’ (U3A)
programmes. Indeed over 105,000 college students in 2010/11 were over sixty years of
age. Ethnic minorities make up 20% of students in colleges, compared with 13% of the
general population. Once referred to as the handmaiden of industry because of its
conjunction with manufacturing (Ainley and Bailey 1997), the sector now delivers more
‘academic’ subjects in tandem with its vocational offer, one-third of A-level students
aged 16 to 18 now studies in FE'®. When I started my Ed.D. in 2007/8 compared to the
135,000 construction and built environment students (a ‘traditional’ offer), there were
343,000 studying ICT; 230,000 enrolled on arts, media and publishing programmes;
over 105,000 studying sciences, including mathematics; and 35,000 undertaking history,
philosophy and theology programmes. A correspondingly diverse range of lecturers’
specialisms and their credentials supports this rich amalgam of provision: where
apprentice-trained hairdressing practitioners and post-graduate chartered aeronautical
engineers are brought together in the one institution. As I was about to embark on the
research project, reflecting on FE’s endemic complexity arising from political and
structural forces, confusion from a lack of specificity, ‘impurity’ from the breadth of its
provision and the amalgam of backgrounds, skill-sets and qualifications of its

practitioners, Bourdieu’s words of Chapter One’s epigraph resonated saliently:

“To be able to see and describe the world as it is, you have to be ready
to be always dealing with things that are complicated, confused,
impure, uncertain, all of which runs counter to the usual idea of
intellectual rigour” (Bourdieu et al. 1991, p 259).

The paucity of research in Further Education (Elliott 1996, Ainley and Bailey 1997)
may well contribute to its inferior ‘Cinderella’ status (Goodrham 2006). Nevertheless,
the terrain of FE is fertile for research of this type, and stated objectively, I believe this
particular work to be the first of its kind. This work is relevant for a number of reasons
operating on a number of planes. First, knowledge created about patterns of

collaboration is a significant area in its own right. Second and relevant to the Valedown

' In one case in the study a practitioner reported teaching at six different levels, from L2 to L7.
'8 The most commonly studied A-level is English (AoC 2011).
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vignette, these patterns when viewed as part of ‘soft’ human systems, may well
illuminate detail of the systems’ emergent properties’ (Checkland 1981) that surface in
unpredictable fashion as tensions in FE’s interpersonal relationships. Third, it may
provide an insight into the complexity of underlying social mechanisms in FE practice.
Finally, but no less important, it seizes opportunities in an economic downturn to
sustain, and hopefully improve, delivery quality and the experience of the learner
through a better understanding of collaborative innovation. Methodologically, it was
planned to extrapolate Bourdieu’s findings of cultural capital in the HE Academy and
examine features in FE that may be in common with, or distinct from, Bourdieu’s
signature concept of the French university ‘being’ Homo Academicus (Bourdieu 1984b),
albeit in different temporal and physical contexts. In this way it was planned to add to
knowledge of the exchange mechanisms of capital in wider education practice.
Organisational behaviour (‘OB’) analysts, and social scientists interested in hybrid
analytical constructs particularly the convergences of cultural capital theory with group,

systems and network theory may also find interest in the work.

The rationale for the research is predicated on three premises. First, and traceable back
to early neo-classical economics, is the axiom that innovation is critical in giving the
organisation operational advantage in economic downturns (Kondratiev 1928,
Schumpeter 1939). Knowledge and its manifestation - intellectual capital - are now
more than ever, important to all organisations. Supplanting modernity’s ‘factors of
production’, land, buildings, materials etc. as key (for example Hanson 1961),
intellectual capital, leveraged into organisational advantage now in high-modernity
(Giddens 1990), is instrumental for colleges if they are to compete for talent, catalyse
innovation, improve quality and strive for excellence (Argyris and Schon 1978, Senge
1990, Quinn 1992, Hamel and Prahalad 1994. Garvin 2000. O’Donnell et al. 2002).
The second premise is the primacy of organisational learning, encapsulated in
enterprise-wide innovation cultures, in resolving endemic college problems where other
options have failed, for example, in a situation of deteriorating industrial relations or
when cost-reducing efficiencies are pivotal (Argyris 1991, Brown and Duguid 1991,
Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995). The third premise, that self-sustaining communities of
practice present ideal-type catalysts to innovative problem resolution, follows from
Lave and Wenger’s claims (1991). Innovation in community is ‘organised’ but in
heterodox ways. The challenge to Minister Hayes’ “orthodox assumptions” (ibid.)

requires, I argue, a variety of Feyerabend’s epistemological anarchism (1993), that is, a
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sharp disjuncture from past thinking. Traditional problems, those divided up under the
separate viewpoints and validities of truths, and normative rightness, required separate
specialisms and specialists for solution. But given the inability of formal routines to
deal with the dynamic evolutionary pace, expanse and overlap of projected
organisational change, not only in FE, it seems infeasible that senior management can

hold a monopoly on problem solving capability.

It is important to make links from this sequence of premises to the current context of
efficiency and performativity pressures about to be triggered by expected grant funding
cuts and reductions in college budgets. Researchers at the Institute for Fiscal Studies
(IFS) have calculated that overall public spending on UK education will fall by 14.4%
in real terms between 2010-11 and 2014-15. In Further Education the Treasury’s 2010
Spending Review intends that the “balance of funding will be shifted from the taxpayer
towards individuals and employers who benefit” (2010, Sect. 2.58 p53). BIS, the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, is reducing its overall budget for
further education for over 18s by 25% over four years. Level 3 learners over 24 will be
asked to pay fees backed by an income-contingent government loan. The measures
according to The Guardian signal the largest cut in education spending over any four-
year period since the 1950s (The Guardian 24 October 2011). The Times Education
Supplement reported colleges face up to 80,000 job losses with up to 800,000 student
places lost between 2010 and 2015 (7ES 24 September 2010). Pre-emptively the
Association of Colleges (AoC) briefed principals in 2010 alerting them to the
Government’s modelling cuts of 25% and 40% in real terms over four years for its adult
skills budget. The AoC expects real-terms cuts to the 16-18 budget of between 10%
and 25%. Prior to the publishing of the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR), and
possibly in preparation for it, the Government’s “Skills for Sustainable Growth™
consultation was launched during the course of this research in July 2010: its aim to
identify key priorities for skills education and to build an internationally competitive
skills base for the UK by “decluttering the [funding] landscape” (BIS 2010, pl5).
Asking college principals, employers and training organisations “fundamental”
questions about where public investment is most important; how the skills system can
be simplified; and how it, and others, can better support investment in the sector, it
seeks to road-map how the quality of the learner experience can Be maintained, or
improved, in an environment calling for reductions in staff headcount and cost-bases

(BIS 2010). In this perceived turbulence for FE (and HE in FE) post-2012, it appears

22



A REALIST VIEW OF THE LITERATURE

that the forms of organisational knowledge required that will differentiate providers
contributing to their success, is largely, in Kantian terms, a posteriori knowledge. It will
necessitate understanding to be continually reworked from the tacit, collectivist,
pluralist and pragmatic, a learning environment ideally suited to the community of

practice.

2.3 Meta-theoretical perspectives: Bourdieu’s and Searle’s work.

Two meta-theoretical frameworks were employed to disaggregate the intellectual puzzle
and help understand the data and explain events: in the major role, the work of the
French anthropologist and sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1930-2002), and in a less
prominent but epistemically important function that of the American philosopher John
R. Searle (1932- ). Following Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) bifurcation of theory
application, meta-theory was used a priori to clarify the methodology and guide
attempts to understanding phenomena. Lower level theories, on the other hand, were
generated grounded in the findings a posteriori, for example, one of the study’s
hypotheses that alternate capitals, other than cultural, are significant in positioning the

lecturer’s status in the FE field.

The starting point for the attempted unification of the meta-theoretical approaches was,
to use Bourdieu’s phrase, the recognition of a certain “ontological complicity” in facets
of the intellectual puzzle (Bourdieu 1982, p47 in Grenfell 2008, p52). We have seen
already in relation to the research questions the application of Searle’s framework in
disaggregating the epistemologically objective from the subjective. 1 argue that this
disaggregation complements the Bourdieuian schema’s transcendence of the
dichotomies and dialectics of structure and agency. Furthermore, Searle’s explanation
of how and why agents construct social reality in the way they do — Searle’s individual
and collective ‘intentionality’ - complements the interlocking nature of Bourdieu’s main
“thinking tools” of capital, habitus and field when lensed onto lecturers’ practice in the
way that individuals construct dispositions, albeit at the level of unconsciousness, that
condition their actions (Bourdieu and Waquant, 1992). Key academic commentators
appear to confirm Bourdieu’s and this study’s position on social construction, for

instance Webb et al.,
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“researchers must understand epistemology and construction. that is the
notion that objects of research exist, for researchers only within the
framework of their hypothesis™ (2002, p65).

2.3.1 Bourdieu’s genetic-structuralist schema: definitions and genesis of the
terminology
Bourdieu’s work is one of a number of theoretical efforts that attempt to integrate
macro-level theories dealing with the structures and institutions of society with micro-
level theories of everyday life (Ritzer 2003). The schema, ‘genetic structuralism’, has
the appearance of a type of structural-consensus theory where behaviour is learned, that
is ‘socialized’, yet it bridges to elements of structural-conflict theory in the way that it
recognises the unequal distribution of advantage (capital) and, through it, the
mechanisms of subversion and resistance. Similar theoretical endeavours include ‘social
exchange theory’ with its twin centralities of power and dependence and the rationality
of the rewards and costs of social interaction (Homans 1958, Gouldner 1960, Blau
1964, Cook and Emerson 1978), and structuration theory (Giddens 1984) focussing on
the inseparable duality and balancing of structure and agency: social structures make
social action possible, and at the same time that social action creates those very
structures. Providing a major alternative to structuration theory and a resolution of its
bipolar oppositional standpoints is Bourdieu’s representation that bridges the polarity of
subjectivism (the individual) and objectivism (society) founding the perspective of the
constructivist, or to some, genetic structuralism. Bourdieu, rejecting sociology’s
preoccupation with bipolar oppositions and adopting the aphorism of Karl Krauss:
“Between two evils, I refuse to choose the lesser” (Le Monde, 14th January 1992),
conflates then polarised subjectivist-objectivist accounts and the associated dichotomies
of structure-agency, theory-research and the idiographic-nomothetic (Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1992, p34-35). For Bourdieu structure and practice are linked by a
generative logic that explains agents’ practice in terms of the specific socio-cultural

contexts in which they occur.

Ushered in by the work of Gouldner (1972) Bourdieu’s reflexive sociological
perspective diverges significantly from those of his predecessors: from the grand
narrative of Marx that holds that all society progresses through the dialectic of class
struggle (Marx 1867); the functioning and behavioural explanations of Freudian
psychology (Freud 1901, 1920, 1930); from the binary opposites of structuralism (Levi-
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Strauss 1962); and from the deep-structures of structural anthropology and Sartre's
existentialist philosophy (1943, 1946), the view that human beings are fundamentally
free to act as they please; and, akin to Sartre, Heidegger’s “authentic being”. the
Dasein - the “self which has taken hold of its own way” (Heidegger 1962, p165). The
advance that Bourdieu provides results from his merging the individual’s need to
constantly act out of self-interest with the regularities of practice (sans rules) arising
from the historical and cultural production of individual practices. Lecturers, for
example in the research context, may unconsciously balance their inclination to become
involved in collaborative practice against a backdrop of unwritten college and colleague

value systems with a desire to raise their personal profile by doing so.

Methodologically, this transcendence of dualist theoretic or empirical sociology opens
up the use of multi-methods research, allowing the blending of quantitative and
qualitative work. Grenfell and James (1998, p155) who note the diffuse nature of
Bourdieu’s schema: “[Bourdieu’s] on-going method is shaped by all three disciplines:
philosophical; anthropological; sociological” offer some clarity, “it may be best to
understand Bourdieu’s mission to be that of a social anthropologist: explaining the
processes of groups, cultures and systems within, primarily, French society”.
Bourdieu’s paradigm facilitates connections between different social spheres: the
sociology of education, sociology of politics, sociology of mass media, and so on, and
allows propositions to be made of how each sphere connects with, and affects, the
others. Furthermore, and importantly, its application as a meta-theoretical approach
encourages “reflexivity” in the sociology of sociology, examining as it progresses how
social forces shape the ways in which sociologists see things. From the standpoint of my

attempt to become the ‘researcher-as-outsider’ such reflexivity has been important.

To summarise: the properties of the agent’s position in the structure then leaves an
imprint on the agent’s ‘state’, or in Bourdieuian terms - the ‘habitus’, which in turn
leave a fingerprint on practice. The principle, as Grenfell and James note, affords an
epistemological and methodological “third way™ since Bourdieu combines

“both a philosophical perspective and practical methodology which have
attempted to establish an alternative to the extremes of post-modernist
subjectivity and positivist objectivity” (1998b, p1-2),

with the sociological goal of uncovering
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“the most deeply buried structures of the different social worlds that make
up the social universe, as well as the ‘mechanisms’ that tend to ensure their
reproduction or transformation” (Bourdieu 1997a, p1).

The appeal of this framework, with its interpenetration of theory and empiricism
incorporating theoretical concepts that are “polymorphic, supple and adaptive, rather
than defined, calibrated and used rigidly” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992, p23), was to
feature highly in my embryonic thinking in 2008 as I began to develop a bricolage as
the methodological approach.

Taking Hart’s advice (Hart 1998, p14-30) it would be productive at this stage of the
review to define and track the genesis of the topic’s terminology: Bourdieu’s thinking
tools of ‘habitus’, ‘capital’ (and one species in particular, ‘cultural capital’), ‘field’,
‘social space’, ‘hysteresis’, ‘conatus’ and ‘symbolic violence’.

The transcendence of the dualisms of pre-Bourdieuian social research is accomplished
through a linked subset of three more well-used concepts: the interplay between agency
(practice) and structure (via capital and field) through the process of habitus. The
linkages are encapsulated in Bourdieu’s ‘equation’ (Bourdieu 1984a, p101), the

chapter’s epigraph:
[ (Habitus) (Capital) ] + Field = Practice

Within this positivist-style representation that Bourdieu interestingly adopts, Crossley
succinctly identifies the intended argument:

“practice is the result of various habitual schemas and dispositions (habitus), -
combined with resources (capital), being activated by certain structured
social conditions (field) which they, in turn, belong to and variously
reproduce and modify” (2001, p96)

locating, as Fowler (1997, p17) suggests, “the role of objective structures in setting

limits to agent’s choice of goals as well as blinkering their perceptions of reality™.
At the thesis’ core is the notion of cultural capital and as such primacy must be given to

it here, but for clarity in review, I track the three concepts in Bourdieu's ‘formula’ in the

order: first habitus, then field, and finally capital. The concept of habitus, introduced
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by Aristotle'®, is perceptible in an anthropological context as ‘craft’, that is, highly
developed body actions mainly implanted in childhood, for instance our posture, the
way we walk, sit, and eat - embodied aspects of a given culture (Mauss 1934, Elias
1978. 1982). For Bourdieu, habitus is the “acquired system of generative dispositions”
(Bourdieu 1977, p95), the “structured and structuring structure” of social agents
engendering “the unconscious forgetting of history which history itself produces by
incorporating objective structures” (1977, p78-9). It is ‘structured’ by one’s past and
the present and is ‘structuring’ in that it shapes the agent’s perceptions, moulding their
social practices and actions of the present and future and objectifying the social
structures at the level of individual subjectivity. The “structure” is made up of a
durable, non-constant system of “dispositions which generate perceptions, appreciations
and practices” (1990, p53). Habitus is thus relational to the field with which it interfaces
and is not simply attributes of an agent’s background. The outcome of the sedimentation
of past experiences, habitus thus forms the “conceptual pivot of Bourdieu’s theoretical
synthesis” (Seidman 1998, p154). Although the habitus is mutable, there is evidence for
the dynamical stability of certain tastes over time. Smith (1995, in Laéardo 2006)
reports musical tastes developed in early youth being stable over lifetimes. Dumais
(2002) similarly evidences stability for other cultural dispositions present in early
adolescence. Interestingly Searle (1995) identifies a parallel concept to habitus.
Defining it as ‘background’, “the set of non-intentional or pre-intentional capacities that
enable intentional states of function” (Searle 1995, p129), he sees it as the causal
structures operating at the neurophysiological level. In Szarle’s “simplest argument for
the background thesis” (p129) he offers an exemplar. Our ability to discern
interpretations of language and hence to make sense of the world is brought to bear to
manoeuvre and shift the literal constancy of the verb “cut” in selecting the most
appropriate tool - lawnmower, knife or shears - when we hear one of three speech

utterances - “cut the grass!”, “cut the cake!”, or “cut the cloth!”

Bourdieu’s topological metaphor of the ‘field’ gives us the social space in which

interactions, transactions and events occur (Bourdieu 2005) and enables us to

' For Aristotle ‘hexis’ (translated into the Latin habitus) can be of both knowledge as well as what we
call moral character. Both intellectual and moral virtues are hexis or habitus, but related to reason in
different ways. In Aristotle’s words, “one subdivision [intellectual virtue] having it in the strict sense and
in itself, the other [moral virtue] having a tendency to obey [reason] as one does its father.”

[Aristotle (c. 350BCE). Nicomachean Ethics. 1:13]
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“anatomise the horizontal conflicts that pit agents and institutions concentrating the
disparate powers at play” (Wacquant 2007, p3). For Bourdieu, a field lies along a
continuum between

“autonomy and heteronomy, defined in terms of the degree to which a field

can generate its own problems rather than receiving them in a ready-made

fashion from outside” (1997, p112).
One might argue that the FE field exhibits both of the continuum’s extremes. At the
field’s autonomous pole is the altruism of education-for-its-own-sake whereas
heteronymously the field is defined by the pressures and discourse of business and
market mechanisms. Within the field, the series of institutions, rules, rituals,
conventions, categories, appointments, designations and titles and so on constituting the
objective hierarchy produces and authorises certain discourses and activities, and
discredits others: what can, and cannot, be said and done. It can be further argued that
FE lecturers live in multiple synchronic fields that are in permanent flux, constituted of
interactions between institutions, rules and practices. Constituted by consensus, in
some cases unspoken consensus, the doxic attitude, “what is essential goes without
saying because it comes without saying” (Bourdieu 1977b, p165-167), fields are also
shaped by, or form out of, the conflict that emerges when groups or individuals attempt
to define what constitutes capital within that field and how it is to be distributed.
Dominant agent or dominant coalition power designates the field’s ‘authentic’ or
legitimate capital, for instance the legitimation of what might constitute ‘art’ is made by
the ‘gatekeeper’, perhaps a well-respected art critic, whose edicts become sacrosanct
and legitimising. On the study’s terrain, the sub-field of ‘FE pedagogy’. what may be
classified as a legitimate teaching style during a classroom observation, may be defined
and reified by the college’s teaching and learning policy and enacted through the lesson
observer. Indeed challenge to the legitimated teaching styles migrated from
hairdressing to the Computing Department at Valedown may, in part, have been due to
the reification of ‘best’ practice by the hairdressers (their manager was Head of School)
and have, in part, accounted for V17’s antics I described in the introductory vignette.
To continue this linkage back to the original stimulus for the research, the position the
lecturer takes in the FE sub-field of informal, or referent, power - how good he is
perceived as being at his job - thus not only depends on his position in the field situated
by the type and magnitude of capitals possessed, but by a certain legitimacy that his

confederates may or may not afford to his capital.
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Bourdieu borrows one of his thinking tools from the Greek - doxa - literally ‘opinion’,
as opposed to its antithesis, ‘episteme’ or knowledge. Within a field the doxa takes the
form of a misrecognised unconditional allegiance to the ‘rules of the game’, collective
‘shared beliefs’ on the part of agents with a similar habitus. Doxa is. to use Dawkins’
poignant phrase “the anaesthetic of familiarity” (1998, p1-14), that is, what goes as
taken for granted lies beyond any notion of enquiry. The doxic attitude thus underpins
symbolic power by its acquiescence. It is the cornerstone of any field since it
determines the stability of the objective social structures through the way these are
reproduced and reproduce themselves in the habitus. Hence from the doxa, orthodoxy
can be defined as where the doxa is thought arbitrary but accepted in practice. Its
corollary, heterodoxy - the break-with-tradition - in its ideal type, is exemplified by
challenges to the doxic attitude from agents or groups, for instance, well-endowed with
cultural capital but low economic capital. Heterodoxy often remains mediated by the
ruling doxa. Indeed, I argue in the discussion of the findings in Chapters Four and Five
that the prevalence and permeation of the doxic attitude in FE might be a factor in

limiting the exchange value of cultural capital.

When habitus encounters a social world of which it is the product, the agent is like a
“fish in water”: the fish like the agent does not feel the weight of the water and they take
the world about themselves for granted. As Bourdieu and Wacquant explain

“it is because this world has produced me, because it has produced the
categories of thought that I apply to it, that it appears to me as self-evident™
(1992, p127-128).

Williams (1995, p582) is laconic:

“Most of us, most of the time, take our social world for granted; we do not
think about what we do because, quite simply, we do not have to”.

But field and habitus may become asynchronous, mismatched to the needs of the agent
in the field. A ‘time lag’ of correction ensues: Bourdieu’s ‘hysteresis’. Bourdieu writes
of the concept of hysteresis with its meaning borrowed form the natural sciences, the
term encapsulating ‘deficiency’ or ‘lagging behind’. The hysteresis effect occurs when
the habitus keeps running but stops working, that is when it stops producing its habitual,
taken-for-granted effects but continues to do its usual thing. This gap between the
habitus's ‘efforts’ and the habitus's ‘effects” opens up when the larger context within

which the habitus operates shifts in a way the habitus has not had to deal with before.
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A hysteretic model thus explains disruptions and mutations in social reproduction. A
theme that emerged from the research, again developed later, is this untimely clash of
habitus and field. The dissonance felt by new lecturers joining FE fresh from university
when they encounter FE’s means-end rationality - the ‘new’ public sector
managerialism in FE (Gunn 1988, Gleeson and Shain 1999, Avis 2011) - is typical.
Here the habitus still ‘ticks over’ but is incongruent with the situation the newly-
recruited lecturers find themselves in. To develop this example: dissent with FE’s field
of power and aspects of its increasing commoditisation of education, its productive
efficiency in the framework of consumerism and the disciplines of the market (Pollitt
1990) may account, at least initially, for these aspects of practitioners’ insecurity in their
role, a point I pick up on in analysing R54’s data later. However when the lecturer’s
habitus becomes tuned, subconsciously, to the structuring effects of the FE field,
practice takes on a practical logic: a “feel for the game” (Bourdieu 1990a, p61).
Restated conceptually in Bourdieuian terms, “the logic of practice lies in being logical
to the point at which being logical would cease being practical” (Bourdieu 1990a, p79).
The concept of hysteresis was to prove useful in analysis of other data, in particular
those from R54 and R21. The ‘game’ the study was to discover was not ‘the game of

education’ but more a game of ‘organisational knowledge’.

The study’s kernel concept, cultural capital, according to Robbins (2005) is the
summation of the prized cultural practices sustaining forms of privilege that enables
privileged groups to distinguish their culture as superior to those of lower status.
Emphasising both materiality and symbolic representation, Bourdieu (1984a) suggests
that agents possess varying degrees of four different forms of capital: economic
(income, financial assets, and material possessions); cultural (knowledge, skills and
education); social (relationships and networks of influence and support); and symbolic
(power, prestige, recognition). These capitals position the agent in the field (viz. the
‘HE within FE’ field). Taken together these capitals present themselves as rare and
worthy of being sought after in a particular social formation (Harker et al. 1990).
Cultural capital exists in various forms. Objectified cultural capital, for instance, can
have symbolic value existing materially and represented in artefacts: the media tutor’s
art collection, the construction tutor’s state-of-the-art gadget, or the computing science
lecturer’s set of specialised programs. In embodied form cultural capital manifests in
predispositions or propensities for lifestyle choices in consumption, body language and

dress (a theme that emerges in R8’s and V2’s data). In a third form it can be a
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“collective social fact” (Searle 1995, p121) socially constructed and ‘institutionalised’,
the conferment of a recognised teaching qualification - the award in ‘Preparing to Teach

in the Lifelong Learning Sector’ (‘PTTLS’) - for example.

Symbolic capital, immaterial ‘untouchables’ that shape culturally significant attributes
(prestige, status and authority) works in tandem with cultural capital. Along with
culturally valued taste and consumption patterns, symbolic capital acts as a social
relation within a system of exchange. Valuations of cultural capital are normally
restricted within a field but overlap can occur and certain capitals may be attractive in
other fields. The ability to discern artistic style, the short broken brush strokes of mixed
and pure unmixed colours of an original French Impressionist painting from that of a

copy is valuable in the field of art investment as well as in the classroom.

Cultural capital is not immutable nor is it universally accepted. In different
circumstances and a different chronology, a given type and weight could be viewed
unconstructively. In the past, acute linguistic precision, ‘Received Pronunciation’, the
Queen’s English, once revered as legitimate cultural capital that fifty years ago might
have augured well for a lecturer’s promotion prospects, may not be the most acceptable

way now of conversing with a disaffected level 2 plastering cohort.

Agents can gamble with cultural capital to improve their position in the field. For the
newly appointed lecturer, to borrow participant R43’s neologism - the “nouveaux
academic’ - attempts at deploying cultural capital to increase her promotion prospects
are perhaps natural but it is an uphill struggle. Bourdieu warns the cultural reproduction
of the elite social games is not fair:

“without being, strictly speaking, rigged, the competition resembles a
handicap race that has lasted for generations™ (2000, p214-215).

Hence, agents tend to restrict expectations to what cultural capital they are likely to
achieve imposed by field position, class, and background. Those with less attenuate
their ambitions, as Bourdieu notes “the subjective hope of profit tends to be adjusted to
the objective probability of profit” (2000, p216).

The discussion now turns to two other of Bourdieu’s ‘thinking tools’, the tandem
constructs of misrecognition and symbolic violence. These are essentially forms of

forgetting occurring when the agent engaged in practice:
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“knows the world too well, without objectifying distance, taking it for

granted, precisely because he is caught up in it; he inhabits it like a

garment...he feels at home in the world because the world is also in him, in

the form of the habitus” (Bourdieu 2000, p142-3).
This is Bourdieu’s key to the function of symbolic violence: “the violence which is
exercised upon a social agent with his or her complicity” (1992, p167). Of all forms of
“hidden persuasion”, the most implacable is the one exerted, quite simply, by the order
of things (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992, p172). Used most potently by Bourdieu in
explanation (1984a, 1990b, 1992), symbolic violence refers to the imposition of cultural
systems without connecting these practices to “the power relations which are at their

source” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990, p41). The construct is supported by Eagleton:

“we become conscious agents only by virtue of a certain determinate lack,
repression or omission, which no amount of critical self-reflection could
repair (1994, p213 in Webb et al. 2002, p15)”.

Misrecognition of symbolic violence may provide insights into why practitioners may
succumb to joining collaborative initiatives, intent on acting in a principled manner ‘for
the field’ and its (mainly managerialist) values - “joining a group will be good for my
personal college profile”. In another instantiation. unthinking commitment to the logic,
values, and capital of a field resulting from symbolic violence, for instance in the way
that initiatives meant to promote the inexorable ‘rise’ in FE qualification standards are
accepted without question, may give rise to another of Bourdieu’s concepts, ‘illusio’ -

the lecturer’s unstated investment in the playing of the game.

Lecturers arguing their professional motivation to be altruistic in the face of the FE’s
de-professionalisation pressures (Huberman and Grounauer 1993, Jaques 2004)
instantiate another Bourdieuian concept, that of inalienable culture. In preserving the
‘pure’ esoteric erudite qualities of the field they are at what Bourdieu defines as the
field’s ‘autonomous pole’. As I conjectured earlier, diametrically opposing this altruism
is the field’s ‘heteronymous pole’, formed from the encroachment and overlap of the

values of the market.
The final analytical tool applied to the thematic constructions extracted from the data

was Bourdieu’s ‘conatus’. Illustrated best by analogy to its historical scientific meaning,

‘inertia’, the idea in situ was taken to relate to life, or more specifically, career
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‘trajectory’. It manifests in R54’s sentiment, the conatus driving the need to be

employed in a professional vocation when she says

“I do that because I don’t want to lose my job”.

2.3.2 Bourdieuian approaches in FE research

As I have indicated there appears a paucity of work on cultural capital and its
deployment in the FE sector. Much volume, as we shall see, is concerned with cultural
capital and its relevance to class and cultural division in the wider UK population in
large scale studies (for example Le Roux et al. 2008); in consumption patterns, in
housing for instance (Silva and Wright 2009); in inter-generational transmission and
cultural reproduction (De Graff et al. 2000); in relation to academic performance in
comprehensive education (Sullivan 2001) and in on-line learning communities and the
social construction of knowledge made possible by information and communications

technologies (Avis and Fisher 2006).

There is however noteworthy literature that takes a Bourdieuian approach to research in
the FE sector. Perhaps the most significant study in currency, scale, and duration terms
is the ‘“Transforming Learning Cultures in Further Education Project’ (TLC), a four year
study carried out between 2001 and 2005. Part of the ESRC’s Teaching and Learning
Research Programme (‘TLRP’), it “relied heavily” on a Bourdieuian analytical frame
(Peim and Hodkinson 2007, p396). In their paper ‘The culture of learning and the
learning of culture’ James and Bloomer (2001) outlining the project’s aims note that
Bourdieu’s theoretical approach would “provide methodological focus without a
premature ‘closing down’ of analytical possibilities”, arguing that

“the habituses of both learners and teachers will be important to an
understanding of learning sites and activities and of what happens (or does
not happen) within them” (2001, p1).

The project would, according to James and Bloomer,

“examine the ways in which students and tutors interact with each other,
centring upon the actual learning activities undertaken. But it will also
examine wider aspects of interaction, in settings beyond those formally
designated for learning™ (2001, p8).

Ambitiously, it was to triangulate across four FE colleges and 17 different sites to
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“illuminate features that are common across most or all of them, the nature
of any differences between them, and the reasons for such similarities and
differences” (James and Bloomer 2001, p8).

The longitudinal study identified pressures under which FE was working at the time
whilst proposing multi-level approaches to improving learning. Recognising common
traits of the FE lecturer population, one of the project’s conclusions was that

“if the huge reservoir of tutor experience, altruism and professionalism were
recognised and supported, improvements in learning would follow” (ESRC,
n.d.).

Reflecting on the TLC project’s cultural perspectives, Gleeson and James (2007) are in
general agreement and conscious of “an interest in interdisciplinarity, [and] an
awareness of the potential utility of the work of Bourdieu” (2007, p453). The worth of
Bourdieu’s ‘theory-as-method’ is demonstrated in another facet of the TLC project, this
time by Postlethwaite and Maull (2007). Reporting students’ perceptions of their
learning cultures, Postlethwaite and Maull’s analysis uses habitus and field as ‘thinking
tools‘ in the form of a structural model scaffolding tkeir particular qualitative data
collection method:

“using the range of conceptual tools provided by Bourdieu, and the

relational thinking that lies at their heart, was that understanding should first

be sought at the level of the [learning] site” (Postlethwaite and Maull 2007,

p433).
Examples of the effect of the habitus are described in the work, for example tutors’
dispositions towards the view of ‘engineering’ promoted by a particular Electronics and
Telecommunications National Certificate course, but little data is made available of the
compositions of participants’ capital. In a separate piece of research aimed at providing
a richer understanding of how vocational education and training operates through its
social and cultural practices, Colley et al. (2003) recognise “official accounts [of
learning in vocational education and training] fail to acknowledge the relationship
between learning and identity” (2003, pl). They too draw on Bourdieu’s ‘thinking

tools’ in describing the ‘vocational habitus’ of the FE learner.

Aiming to address claimed key weaknesses in situated learning theoretical writing
through a Bourdieuian approach, Hodkinson, Biesta and James (2007) draw extensively
on, and trace the evolutionary trajectory - through Cassirer and Lewin - of Bourdieu’s

concept of field. Their analysis at “several scales, including the individual, local and
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institutional” (2007, p422) aligns with Colley et al. in discussing the learner’s “cultural
becoming, through participation in several different overlapping fields and learning
cultures, over time” (2007, p425). Hardy and Lingard (2008) and later Rizvi and
Lingard (2010) bring together the concepts of habitus and field to identify and separate
fields of policy and practice. They recognise a clash between the competing, different
logics of practice between the policy-producing state that they see as enforcing a
“monopoly of the universal” by producing policy that demands universal applicability

and the FE lecturer’s professional individual pedagogical practice

Indeed findings from the TLC Project forewarn of the difficulties in implementing any
of the thesis’ recommendations. From their formulation of a typology of tutor
interventions, James and Wahlberg (2007) argue the individual FE tutor’s capacity to
make a positive impact on the quality of learning, an “intervention for improvement”, is
“overestimated” (2007, p478). Compounding this lack of capacity is an identification
that good practice in FE is “often portrayed as simple, simply adopted and transferable”,
whereas they emphasise the need to approach improvement “in relation to a

sophisticated cultural perspective™ (2007, p474).

2.3.3 The complementarity of Searle’s ‘background’ and Bourdieu’s
‘habitus’

Searle and Bourdieu approach their respective theoretical positions from opposite

direction: Searle from the philosophic, transferring empirical phenomenon into the

philosophy of mind and Bourdieu from the empirical, his aim firmly to dissociate the

concept of the social agent from the philosophy of mind. As Gebauer, one of the very

few commentators on the complementarity of the two bodies of work notes,

“Bourdieu does not ‘dream the dream of many philosophers’ that is to
distinguish the mental foundation of all social acts independent from human

practice, fiundamentum inconcussum®, upon which the cognition of society
can be built” (Gebauer 2000, p76).

It was to be the juxtaposition of these oppositional postures, that Gebauer recognised,

in data analysis that brought heightened clarity in the sense that they allowed an

20 The Sfundamentum inconcussum, an unshakable foundation, the steadfast grounding and first principle
for true knowledge: the notion that there must be a ground, a basis, which is indubitable (cf. Descartes’
definition of the essence of man as ‘thinking’ and thought as fundamentum inconcussum).
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oscillation between the theoretic and the empirical, and between the specific and the

general.

At the centre of the two bodies of work are the coincident concepts of background and
habitus. As we have seen Searle’s (1983) idea of background facilitates linguistic
interpretation: the imperative “cut the grass!” links to an implicit functionality - with a
lawnmower, not a knife. Background allows us perceptual interpretation in the context
of collaboration. We see things as certain sorts of things: I see and hear four humans
from different college departments seated around a table taking about embedding
‘sustainability’ in their respective curricula. Searle’s background not only interprets, it
also structures consciousness. In this way I see the four people as a research group
community of practice. Furthermore I perceive how things will proceed when I offer
my contribution to the community of practice. Similar to the habitus, Searle argues for
the agent’s motivational dispositions, and those of others, conditioning the structure of
our experiences “the background facilitates us for certain kinds of readiness™ and
“disposes me to certain sorts of behaviour” (1995, p136). Typically I would not expect
the College Principal to walk unannounced into a meeting of our community group and
I might gesture to an empathetic colleague when another member monopolises the
meeting for fen minutes with their reflections of last night’s BBC2 Prom, but I certainly
would not poor scorn on it, and so on. As a related alternate to habitus, background

provided a cogent concept through which I would probe the data.

My multi-methodological choice was further bolstered by Searle’s proposition of
subjectivity as a “rock-bottom element of reality” (1992, p95) and a recognition that

“over the whole of an [Searle’s] academic lifetime sterility has come from a
persistent failure to come to terms with the fact that ontology of the mental
is an irreducibly first-person ontology™ (1992, p95).

Although this scheme offered a rationale it seemed to bring with it contradictions for the
agent’s choices. Searle, unlike Bourdieu, argues against the unnaturalness of rational
action theory in decision making (1992 p139). To take a specific example from the
project, a macro-economic policy decision to reduce the UK’s fiscal deficit by cutting
FE’s budget seems to some perfectly rational action, but it seems incongruous that
rational action theory, operating at a micro-level, should dictate that my colleague

would have mentally solved mathematical equations to get to a higher indifference
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curve *' when he made his menu choice of haute cuisine and confidently displayed the

£96 bill for it in Valedown’s staffroom.

2.3.4 Bourdieu’s work: criticisms and alternates

Bourdieu’s perspective is not without criticism. There are oppositional standpoints
from a meta-theoretical perspective. For Giddens’ all human action is performed within
the context of a pre-existing social structure that is governed by a set of norms and/or
laws which are distinct from those of other social structures: “social practices ordered
across space and time” (1986, p2). According to Giddens all human action is at least
partly predetermined based on the varying contextual rules under which it occurs. The
result of these assertions of individual freedom leaves an unresolved oscillation between
determinism and voluntarism. For Archer (1982), the implication of voluntarism is
objectionable: “the systematic underplaying of constraints artificially inflates the
degrees of freedom for action” (Archer 2010 [1982], p234 [464]).

Much critical literature attacks Bourdieu’s work on several levels: its ephemeral nature,
inherent determinism, and that it may be considered ahistorical in character. Its
ephemeral nature concerns Prior: “the concept [of field] has an almost chameleon-like
quality in that it can mean all things to all people: determined and determining,
structured and structuring, strong and weak, modern and postmodern, promoting
reproduction and change, Marxist and Weberian™ (Prior 2000, p144). Furthermore the
perspective’s malleability in terms of its broad application, for instance in education,
(Reay et al. 2001); social policy (Peillon 1998); creative fields such as art (Bourdieu
1996, 1997); literature, (Pinto 1996); television and journalism (Bourdieu 1998c) may
have swayed Tooley and Darby into concluding, erroneously I argue, that its overuse in
education research is mere “adulation of the great thinkers” (1998, p56-57).

Universality, I argue has many attractions. If it were possible to draw comparisons

2! 1 microeconomic theory, an indifference curve is a graph showing different bundles of goods between
which a consumer is indifferent. That is, at each point on the curve, the consumer has no preference for
one bundle over another. One can equivalently refer to each point on the indifference curve as rendering
the same level of utility (satisfaction) for the consumer. Utility is then a device to represent preferences
rather than something from which preferences come. The main use of indifference curves is in the
representation of potentially observable demand patterns for individual consumers over commodity
bundles (Lipsey 1975).
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between the social sciences with the natural sciences, the physicists’ pursuit for a
‘Theory of Everything’, even though it has not been realised and may never will, the
quest has spawned much progress in understanding and contributed much to knowledge,
as did James Clerk Maxwell’s unification of the fundamental forces of electricity and

magnetism in the 1860s.

Then there are critical issues of epistemological detail. First, Bourdieu postulates that
embodied cultural capital is a consciously acquired property passively inherited: tastes
in music, art, food, furniture, aesthetic disposition, linguistic precision and so on,
differentiate ‘low’ and ‘high’ capital (1990, p114). Yet the ‘cultureness’ of the attribute
itself is predicated on forms of cultural legitimacy and this, to the critics, is insecure.
Second the interdependency of capitals across homogenous social space is
challengeable - high cultural capital in the music field, for example, may not in all cases
predispose high capital in the world of art or in gastronomy and so on. Indeed unbridled
pursuit of a specific interest in one field maybe so dominant and exclude all others. A
third concern is that his work ignores the impact of gender and ethnicity (and their links
to indigenous ‘culture’).  Furthermore, a fallacy with the work’s temporal nature is
levelled when attempts are made to extrapolate Distinction, citing the more fluid
cultural boundaries that may now exist, less restricting than what Bourdieu finds in his
world of assured cultural legitimacy in 1960s France. Much of the post-Distinction

research I review in subsequent sections addresses these concerns.

2.4 Linkages between cultural capital and social stratification

A useful starting point here is the seminal work on cultural capital and elective affinities
of taste, Bourdieu’s ethnographic magnum opus “Distinction: A Social Critique of the
Judgement of Taste” (Bourdieu 1984a). In it Bourdieu showed class and culture, when
both vertically ranked in mutually reinforcing ways, to precipitate ‘distinction’.
Following an analysis of data collected from 1,217 respondents living in Paris, Lille and
a small provincial town between 1963 and 1968, the work claims a correspondence
between social stratification and cultural consumption across a number of fields, those
of the arts, music, food, and dress (Bourdieu 1984a). Using newly developed
mathematical techniques, for example Benzécri’s (1980) multiple correspondence

analysis (MCA), Bourdieu was able to show social space represented as a 4-dimensional
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map?. Subsumed within this 4D space, Bourdieu argues that a 2-dimensional “space of
lifestyles™ limited to twinned economic and cultural capitals is key to understanding the
social world, implying that social relations are anchored by these two capitals (1984a,
p169-225). Erickson (1996, p218) though notes a problem in the mappings resulting
from Bourdieu’s neglect of a third form of capital: initially identified by him as “social
capital, a capital of social connections, honourability and respectability” (Bourdieu
1984a, p122). To pick up Erickson’s point, collaborative working particularly in the
formation of communities of practice, clearly involves social connections (Granovetter
1995, Lin 1982). These connections can be made inside and outside of work as Erickson
(1991, 1996) clearly showed in research establishing the linkage between cultural
capital and social ties in a Canadian private sector security company, a thread I return to
review later. To return to the circumstances of this research, Bourdieu’s watershed
investigation provided initial ideas for the research’s methodology, indications for

operationalisation of its variables, and a foundation for its method.

Independently both Shils (1961) and later Gans (1975) develop a priori groupings of
cultural consumption and stratify the population in terms of “taste publics”, groups who
consume, typically exclusively, from a given category: whether “refined, mediocre, and
brutal” (Shils) or “high, upper-middle, lower-middle, low and quasi-folk” (Gans 1975,
in Hughes and Peterson 1983, p459). It is not all consumption preference though.
Extending Shils and Gans’ earlier work, Bourdieu’s model posits that high status groups
abstain from and actively dislike the cultural consumption patterns of those in lower
status positions. Indeed, as well as explaining the possibilities of social stratification,
Bourdieu’s model places emphasis on these likes and dislikes in aesthetic and taste
patterns serving to reproduce existing class structures. In his scheme dominant groups
exclude dominated groups from societal resources by highlighting differences in
cultural competencies. This exclusion leads to the monopolisation of resources by elites,
a phenomenon similar to that described by Weber as “social closure” (Weber 1978,
p342).

2 Although this is not diagrammatically reproducible in our 3D Euclidian world geometry, it is common
in contemporary mathematics to theorise multi-dimensional spaces - certainly more than four. In the
positivist domain cosmologists and string theorists currently envision the existence of 10 or 11
dimensions necessary to develop equations to unify gravity and the quantum mechanical world. A
polymath, Bourdieu was influenced by these new ideas.
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A second key work of Bourdieu’s, Homo Academicus (1984b), was to clarify and
consolidate initial ideas for this research. It later provided limited but indispensable
triangulation of its findings. In this work Bourdieu analyses the mechanisms of
institutional reproduction and of the defence and destruction of personal career
reputations in Parisian universities during the period leading up to the student riots of
1968. At a time of momentous change in the Academy, perhaps not on a par with the
changes in line for FE, Bourdieu recognises

“the most ancient traditions of the corps still survive while we see the signs
of forthcoming transformations, in particular all the effects of the
morphological changes in the student population and the teaching body”
(1984b, p39).

Homo Academicus provides statistical analyses of oppositional forms of cultural capital
in the different faculties giving insight into the ways academic elites react to changes
and pressures on issues relating to the prestige of their academic discipline and to the
genetics of renewal and reproduction, for instance professorial succession strategies, in
the faculty. In the 1960s’ Academy Bourdieu finds the dominant professional faculties,
those of law and medicine, wielded power to dictate how French universities should
operate subordinating the faculties in the natural sciences. The natural scientists, he
finds, were richer in cultural capital but relatively poor in relation to economic and
social capitals. This dynamic had a certain resonance with the origins of my research.
Furthermore, Bourdieu finds career progression was related to objective positions and
lived interactions in the French academy. Admitting difficulties in Homo Academicus
with latent variable operationalisation and methodology, and deviating from a mixed
methodological approach but retaining a theoretic-empiricist stance, Bourdieu
operationalised cultural capital through interpretation of university records on
publication activity, both legitimate and in the popular media, familial background and
schooling, and academic discipline. Disappointingly for my research there appeared to
be little similar secondary material in the FE field. Research publication, although
growing remains thin, and personal information in the public domain that might proxy
for suitable research variables is restricted mainly to the College Principal and Vice-
Principal level. Unlike Parisian professors, few FE lecturers reach the exalted position
of being included in ‘Who’s Who?’ 1t implied that I had to devise alternative schemes

to operationalise the terrain’s variables.
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Underlining its universality, application of Bourdieu’s model is international. It has
been adopted and adapted to elucidate the relations of social space, class constitution
and power in several countries over current and retrospective periods spanning several
centuries. Four recent studies are worthy of note, concerning Portugal, Norway, the
United States, and post-Soviet societies. Pereira (2005) replicates the investigative
thrust and findings of Distinction by uncovering the tight fit between social position,
cultural consumption, and sociability in the stratified neighbourhoods in the city of
Porto; Lareau (2003) documents how the sharp class and ethnic differences of child-
rearing practices on America’s East coast perpetuates existing structures of inequality;
and Eyal, Szelenyi and Townsley (1998) extend and test Bourdieu’s model of capital
conversion and the field of power to delineate the emergence of a new ruling class in the
countries of the former Soviet bloc after the fall of communism. In a fourth, Rosenlund
(2000) reveals the growing weight of the composition (as distinct from the volume) of
capital as prime determinant of life chances and lifestyles in the Norwegian city of
Stavanger in the wake of the oil boom and shows how the deep differentiation between
the public and private sectors stamps the street-level feel of the city as well as the class
structure of the country. Given Bourdieu’s clear international appeal, we must

unfortunately return to the UK.

The UK contemporary equivalent of Distinction, Bennett et al.’s ESRC sponsored work
Culture, Class, Distinction (2009) claims the first systematic assessment of Bourdieuian
principles applied to social differentiation processes across the English Channel.
Seeking to probe how far Bourdieu’s findings of relationships between cultural tastes
and class position might apply in Britain, clearly a different temporal and political
context, their work assumes prima facie, that much has changed since Distinction. The
authors cite homogenising effects on culture as a result of globalisation and the Internet.
The work “takes account of wide-ranging perspectives from which Bourdieu’s work has
been extended and/or critically engaged with” (Bennett et al. 2009, frontispiece). Their
results show a clearly identifiable space of social lifestyles in the UK today but its
structure and characteristics differ from those identified by Bourdieu. They suggest
four axes of differentiation: first between those who engage in cultural activities and
those who are disengaged from them. Second, established versus contemporary taste
maps, they claim, not onto Bourdieu’s hedonistic versus aesthetic distinction of the

dominant class, but onto age difference. Third, they find gender to be a distinction:
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women tending to prefer ‘inwardly-oriented’ person-centred practices and tastes
(romantic films, soaps etc.), men preferring fact-based or outwardly-oriented practices
(documentaries, sports etc.) - a point I return to in the discussion of the findings in
relation to RQl.  Fourth, they identify a weak disjunction between ‘voracious’
consumers (especially of high culture) and the more moderate consumer. The study is
also interesting for its methodological approach. It argues for an emphasis of
descriptive over variable-centred methods yet the bias in its reporting leans the other
way. Much reporting centres on the use of mathematical factor and geometric data
analyses, presented in Distinction-style clustered responses in geometric space
superimposed over socio-demographic variables on a space of lifestyles. Atkinson, too,
(2009) is uncomfortable with several features of the research, particularly this

imbalance between the quantitative and qualitative elements,

“The qualitative material is often used very briefly losing the rich
illumination of everyday life that Bourdieu provided through vivid
description and vignettes” [... and] “the subtle ways in which the same
practice or taste can be read or rationalised” (Atkinson 2009, p836).

Gifted with an opportunity for a study of much reduced scale, I attempted to address
this ‘shortcoming’ by rebalancing the two main research techniques and their reporting

giving more equal prominence to both.

Much work on capital and social stratification is constructed from the re-analysis of
secondary data from national surveys. One such is Le Roux et al.’s (2008, ibid.) study.
With its base data drawn from the Cultural Capital and Social Exclusion study (Bennett
et al. 2005), it examines the relationship between social class membership and cultural

participation and taste.

Following Peterson and Simkus’ (1992) lead in identifying ‘cultural omnivores’ in the
US population - people who graze across several cultural strata - Bennett, Savage, De
Silva, Gayo-Cal, Wright and Warde, arguably the UK’s leading researchers in the field,
individually and collectively, entered the omnivore debate in 2007. Typical of their
methodological approach, Warde’s study (Warde et al. 2007) using latent class analysis,
heeds Bellavance et al. (2004) and Zavisca’s (2005) position on the usefulness of
delimited survey data, in the first case, to extract omnivore interview candidates and, in

the second, the primacy of interview data in its exploration. This funnelling technique
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has some resonance with this study’s methodology although I only became aware of
that ex post facto after developing further parts of the bricolage. Interestingly though in
the context of convergent development, Warde et al. claim as recently as five years ago
(2007) that their study is the “first to probe the distribution of cultural capital using. in
an integrated way, both qualitative and quantitative methodologies” (Warde et al. 2007,
pl44). Warde et al. though give little emphasis to epistemological consideration, a point
I have sought to address here. Their work does however widen out definitions of
Erickson’s cultural omnivore to include volume omnivorousness (people simply doing
and liking more things than others) and compositional omnivorousness (people who
exhibit a given pattern of cultural preference). If we assume that FE lecturers can be
considered middle-class professionals”, an assumption substantiated by several socio-
economic status (‘SES’) classifications, then one of Warde’s conclusions is very
relevant to the method of the enquiry: “the professionals among our interviewees most
closely approximate to Peterson’s initial model”, they are “open to everything”,
“condemn little” and

“are competent in the application of what Bourdieu deemed a ‘disinterested’
orientation towards art, critically evaluating it apparently ‘in its own terms’
and for its own sake” (Warde et al., 2007, p159).

I explore alignment with Warde et al.’s findings and their sub-species of omnivore in
the treatment of the findings in Chapters Four and Five. More recently Oxford
University’s 2008 paper, “High Art: are you dn omnivore or paucivore?” confirming
the lack of cultural extremities finds from its survey-based analysis little evidence for
the existence of a cultural elite, suggesting that certain individuals who fit this
description, are “too few to figure” (NAICS 611310, 2008). The 7ES summarises

“[the paper] has blown the whistle on the patronising idea that high art is for
posh types in opera hats while the proles prefer mass entertainment. “We
find little evidence for the existence of a cultural elite,” it says. “There are
certain individuals who fit this description, but they are too few to figure in
any survey-based analysis.” ” (7ES, 11 May 2008),

and gleefully announces in the same article:

“So goodbye forever to the idea of tastes being stratified by social class. It
comes - ironically - more from the left than the right, with populist
politicians (and some teachers) so determined to be “relevant” that they
assume anyone on less than £50k needs everything translating into

 This area is reviewed in the section on “Class, status and collaborative working” later in this chapter.
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2.4.1 Mappings of cultural capital to social stratification - three arguments

After several iterations of data analysis in the Spring of 2011, it became apparent that
the patterning of cultural tastes across the sample of lecturers appeared diffuse. As a
consequence the literature review turned to a more finite examination of aspects of
mappings of social stratification to cultural capital and other structures of an agent’s

consumption pattern. I outline these below.

Analysing affinities for the visual arts in England, Chan and Goldthorpe (2007) identify
three different arguments in terms of the linkages between social stratification and
cultural consumption. First, they identify the homology argument. In its simplest form
this argument claims no more than that social stratification and cultural stratification
map closely onto each other. Individuals in higher social strata are those who prefer and
predominantly consume ‘high’ or ‘elite’ culture, and individuals in lower social strata
are those who prefer and predominantly consume ‘popular’ or ‘mass’ culture. Various
intermediate positions are also recognised. A similar restatement of the argument on
these lines is provided by Gans (1999). Second, they identify the individualisation
argument as a direct contradiction of the homology argument. In present day
economically advanced societies they conjecture differences in cultural taste and
consumption and indeed in lifestyles generally, are losing their grounding in social
stratification and are becoming more a matter of individual ‘self-realisation’. Their
third argument, the omnivore-univore argument, is important for the interpretation of
the data in relation to the first three research questions, RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3. It relates
more specifically to cultural consumption than to lifestyles in general. Its substance can
perhaps be traced back to the findings of empirical research as early as that of Wilensky
(1964) who reports that highly educated persons in the US had rarely any strong
aversion to ‘mass’ culture and indeed often enjoyed it, at least in some forms. However,
the present-day terms “omnivore” and “univore™ originate with Peterson and Simkus
(1992). Their broad hypothesis is that in modern society the homology argument is
outmoded, not because cultural consumption has lost all grounding in social
stratification, but because a new relationship is emerging. Rather than cultural
stratification mapping straightforwardly onto social stratification, the cultural
consumption of individuals in higher social strata differs from that of individuals in

lower strata chiefly in that it is greater and much wider in its range - comprising not
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only more ‘highbrow’ culture but in fact more of many wider cultural forms. Peterson

and Simkus’ findings were to prove analytically useful in the study.

2.4.2 Inhabitants of the cultural savannahs: univores, omnivores and
paucivores

It was important given the study’s early findings of the patterning of lecturers” capital
profiles to pursue further the omnivore-univore-paucivore thesis. As we have seen,
recent research has called into question the exclusive homology argument of Bourdieu,
the idea of the interdependency of capital affinities over social space. High cultural
capital in the music field, for example, may not in all cases incline high capital in the
world of art, or in gastronomy and so on. Finding that there is no one taste profile that
advantaged people share, where good taste is broad taste and not distinct highbrow
tastes, Peterson presents his argument for the rise of a middle-class ‘cultural omnivore’.
Peterson’s thesis suggests that high-status people do not limit their tastes to the
highbrow, but instead graze in many cultural fields and on many genres (Peterson 1992,
2005; Peterson and Kern 1996). Conceptualising an anomaly first revealed in Simkus’
large scale studies in the US, Peterson and Simkus’ (1992) pyramidal model, in its first
representation, describes the underlying structures of musical taste. The omnivores at
the apex of the pyramid display elite taste and status through an appreciation of “the
aesthetics of every distinctive form along with an appreciation of the high arts”
(Peterson and Simkus 1992, p169). Positioned at the bottom of the pyramid are the
‘univores’ who tend to “be actively involved in one, or at best just a few, alternate
aesthetic traditions” (p170). ‘Paucivores’, the culturally disengaged, are excluded from
the model altogether. The omnivore is capable of switching positions to suit. Halle
(1993) again shows cultural appreciation transcending boundaries and, with the
possibility of middlebrow cultural appreciation for fine art, seems to confirm Peterson’s
anomaly - a point relevant to the study’s findings. Tampubolon (2010) however adds
those claiming statuses through such a wide spectrum of taste are expected to be able to
distinguish laudable examples of each genre according io the standards of judgement
that are unique to it. The omnivore thesis thus differs substantially from the form of
aesthetic competence delineated in Bourdieu’s account of French lifestyles, and this
newer ‘cosmopolitan’ orientation is clearly conditional upon indicators of social class
such as education, and therefore prone to function as a form of cultural capital per se.

Indeed Bryson (1992) goes so far as to dub it multi-cultural capital. Much of the
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significant body of literature on this subject is based on secondary research
extrapolating existing survey data, for instance DiMaggio (1996) from art gallery visit

data, Emmison 2003, and Lopez and Alvarez (2004) from performing arts attendances.

In a significant shift in the 1990s researchers turn to focus on ‘dislikes’ rather than
‘likes’. Bryson (1996) in the United States and Wilk (1997) in Belize typify this
antagonistic approach allowing further investigation of controversial culture items.
Bryson (1996) examines patterning of the American population’s musical dislikes from
1993 US General Social Survey data culminating in her seminal “Anything but heavy
metal” paper introducing the ‘cultural hostility’ thesis. Bryson writes powerfully of
cultural cleavage:

“Individuals use cultural taste to reinforce symbolic boundaries between
themselves and categories of people they dislike” (1996, p835),

showing that although omnivores are culturally tolerant they are not appreciative of
everything. To shun, when it becomes significant to do so, is not beyond the omnivore.
Wilk (1997) identifies asymmetry of likes and dislikes. Knowing what an individual
likes, according to Wilk, does not adequately predict what they would dislike. Only
from a joint pattern of both likes and dislikes, asymmetrically ordered, can Wilk
identify social boundaries. This asymmetry was to inform the study’s analysis of
lecturer’s preference for décor where two questions on the quantitative survey
instrument invited respondents to show first their likes and then their dislikes for a

range of furnishings and interior styling.

The study’s survey and interviews interrogated culinary taste. Here Warde and Martens’
(1999) and Warde, Martens and Olsen’s (1999) works were pertinent. Interested in
patterns in restaurant activity, they find that high status people demonstrate a broad
range of tastes and a wide knowledge of culinary practices and products. This
knowledge is incorporated in, and symbolised by, high cultural capital resulting in a
source of status. In his interview R29, a mathematician in the Skills-for-Life department
at Riverford, was to illustrate Warde, Martens and Olsen’s conclusions as he
enthusiastically related details of his and his neighbours’ *‘Round the World Food Club”
(Chapter Four).
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As a backdrop to the study’s context the literature notes interesting differences in the
incidence of omnivorousness across national cultures. Lopez-Sintas and Garcia-Alvarez
(2006) find that omnivores constitute less than 2% of Spain’s population whereas in the
same period in Flanders, Stichele and Laermans (2006) find they form 28% of the north
Belgian population. Modifying previous literature, Tarapubolon’s (2010) UK study
finds “a significant proportion of omnivores in the English population™ (2010, p3). His
other findings, though, in social class modifying consumption, and in that omnivores
“perceive cultures to be hierarchical and this is especially evident among the avid
omnivores” (2010, p3) appear to contradict those of Chan and Goldthorpe earlier (2007,
2009).

In a remarkable twist, omnivorousness can itself define cultural status (Savage et al.
2005, Van Eijck and Van Oosterhout 2005 and Van Eijck and Bargeman 2004).
Collectively this thesis inverts the snobbishness of the high capital univore such that

omnivorousness itself becomes a marker of distinction - the new ‘cool’.

2.5 Class, status, and collaborative working

Here the arguments and implications for apf)lying neo-Weberian stratification to the
data are reviewed. Oppositional Marxist and neo-Marxist schemes (Rose and O’Reilly
1997, ONS 1998) and those of Wright (1979, 1985, 1996) are considered, however
Blackburn, Prandy and Stewart’s (1996) “Cambridge Alternative” schema is advanced
as the most appropriate in context. Bourdieu is sure: acquisition of cultural capital
advertises class prestige, entitling chapter one of Homo Academicus “The Aristocracy of
Culture” (Bourdieu 1984b). Status according to Walkerdine et al. gets into peoples’
heads: Y

“Class is not something that is simply produced economically. It is
performed, marked, written on minds and bodies. We can spot it a mile off”
(2001, p18).

Kernel to this study is the lecturer’s possession of cultural capital, but this accounts for
only one of the four forms of capital identified by Bourdieu. Aspects of two others,
social capital and symbolic capital, are integral to the interpretation of the data in the
context of practitioner collaboration. The argument for collapsing and, in the main,
neglecting the remaining one, the economic capital dimension, was predicated on an

assumed equivalence of economic assets across FE lecturers. This strategy helped set
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the study boundary. To substantiate my reasoning here: the majority of the FE colleges
adopt the Association of Colleges’ (‘AoC’) recommendations on pay and conditions -
its ‘harmonised salary scale’. Thus the postgraduate aeronautical engineering lecturer
(respondent V2 was one) is on the same pay scale as his apprentice-indentured NVQ
trowel trades lecturer counterpart.”” Inevitably, of course, there are the relative rich and
poor in the lecturer population (a feature identified by R8 as “spiky profiles”, Chapter
Four) nevertheless I argue a Marxist analytical perspective would be misaligned here.
Few, if any, lecturers are owners of the means of production (Marx 1867) and therefore
cannot be considered bourgeoisie. In this light, Weber’s three-component theory of
stratification (1946) - wealth/power/prestige - and its precepts that status identified by
honour and prestige attached to agents’ styles of life gives rise to power differences; that
class occurs in the labour market; and that the processes of gaining work and its
consequential rewards lead to prestige - appeared more appropriate. Important here is
Weber’s notion that each class, or sub-class, is defined by its reiationships with others.
A second strand of the argument for subsuming economic capital as a factor is an
argument based on class homogeneity in the profession: FE lecturers, irrespective of
teaching specialism, are classified as middle class (the 1998 ONS scheme classifies
lecturers as “1.2 Higher Professionals” within the “service [middle] class™). As a
gradational concept, Blackburn et al.’s scheme stratifies in terms of “how much they
have of whatever is considered crucial - power, income. status or whatever” (Roberts
2001, p38). Congruent with Bourdieuian habitus, the Blackburn and Cambridge Group
argue, as Roberts writes

“how people respond in given positions will always depend, at least in part,
on where they are coming from, and where they believe they are heading”
(2001, p39).%

Erik Olin Wright is equally explicit, “class counts”. He advances the existence of a
continuum of class practices, from the mundane, “a worker selling labor” to the extra-
ordinary, “participating in a strike” (Wright 1997, p192). Extrapolating Wright’s notion

then, we may conjecture that an instantiation of a ‘class practice’ might be a manifest in

* There is less than £4000 difference nationally in the average salaries of lecturers across curriculum
areas. Humanities and science lecturers average £31977 p.a., hair and beauty lecturers £28151 (LSIS,
2009-10).

* The Cambridge Group’s use of network contacts, with each respondent invited to give the occupations
of four friends as well as their own, led to another facet of the bricolage analysis - that of identifying
‘preferred collaborative departments”, Annexe U. Although not investigated extensively in the thesis, it
opens up avenues for further research discussed in Chapter Six.
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the willingness, or otherwise, to collaborate. After deciding to exclude economism-

based class stratification, a refined path through the appropriate literature was possible.

Roberts again provides a kernel argument for the study’s stratification perspective:
“people tend to associate with others of the same class at work, in their
neighbourhoods, and so they also tend to marry one another” (Roberts 2001,
p9, my italics)*’.

Interestingly elsewhere in the literature, Savage et al. advance an asset-based realist

theory of the middle class based on the ownership of three types of assets: property;

bureaucracy; and culture (Savage et al. 1992). They argue for property and culture as
more secure bases for middle-class positions than organisation-based assets. This

premise runs counter to findings in the thesis, a point I explore further in Chapter Four.

2.6 Omnivorousness and collaboration in Further Education

This section critically appraises knowledge of the formation of small groups in relation
to Bourdieu’s tenet that agents possessing similar capitals are more likely to share social
space and hence reinforce their habituses through the shared experience. Differences in
the cultural capital of FE practitioners and whether they contribute to an inhibitor effect
in collaborative working is one of the prime research themes of the study. The
influence of the degree of diversity is a contested area. One school argues diversity
through the presence of a greater number of individual perspectives to be a source of
organisational innovation and creativity (Wiersema and Bantel 1992, Watson et al.
1993). However, the lack of homogeneity as an inhibitor to group coalescence is found
by others: for instance Harrison et al. (1998), Lau and Murnigan (1998), and Tsui et al.
(1995). Shapiro (2000) warns that far from promoting homogeneity in employee groups
as Humphries and Rubery (1995), Northcraft (1993), and Cassell (1996) do, promotion
of teamwork and use of staff experience and creativity frequently highlights the
diversity between staff urging that unless organisations take explicit consideration of the
differences that exist between employees in terms of their needs and aspirations, they
will have difficulty in meeting key corporate improvement objectives. =~ With such
polarised views and the lack of clarity in this area organisations in general and in

particular FE, I argue, have been slow to develop an awareness of their capabilities to

*7 Personally I would not advocate FE as a marriage bureau, but Roberts’ initial point is pertinent.
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manage ‘non-protected characteristics’ diversity®®, those stemming from ‘background’

or habitus, in a positive way.

An argument outside elemental compositions of groups is that of Brown (1988) who
interprets two key ideas from Lewin’s force field theory crucial to the group formation
process, those of interdependence of fate, and task interdependence (Lewin, 1943):

“Groups come into being in a psychological sense not because their
members necessarily are similar to one another (although they may be);
rather, a group exists when people in it realize their fate depends on the fate
of the group as a whole” Brown (1988, p28).

Brown finds that interdependence of fate can be a fairly weak form of affiliation in
many groups. A more significant factor is where there is interdependence in the goals of
group members. In other words, if the group’s task is such that members of the group
are dependent on each other for its achievement then a more powerful dynamic is
created. Rupert Brown’s ideas augur well for a community of practice where task
interdependence is engendered through, for example, the discrete curriculum

specialisms of its members.

In relation to cultural capital Frow (1995) however argues against a collapsing of a
group’s various social experiences into a single group ‘experience’ arguing for a
dominant field logic. Webb et al. siding with Frow suggest that

“The adolescent rock guitarist, the ‘cultivated’ lover of opera, and the avant
garde writer have very little in common in terms of social origins or
aesthetic tastes beyond their shared membership of a field of cultural
production” (2002, p148).

The subjectivity, complexity and inter-related nature of the area is demonstrated and
further compounded by Coleman’s (1988) introduction of yet another capital into the
discourse, human capital, to explain the individual’s attraction to social coalitions
through their desire to succeed and learn. Enhancement of this particular capital is
“predicated on individuals being part of networks of influence held together by rational

and reciprocal arrangements of trust and obligation” (1988, p17).

In the field of social network formation where aspects of mathematics are conflated

with sociology, Granovetter (1973) proposes that ‘weak’ ties between acquaintances,

® As defined by the Equality Act 2010 applying in England, Wales and Scotland.
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colleagues from other college schools for instance, allow a greater diffuse dispersal of
knowledge and ideas to reach populations inaccessible through the more intense
‘strong’ ties of intimate relationships. We can assume that organised teams in FE
colleges, subject area teams for instance, will continue to meet and carry out their
business. If we utilise Granovetter’s metric of tie ‘strength’ being a linear combination
of the factors of the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy (or mutual
confiding), and the reciprocal services which characterise each tie, then intra-
departmental ties may indeed be considered strong ones. This weak/strong tie polarity
when coupled with the practitioners’ cultural capital is of relevance to the operation of
inter-personal mechanisms in the lecturers’ ‘catchment area’. This notion is supported
in the literature. Erickson (1996) drawing on her study of Canadian security industry
workers, suggests that the increased diversity of taste shown by security managers, as
opposed to their subordinates, enables an enhanced level of personal communication in
the workplace in an instrumental rather than expressive orientation. On a culturally-
explicit level Erickson’s study provides evidence of a relationship between cultural
consumption and weak inter-personal ties. Under this regime, initiation of a high status
interaction to someone distant in social space would either be seen as communication
failure or a ritual show of determination. Erickson is at pains, too, to point out that
highbrow culture is a useless “waste of time” (Erickson 1996, p246). For coordination
purposes popular culture is more useful. Long (2003, in Lizardo 2006) goes one stage
further. Her study of women’s reading groups finds a mutually constitutive dynamic
between cultural taste and social connections that not only reinforces connections but
evidences the development of longer-term friendships from initial acquaintances. Long
reports that consistent with the claim that connects the consumption of aesthetic
products and sociability, she finds that reading group members

“tend to press books into service for the meanings that they transmit and the
conversations they generate (Long 2003, p73).”

However, Long’s social connection mechanism may act, Ostrower (1998) proposes,
through an intercessor process. Ostrower finds high status cohesion resulting not from
the commonality as a result of abstract shared knowledge but conceives the knowledge
as an intermediary step to the functioning and operation of organisational and network

meetings and events that, in turn, lead to opportunities to form close contacts.
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If we relate these findings above to the FE domain it means that although innovation
occurs through subject area teams, there appears strong and recent evidence that
capturing practice from nucleations of disparate yet passionate practitioners - contacts
through weak ties between joiners, computer scientists and beauticians for instance -

will lead to greater innovative benefit.

2.7 Communities of practice

I now turn to review literature on communities of practice (‘CoPs’). The concept is in
flux and it is therefore important to clarify the thesis’ use of the term positioned within
its evolutionary trajectory. Boylan (2010) separates three “distinct though related”
formulations of the concept as being:

“[...] a conceptual tool for understanding learning, a model of the social
formations and forms in which learning takes place, and an advocated way
to organise learning” (Boylan 2010, p62).

Building originally on Lave’s (1988) work on learning by situational immersion, Lave
and Wenger co-proposed the term to describe the community (of fellow apprentices,
journeymen, experienced practitioners and so on) acting as a living curriculum in
apprenticeship learning. The term evolved concurrently in Brown and Duguid’s (1991)
work that builds a parallel concept empirically from examination of workplace practices
of informal groups of medical practitioners. The scope of these early formulations was
restricted to the notion of understanding “situated learning”, that is learning through
practice and participation (Lave and Wenger 1991). Lave and Wenger (1991), perhaps
indicative of forthcoming redefinition, concede that “community of practice is largely
an intuitive notion” admitting “central issues are only iouched upon and need to be
given more attention” (1991, p42). Indeed later, Wenger expands the concept into a
social theory of learning and refines the definition taking into account a community
where learning takes place driven by the pursuit of enterprises of all kinds and where
the interaction “with each other and with the world tune[s] our relations with each other
and with the world accordingly” (1998, p45). Later still, Wenger et al. (2002)
differentiate communities of practice from orthodox organisational structures arguing
the purpose of the former to be esoteric knowledge creation: “to create, expand, and
exchange knowledge, and to develop individual capabilities”, reasoning that
membership is through “self-selection based on expertise or passion for a topic” (2002,
p42).
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Wenger, on his website, encapsulates this contemporary definition as:

“[...] groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they

do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly” (Wenger 2012).
It is this delineation of the term that the thesis adopts: Boylan’s “advocated way to
organise learning” (2010, p62). The concept, as now defined, provides as Engestrém
notes, a “rich conceptual framework” that turns into a “toolkit for organizational design
and knowledge management” (2007, pl). Three necessary features of a community of
practice are identified. First, a necessary domain of collective competence; second, the
interaction of members engaging in joint activities and discussions; and third that
members of a community of practice are practitioners developing a shared repertoire of
resources: experiences, stories, tools, ways of addressing recurring problems - in short a
shared practice (Wenger et al. 2002, Wenger 2012). The coalescence of such
communities can emerge from aspects of the “passion, commitment and identification™
of practitioners separated from the more mundane characteristics of the requirements of

the lecturer’s role (Wenger et al. 2002, p42).

The concept of communities of practice is omnipresent in the academic educational
literature, and their benefit in education well documented. The literature’s focus divides
roughly between the professional and the pedagogical. The breath spans in the FE
pedagogical context, Guile and Young (1999), Evans et al. (2002); in apprenticeships
and work-based learning, Fuller and Unwin (2003, 2004); in relation to students’
professional development, McArdle and Ackland (2007); on using ICT to engage
virtual communities in schools and colleges (Hargreaves 2003, Avis and Fisher 2006);
and in unraveling the complexity in participation in formal and informal learning

situations in school mathematics classes (Boylan 2010).

In vocational education and training, community of practice theory is applied by Avis
and Bathmaker (2005) to examine the effect of trainee lecturers' teaching placement on
the development of professional identity. Rather than identifying effective processes of
increasing participation in existing communities of practice, as might be expected, a
strong sense of marginalisation and alienation amongst trainees is observed. Here major
transformations forcing considerable changes to the work of those teaching are seen to
be responsible. Some of the FE literature appears tangential since the term is used in

literal form by some researchers, for instance Le Gallais (2005) in an otherwise
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appropriate project, to loosely describe a collective identity and categorisation - literally
a group (‘community’) of practitioners in ‘practice’. This misuse circumvents the
richness of the principles of community formation and propagation with individuals
identifying with shared values and ways of being and doing and removing the need to

constantly question interaction (Schutz 1976, Viskovic and Robson 2001).

Research on communities of practice in secondary education includes Hodkinson and
Hodkinson’s (2003) case study examination considering the interrelationships between
individual worker dispositions to learning, community of practice and wider
organisational and policy contexts. Reverting to the ‘situated learning’ (1991) variant
of the term and bridging the vocational student-teacher divide, Fuller et al.’s (2005)
tandem studies considers how UK steel industry apprentices and secondary school
teachers learn at work. Finding polarised experiences across the two groups they argue
that Lave and Wenger's attempt to “stretch legitimate peripheral participation to cover
all workplace learning is unconvincing” (2005, p65). Moreover, Fuller et al. insist Lave
and Wenger tend to treat their learners as blank slates; their identities and biographies
matter only as part of their new community of practice. Fuller et al. suggest more
attention should be paid to the learner's beliefs, understandings, skills, and attitudes.
This important finding is resonant with the investigative thrust of the thesis where the
cultural capital of participants is examined. In Higher Education too the concept of
community of practice is similarly pervasive, for example, in the Higher Education

Academy’s education theories on learning (HEA 2009).

In the professional domain, as opposed to the pedagogic, benefits of communities of
practice supporting leadership in an Further Education college setting have been
advanced by Jameson (2008). Indeed in the UK’s other public sector professions,
notably the NHS, the discourse is well-established and reified in professional medical
practice (for example Gabbay et al. 2003). The recognition of the value of communities
of practice to FE college operational performance is less well reported. Significantly,
as I noted earlier, Ofsted’s way-marker documents “Why colleges succeed” (Ofsted
2004) and “Why colleges fail” (Ofsted 2004) singularly fail to include the term
“community of practice” in their forty-two pages of findings reviewing data from 307

college inspections - documents effectively road-maps for good practice.
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The concept is not without critical appraisal. At the current stage of its evolution
Handley et al. (2006) provide a general critique. Recognising that communities
encompass the tacit dimension of knowledge, Handley et al. side with Resnick (1987)
and Sfard (1998) to emphasise that context is vital to understanding, learning and
practice - knowledge is not just ‘acquired’. These scholars foreground aspects of
potential conflict that belie any idealization of communities as cohesive and
homogeneous social objects (Handley et al. 2006, p642-645).  Identifying various
issues within a community, first, of power relations between novices and influential
practitioners; second of identity-construction by the practitioners; and third, definitional
issues of ‘participation’, they argue that the literature in the main ignores conflict in
CoPs. In contrast they note that divergence in organisational cultures is a well
developed topic in mainstream organisational theory. This criticism when taken
alongside Knorr Cetina’s (1999) earlier work citing the ambiguity and interchangability
of the terms ‘practice’ and ‘participation’, leaves the door open for accusations that
participation does not entail equality nor respect. Hughes, Jewson and Unwin (2007)
provide a critique on the a-historical nature of CoPs that purports to limit their range;
incorrectly I would argue, in covering dynamic and emergent forms of work
organisation - Engestrom’s ‘social mycorrhizae’. Billet, in the same volume, provides a
stark warning that, taken to the limit, CoPs obscure the all-important learning potential

of the individual human being.

In Chapter One I documented the important role CoPs played in my first career
delivering organisational efficiency and innovative benefit. This finding appears well
founded elsewhere and generalisable, bolstered by many, mainly private sector, studies
especially from North America. Showcasing their advantages and providing persuasive
evidence early in their text, Wenger et al. (2002) cite several blue-chip companies who
have fostered communities of practice gaining significant organisation leverage in the
process. Although the argument for communities of practice appears strong, there is a
time-based caveat given the dynamics and turbulence of the operating environment. An
organisation’s zenith in excellence, profitability and market-leadership maybe short-

lived, as Peters found (ibid)*. Given this caveat, it would be wrong to invest all

% The citing of exemplar companies is dangerous, as critics pointed out of those selected by Peters and
Waterman’s (ibid.) in their book In Search of Excellence. A point later confirmed by Peters. See “Tom

Peter’s True Confessions” at http://www.fastcompany.com/magazine/53/peters.htm|?page=0%2C2 {on-

line]
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energies into communities of practice: communities of practice should be viewed as part
of an organisation’s ‘cocktail of initiatives’ aimed at continuous improvement and

certainly not a panacea.

The closest approach to an ideal type community of practice I have witnessed in FE is
the Subject Learning Coach (SLC) network formed in 2003 under the ‘Success for All’
National Teaching and Learning Change Programme (DfES 2002). Intended to create a
step-change improvement in quality in the way that priority subjects are delivered in FE
it encouraged teachers, tutors, trainers and managers to re-examine their approaches to
teaching and learning. Nine regional networks brought together college-nominated
‘subject coaches’ to engage with the reforming strategies and principles. A national
training programme in coaching skills supported their work in change-catalysis back in

College. I was offered and accepted a role of subject learning coach in March 2008.

2.8 The FE college as a ‘learning organisation’

“Sharing his perspective on knowledge as part of organizational life in a talk
to students at Kellogg School of Management, Larry closed with a really
great question to use when poking around in an organization trying to get a
sense of its attitudes toward knowledge and learning: ‘can you make a
mistake around here?’ “

Recollections of a lecture given by Larry Prusak at the Kellogg School of
Management, Northwestern University, Illinois, US, 4 Feb. 2008, recorded
by McGee (2012).

The work group, as opposed to the ideal-type community of practice, as the college’s
orthodox collective problem-solving mechanism, I argue is outmoded. The work group
was reified in the ethos of the classical school of management whose foundations were
laid down by those who had solely managerial concerns for its outcomes (Taylor 1903,
Fayol 1916). Though some of these classical foundations, for example the principle of
the organisation as an ‘entity” - a realist phenomenon capable of systematic
investigation and description - and the primacy of efficiency, appear to converge with
the contemporary focus on FE performativity. The FE college as a structural form, in
particular the rationality and impersonality of its technical-rational bureaucracy, the
“iron cage”, orients the sociological perspective and owes much to Weber (1905).
Employees other than managers are effectively ‘designed out’. The study of individual

behaviours within the organisation - the post-Classical human relations school of Mayo
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(1949) - only took hold some years later. These later organisational theoretic positions
have particular correspondence with community in that the psychological school
endorses the ‘social man’ identified by Mayo. Much later scholars whose work when
taken as a synthesis, the work of Schén (1983), Senge (1990), Wheatley (1992) and
Argyris (1994), evidence a further paradigm shift in organisational theory. The
equivalent of an ‘epistemological break’. this more recent work reintegrates societal
issues within the organisational context into the concept of the learning organisation. In
parallel, an epoch of management approaches linked to systems theory (Forrester 1961,
1968, Checkland 1981, Wheatley 1999) consolidate the fracture and acknowledge a
further methodological branch embracing the emergence of the ‘new’ disciplines of
chaos and complexity theory as serious management science, whilst at the same time
emphasising the need for a break from positivism. Wheatley comments:

“But when we encounter life's processes for change, we enter a new world.
We move from billiard balls banging into one another to effect change, to
networks that change because of information they find meaningful. We stop
dealing with mass and work with energy. We discard mechanistic practices,
and learn from the behaviour of living systems” (Wheatley, 1999: iv).

For FE’s management the implications are profound as Schein identifies:

“the degree to which work performance depended not on the individual
alone, but on the network of social relationships within which he operated”
(Schein 1970, p34).
Burrell and Morgan (1979, p131) whilst somewhat tempering this notion accept the
existence of “social man” but prefer to emphasise the theoretical approach rather than

praxis. Communities of practice thus appear intertwined with the concept of the

‘learning organisation’.

Although it is not clear how many FE colleges would claim to be an ideal-type ‘learning
organisation’ concurrent with the same organisation providing learning, the implications
of being one in relation to innovation are clear. For Senge (1990) learning organisations
are

“organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create the
results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are
nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are
continually learning to see the whole together” (Senge 1990, p3).

Senge reasons that in situations of rapid change [cf. now] only those that are flexible,

adaptive and productive will excel. For this to happen, he argues, organizations need to

“discover how to tap people’s commitment and capacity to learn at all levels™ (ibid, p4),
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insisting that Hebbian ‘adaptive learning’ (e.g. Hebb 1949, Kolb 1984) must be joined
by ‘generative learning’ (Lichtenstein and Jones 2000) leading to “learning that

enhances our capacity to create” (Senge 1990, p14).

Critics of the organizational learning model emphasise the significance of the
organisation’s historic developmental trajectory. For instance Glasmeier et al. (1998)
critique the model’s validity and applicability arguing that, amongst other factors,
information absorption is critical and that an organisation’s ability to absorb new
information is a function of its previous experiences with similar types of information.
Furthermore, they construct a case for learning to be history-dependent arguing that
organisations act on the basis of historical precedent: doing what they know best,
‘sticking to the knitting’ as Peters and Waterman advise (1982, p292-305). Reinforcing
this antagonistic perspective, in their review of individual and social aspects of learning
Salomon and Perkins make the point:

“If organizations can learn, this does not mean that they learn very well. A
strong theme in the literature on organizational learning is the weakness of
the learning system involved. The learning of the collective suffers from a
startling range of limitations [...] some of these are equally characteristic of
solo and collective learning entities. For instance, rare high-stakes events -
marriage decisions in an individual or major shifts of direction in a business
- are difficult learning targets because they do not occur often to
disambiguate the lessons of experience, and because by the time they occur
again circumstances may have changed substantially” (1998, p17).

If this were to be the case, then any community to emerge would clearly face an uphill
struggle. But even with this oppositional slant sanctifying precedent, the attraction of
the learning organisation is appealing. I argue it is doubtful whether in the dynamism of
the 21* Century organisations can possibly have previously encountered Glasmeier’s
similar ‘information types’. Doing what an organisation does best and knowing what it
knows best are not the same. The organisation may indeed stick with its market leading
product, its core competency, but the knowledge needed to enhance and transform the
organisation in the face of contingent pressures will corme from many new directions.
Lewin confirms this need for a holistic approach insisting the organisation be viewed as
a ‘construct’ (Lewin 1943, 1997). In Lewin’s scheme agents’ behaviour is determined
by the totality of an individual’s situation (which he, too, coincidentally defines as a
‘field’): “the totality of coexisting facts which are conceived of as mutually

interdependent” (Lewin 1951, p240). This is reminiscent of Bourdieu’s concept of
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habitus when applied both individually and organisationally. For Lewin, contingent
forces propel an individual’s participation in a series of life spaces (such as the family,
professional practice, collegiate working) and these participative acts are constructed
under the influence of various force vectors (Lewin 1952). We can see how individual
and organizational learning connect in the work of Argyris and Schén (1978, 1996),
who suggest that each member of an organization “constructs his or her own
representation or image of the theory-in-use of the whole™ (1978, p16). This picture is
enlarged by people continually working combinatorially to add pieces allowing a
greater, but never complete, view of the whole. The holistic view, the jigsaw, then no

matter how incomplete, cannot be achieved in any form without interdisciplinarity.

2.9 Ontological considerations

Throughout the project I have tried to be ontologically bold yet epistemologically
cautious. Yet even in attempting to be compliant with my own principle, the ontological
aspects of the research domain were difficult to pin down. I introduced in Chapter One,
“Foundations”, Searle’s taxonomy of fact as a tool to help its disaggregation (Searle
1995). If we were to examine certain ontological considerations of the FE field we
would find aspects that are both intrinsic to nature - in terms of objectified capital - the
engineering lecturer’s micrometer for instance, and. again using Searle’s term
‘observer-relative’ in terms of the symbolism of its possession. The latter is socially
constructed in the mind of its owner, “I was presented with this as a thank you for all
my hard work when I left my engineering job at TextileCo”, and in the minds of
colleagues where the elevated prestige accrued by ownership of the artefact manifests as
symbolic capital. The ontological complexity is compounded by the delineation of
social facts: membership of a curriculum area for example, from the ‘brute’ fact of
which staffroom we can be found in. We separate the college organisation chart from
the geographical topology of signs on staff-room doors - the span is Searle’s ‘collective
intentionality’. Generally accepted social facts become institutional facts - for instance
the fact that we may need to address the fact of the college’s current poor student
retention. Moreover, these institutional facts have systematic relations among other
institutional facts, for instance in the lecturer-student contractual relationship. Under the
weight of this staggering meta-physical complexity Searle is reassuringly empathetic.
Drawing on an example of bathtubs, “nothing more than enamel-covered iron

concavities containing water”, Searle finds the complex ontology, social reality - the
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bathtub - simple, the simple ontology, hard (1995, p4). To exemplify this in context: it
is indeed tempting to see the complex ontology of the FE college as ‘simple’, and take
for granted - in Bourdieuian doxic fashion - its working practices and procedures and its
social games of practitioner interaction, agreement and disagreement, and see them as
‘simple’. Armed with Searle’s force of abstraction I found analyses of the qualitative
data using the method of constant comparison allowed glimpses of the underlying
complexity of the social reality involved. An external behaviourist perspective would
potentially miss these underlying structures that make social reality possible. Indeed
without Searle’s illumination it is possible to fail to spot cultural capital as being a
collective institutional fact altogether. The kernel of the ontological grounds of the
research then is the coming together of Searle’s “collective intentionality”. My role in a
work group takes a certain form but am I doing it only because it is part of my
employment’s contractual obligation? Ofr is it that my attendance gives me a certain
cachet amongst my colleagues? Or am I being altruistic? On a separate plane and
remarkably, Searle’s ontology requires that conflict to be the result of similar collective
intentionality - we have to agree acceptable ways to differ, spar and argue. The
antipathy shown at Valedown is an example. Opposition to the lesson observation
procedure relied on (benignly accepted) symbolic violence exerted by the cross college
observation regime. My colleague and his observer ‘co-operated’ in the observation
session, even though my colleague’s intent was to throw doubt on the robustness of the

observation grade passed down.

2.10 Epistemological considerations

“Truth’ in social research can be about correspondence to reality, pragmatism or
perspective. The study’s epistemological standpoint lies between that of the
correspondence theory of truth in a realist ontology (for instance Moore 1910-11, ch.15
and Russell 1912, p129) and that of the American Pragmatist School of Peirce, James,
and Dewey, Dewey’s pragmatic theory of truth where ‘something is true if it works for
us’. Following Rorty (1999) and Rorty and Engel (2007) whose concerns are more
about living our lives in an ethical manner and treating any grand claims to knowledge
with irony; the question ‘can it work?’ is perhaps more important at this stage of the

project than why it does.
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Following on from the ontological discussion above, the required rigour in Searle’s
objectification of institutional fact appears aligned to Durkheim’s aphorism

“...our basic principle, that of the objectivity of social facts” (Durkheim
1895 [1982], p45, cited in Garfinkel and Rawls 2002, p2),

usually taken to mean that we should assume the objectivity of social facts as a principle
of study (thus providing the basis of sociology as a science). I have attempted as
researcher-as-bricoleur to heed the principle of ethnomethodological indifference, the
policy of deliberate agnosticism towards the dictates, prejudices, methods and practices
of sociological analysis as traditionally conceived. Guba and Lincoln (2005) insist that
social research is best carried out like quantitative research embracing rigorous internal
validity (method) and strong external validity (generalisability). I have attempted to
adhere to their advice of describing what is found in as rigorous and transparent as way

as possible.

From the philosophic, I progress to lay out briefly recent criticism of educational
research to return and defend the thesis in the light of this raft of criticism in Chapter
Six. The qualitative paradigm in education research developed throughout the 1970s,
1980s and 1990s giving rise to a range of ethnographic and naturalist methodologies,
including the postmodernist. However, a sustained attack in the 1990s lobbying against
insufficient rigour, partisanship and irreproducibility (Hillage et al. 1998, Tooley and
Darby 1998), might have sparked the ‘quantitative turn’. Researchers were urged to
return to quantitative methods, with experiments and randomized controlled trials seen
as capable of producing sufficient ‘hard' evidence (Fitz-Gibbon and Morris 1987,
Oakley 1993, Boruch 1997, Fitz-Gibbon 2001). The research area has been the subject
of qualitative study but only relatively recently (Carrabine and Longhurst 1999, Bennett
et al., 2001, Bellavance, Myrtille and Ratte 2004, Fridman and Illivier 2004, Warde,
Wright and Gayo-Cal 2007, Ollivier 2008). Importantly the research as a bricolage
allows an eclectic mix of methodologies, the best of all possible worlds, a point I

develop in the next chapter, Chapter Three.
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2.11 Conclusion

Having built a review that addresses contexts, methods and outcomes and sidelining
judgment of research purely in terms the quality of its empirical evidence, I am
reminded of Bourdieu’s surviving confederate, Loic Wacquant, who writes

“Bourdieu has reformulated the classic problem of domination and
inequality by questioning the ontological status of groups and by forging
tools for disclosing how these come to be practically made and unmade in
social life. The work of sociological deconstruction of the work of group-
making has only begun” (Wacquant 2007, p5).

Chapter Three lays out the methodology, design and pragmatics that I used in the

attempt for such a sociological deconstruction.
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Chapter Three

METHODOLOGY, DESIGN AND METHOD

Epigraph 1
The second law of thermodynamics mathematically expressed: dS/dt >0 .

“The law that entropy always increases holds, I think, the supreme position
among the laws of Nature. If someone points out to you that your pet theory
of the universe is in disagreement with Maxwell's equations - then so much
the worse for Maxwell's equations. If it is found to be contradicted by
observation - well, these experimentalists do bungle things sometimes. But if
your theory is found to be against the second law of thermodynamics I can
give you no hope; there is nothing for it but to collapse in deepest
humiliation”

Sir Arthur Stanley Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World
(1927, p74). Eddington’s astronomical observations first validated
Einstein’s general theory of relativity.

Epigraph 2
“We feel that even when all possible scientific questions have been
answered, the problems of life remain completely untouched”

Ludwig Wittgenstein, philosbpher and engineer, Tractatus logico-
philosophicus (1921, S 6.52).

Epigraph 3
“When I find myself in the company of scientists, I feel like a shabby curate
who has strayed by mistake into a drawing room full of dukes.”

W. H. Auden, English poet (1907-1973), The Dyer’s Hand (1962, p27).
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31 Chapter structure
This chapter is substantive for a reason. The importance of developing a detailed
justification for the research’s methodology is underscored by Kaplan (1973): its aim to

“describe and analyse methods, throwing light on their limitations and
resources, clarifying their suppositions and consequences, relating their
potentialities to the twilight zone at the frontiers of knowledge” (Kaplan
1973, p93).

Kaplan’s notion of the analysis of method is compounded by Walker’s (1985) emphasis
that the methods we choose [as researchers] are there to be tested, just as much as

substantial hypothesis.

The chapter is structured in six sections. In the first, a case for the adopted
methodology is justified building from a scrutiny of ontological considerations of the
research area and the influence this had on the study epistemology. Arguments for the
rejection of alternative methodologies are included here together with a note on the
project’s standpoint on ‘truth’ and causality. Principles of the study’s design, both in
its emergent and final adopted forms, are explained and warranted in the second section.
Here the rationale for the inclusion of the survey instrument questions in relation to the
research questions is explained. Ethical considerations are dealt with in the third. The
fourth main section outlines the pragmatics of the study’s method, for instance the
distribution of the survey instrument, details of the sampling frame, and the criteria for
selection of participants for interview. This section moves on to examine the design of
the study’s qualitative phase and justify its relationship to the quantitative element.
Section five describes methods of data analysis and reasons for the choice is explained.

In the final part, the discussion turns to issues of validity, reliability and triangulation.

3.2 The study’s methodological perspective

3.2.1 Problems with mono-methodological enquiry

The epigraphs from Eddington (1927) and Wittgenstein (1921) paraphrase the
dichotomy in mono-methodological enquiry. Taken together they introduce the twin

difficulties I confronted as an education researcher: first the difficulty of establishing
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facets of education’s social truth®' in comparison to realist ‘facts’ present under natural
science law, and second, that of ensuring the most appropriate methodological choice to
suit the ontological contexts. Eddington depicts the discovery, through positivism’s
rigorous application of the scientific method of observation and reason, of perhaps the
closest approach yet to the immutability of knowledge: the phenomenon of ever-
increasing entropy (disorder) and with it nature’s unidirectional ‘arrow of time’. In
Epigraph 2, philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein, whose original specialism, ironically,
‘was the positivist discipline of engineering, admits the difficulty of achieving the
necessary sociological clarity, the “problems of life”, that remain after such an
application of positivism’s nomothetic objective approach (1921, S6.52). In
combination, the epigraphs reinforce how the social world mright differ from the world
of inanimate physical phenomena - what Searle calls the “bare bones of our ontology”
where “we live in a world made up entirely of physical particles in fields of force”
(Searle 1995, p7).

Although the dominant paradigm in education, many criticisms are levelled at
hermeneutical enquiry, Auden’s “shabby curate” of education research (Epigraph 3,
Auden 1962, p27). Interpretive paradigms may offer a means of attempting to
understand individual and societal action but even then, as Wittgenstein admits, the
complexity of the social domain and possibly the ultimate irresolvable and irreducible
nature of it remain. Contemporarily, Berliner shows equivalent concern claiming
“education research to be the hardest science of all” (2002, p1) suggesting that three
conditions make it so: first the specificity and non-reproducible nature of the research
context, second the “ubiquity of interaction” for example tutor(s)-tutor(s) interaction
occurring on many planes and on many levels, and third what he calls the “decade by
findings”, the short half-life of the relevance of educational research in the face of rapid
change, not only in the fluidity of individual human interactions but in the wider social
environment. Although Berliner restricts his discussion of change singularly to change
in the social environment citing the 1970s’ feminist revolution, there are many more
recent compounding influences in FE’s socio-economic environment - record levels of

youth unemployment, the cessation of Education Maintenance Allowance payments

3! At this point I drop the scare quotes around the word ‘truth’. having asserted the difficulties of the
notion of its immutability. As I outlined earlier the thesis’s notion of truth is aligned with the pragmatic
theory of truth; the utility of accepting it, exactitude not being a virtue (James 1907, p222).
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(‘EMA’), threats to job security and so on. Both the political and the technical

environments, too, serve to compound the problem.

In previous work carried out for the taught components of the Ed.D. in 2009, I conclude
that there is little reason for accepting the absolute dominance of either positivism or
anti-positivist paradigms based on epistemological strength. Rarely replacing each other
by falsification in the Poppersian sense (Popper 1963), it remains difficult for either
paradigm, I argue, if implemented mono-methodologically, to provide sufficient
epistemological validity and robustness. Many criticisms levelled at positivism, notably
the under-determination of theory by evidence - that is, all evidence of a certain type
underdetermines which of several rival theories is correct (Duhem 1954) - the
acceptance of the ‘fit’ of data to a hypothesis, and the problem of induction in theory
generation, can be targeted equally at interpretive approaches. An argument therefore
can be constructed for subsuming parts of the method of positivist enquiry within
interpretive methodology such that knowledge is constructed as the outcome of

competent and controlled enquiry (Dewey 1938), a point I will pick up on shortly.

3.2.2 Arguments for rejecting a positivist approach

There were several arguments for rejecting a purely positivist approach. We have seen
from the literature review that much research is grounded in the rich texture of the
agent’s inter-subjective world. First and oppositionally, positivism backgrounds agency
and denigrates human behaviour to the passive. Strong evidence for the contrary is seen
in Randell and Brady’s (1997) seminal paper on the range of lecturers’ responses to
increased managerialism®> and de-professionalisation in the sector, from benign
acceptance to strike action. These actions are inconsistent with positivism’s unitary
mechanistic and deterministic view. Second, under positivism the operationalisation of
variables, for example the lecturer’s ‘creativity’ or ‘commitment’ is at best problematic
or at worst, invalid. Third, positivism seeks means-end causation and when applied to
the social world the problem of underdetermination arises as outlined above (Phillips

and Burbules 2002). Under positivist enquiry the researcher can know only that effect is

32 McGrath, for example, lists practices in the managerialist approach including, “the practice of
emphasising the manager’s right to manage™; “the application of value for money principles™; “the
extensive use of indicators to monitor and control staff activities” (2004, p22), giving rise to what
Exworthy and Halford refer to as “latent structural and attitudinal contradictions between managerialism
and professionalism” (2002, p25).
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caused probabilistically. Little inkling is given as to the ‘how” or the ‘why’ the effect
may have occurred. As Sayer observes in the ‘open system’ of the social world

“the same causal power can produce different outcomes according to how
the conditions for closure are broken: for example, economic competition
can prompt firms to restructure and innovate or close. Sometimes different
causal mechanisms can produce the same result: for instance you can lose
your job for a variety of reasons” (2000, p15).

In his work Positivism and sociology: explaining social life Halfpenny too is at pains to
point out,

“in the social sciences, when underlying causal mechanisms have been
proposed as explanation, questions of their existence have been endlessly
controversial” (1982, p35).

For these reasons and rejecting positivism’s trap that interpretation of results suffers
from the problem of the relativity of the light of reason - what is ‘apparent’ to one
person is not necessarily apparent to another - I veered towards a post-positivistic

methodology, and it is to that I know turn.

3.2.3 Towards an alternative: the case for a bricolage approach

As T have established, underpinning the methodological choice and subsequent analysis
was the premise that I wanted to be ontologically bold yet epistemologically cautious.
Here I drew on Bhaskar’s (1979) observation that epistemology appears transitive,
subject to the prevailing power dimensions in society, but ontology has some degree of
intransitivity.

In pursuing an appropriate methodology, I was aware of my natural sciences
background and biases this might induce, in particular Robson’s (2002) caveat that the
researcher’s theoretical lens, in part, tends to decide the choice of methods. A research
bricolage seemed a possibility given Denscombe’s (2000, p3) advice that “there is no
one right decision to take”, and McGrath’s assertion of the importance of the link
between the selected methodology and the type of data collected:

“[...] the nature of the research methodology adopted informs the choice of
research methods and determines the type of data collected and how it is
analysed [...] (2004, p82).

Smith’s (1975) emphasis on the impact of the methodology on conclusions drew a

warning:
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*No matter how ex post facto the conclusions drawn from the data, the
methodological procedures followed will have a great effect on the
theoretical or practical conclusions drawn from the data” (Smith 1975, p22).

A bricolage methodology would unify, albeit progressively, the quantitative with the
qualitative, with one recursively and iteratively influencing the other. Recursivity’s
appeal was strong” and a bricolage appeared congruent with Bourdieu’s reflexive
sociology transcending the empiricist-constructionist and idiographic-nomothetic
dichotomies of more orthodox, dated social research (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992,
p34-35). The mixing of the theoretical and the empirical acting through theory
construction, Bourdieu’s conjoining of theory and practice, seemed to fit a model with
an assemblage of investigative methods. Furthermore, divergence from mono-
methodological enquiry would reduce the research, as Bourdieu and Wacquant argue, to
a “ ‘rational endeavour’, and not a ‘mystical quest’ > (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992,

p218, my italics).

Etymologically from the French “bricoleur”, meaning ‘jack-of-all-trades’, the
“researcher-as-bricoleur” (Denzin and Lincoln 2000, Kincheloe 2002, Kincheloe and
Berry 2004) appeared apt given its mix of enquiry tools, its critical multi-faceted
epistemology encompassing the range of the ontological objective-subjective duality 1
found in the pilot study. Introduced to British commercial market-researchers by
Gordon (1999) the ‘bricolage’ refers to a deliberate pragmatic and eclectic mixing of
qualitative methods to describe

“a new direction in qualitative thinking both in the halls of academia and the
market-places of business” (Gordon 1999, p303).

The term’s entry into the research lexicon, thus conferring a degree of legitimacy, is
recorded by Denzin and Lincoln (2000, p4) as “a pieced-together set of representations

that is fitted to the specifics of a complex situation”.

3 1 had become familiar with recursion when I encountered a need to divert and review literature relevant
to the stream of results emerging from the phases of data analysis.
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interviews, conduct radio phone-ins, and examine fanzine secondary data and so on.
The decision of what, and what not, to use is made at the time and is dependent on the

point reached in the research.

A bricolage has other significant advantages: Flick (2002) supporting combinational
methodological practices advocates their use as “a strategy that adds rigour, breadth,
complexity and richness and depth to any enquiry” (Flick 2002, p229). Nelson et al.
add their weight to such a flexible approach:

“The choice of research practices depends upon the questions that are asked,
and the questions depend on their context, what is available in the context
and what the researcher can do in that setting” (1992, p2).

Moreover, philosophical support is provided by Feyerabend (1975) noting Butterfield’s
comments (1965, p65) that history is “full of accidents and conjectures and curious
Jjuxtaposition of events” asking
“are we really to believe that the naive and simple-minded rules which
methodologists take as their guide are capable of accounting for such a
‘maze of interactions’?* (Feyerabend 1975, pl1).
My choice was made firmer noting that Gorard and Taylor (2004, p44) see its
complementary “binocular” views providing degrees of triangulation, and with further
reinforcement from Schatzman and Strauss’ (1973) proposal that additional rigour in the
sense of “methodological pragmatism” is fostered through such methodological

dualism.

Moving from analogy and theory to practicality, I planned, initially, to use a
combination of card-sort ‘parlour games’ as pre-interview trigger activities, attitudinal
survey, interview content picking up interesting results, anomalies and extremes
together with various positivist (for example, multiple component analysis and factor
analysis) and interpretive analytical devices. The ‘parlour games’ pairing up, for
instance, furniture items (‘IKEA desk’, ‘Louis XVI chair’ etc.) to lecturers, e.g. ‘Ms. A..:
Sports and Fitness lecturer’ served a number of important functions, including
introducing the study’s focus at interview without overtly exposing the thrust of the
questioning. Clearly though, this planned combinatorial mix was to be reviewed, in the

spirit of bricolage, as the research would progress.
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It was envisaged that the study’s analysis, intentionally, would largely bracket out
considerations of power and reproduction of the social structures of domination.
Instead the study would focus on the factors that develop the lecturers’ strategies
adapted to the needs of the social worlds that they inhabit. As it turned out a small
number of instances of Bourdieuian symbolic violence, where individual practitioners
accept the arbitrariness of the natural social order and the legitimacy of the existing
social structure, were pointed up. The resultant analytical approach would diverge
somewhat from the bulk of Bourdieu’s anthropological work where, in rejecting the
primacy of economic factors, Bourdieu’s focus was on cultural production and symbolic

systems playing an important part in the field of power.

I was to find that multi-paradigmatic approaches came at a cost. Thé researcher must
have greater breadth of knowledge of the paradigms, the skills implied in their
application, and must be prepared to understand, combine and switch between pluralist
epistemologies and their connected methodologies dependent on the ontological content
under scrutiny. Notwithstanding the additional complexity, this greater breadth of skills,
I argue, allows stronger research claims and greater impact - a principle affirmed by

Gorard and Taylor (2004, p7) and the National Research Council (2002).

3.2.4 The standpoint on truth and causality

Veering away from the notion of truth being a ‘correspondence to reality’ in a realist
ontology, the project’s standpoint on truth is pragmatic, dismissing any grand claim to
knowledge as irony. This is convergent with the ideas of the American pragmatist
school and contemporarily with Rorty’s position (1999). In the preface to Philosophy
and Social Hope, Richard Rorty sets out his position, and that adopted by the study:

“we cannot regard truth as a goal of inquiry. The purpose of inquiry is to
achieve agreement among human beings about what to do, to bring
consensus on the end to be achieved and the means to be used to achieve
those ends. Inquiry that does not achieve co-ordination of behaviour is not
inquiry but simply wordplay” (Rorty 1999, p. xxv).
Dewey’s replacement of the expression ‘warranted assertion’ for ‘truth’, too, is
persuasive. This substitution allows well-warranted beliefs to enable “competent
enquiry” in the absence of absolute evidence (Dewey 1938). My intention was to
describe what was found in a rigorous and transparent a way as possible aiming at

compliance with Popper’s “regulative ideal” (1972, p237), that is that the researcher
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should seek beliefs generated by rigorous enquiry whilst accepting post-positivism’s
axiom that “knowledge is elusive and we might sometimes end up wrongly accepting
some doctrine or finding as true when it is not” (Phillips and Burbules 2003, p3). The
standpoint finds another convergence with Guba and Lincoln’s (1994) constructivist
paradigm of social reality existing independent of perceptions about it, a reality where
research in toto is best carried out like quantitative research with rigorous internal

validity (of method) and strong external validity (its generalisability).

In Chapters Four and Five inferences to causality are made on an assumption of the
existence of causal chains. Like the student whose highly commended college ‘A level’
English essay is both a spur to her choice to read English at university and eventually
pursuing a career as a creative writer, causation in the social world appears to be based
on causal chains of actions that are likely to lead or shape or influence. Bunge (1996)
points out the impossibility of social life in the absence of some form of causation:

“Rational action and the rational discussion of it are among the
features that distinguish society from nature, and consequently social
science from natural science. However this distinction should not be
overdone, for reason is impotent without causation” (Bunge 1996,
p36).
Mindful of the difficulties of effecting change in organisations, it is in this vein that I
propose recommendations in Chapter Six intended to influence and shape future

practice through these causal chains.

3.2.5 Bourdieu and Searle: a methodological marriage made in philosophy
and empiricism

The vignette Searle presents of a visit to a Parisian café in his work “The Construction
of Social Reality” (Searle 1995, p3-4), his actions in ordering a drink, being served, the
ignorance of the customer to the regulations of operating the café and so on, is a
compelling illustration of the meta-physical complexity of the huge invisible ontology
of ordinary social relations in the world. Lawson is in agreement, identifying the social
ontology of the social domain as equally complex, “a cauldron of claims and

counterclaims devoid of anything approaching consensus” (2004, p12).

For Searle it seems “simple but puzzling”; there are “objective facts that are facts only

by human agreement” (1995, pl). Legitimising the authority to spend the college’s
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allocation of grant based funding, and the formal conferment of a lecturer’s teaching
qualifications are but two in FE. Searle distinguishes these ‘mental institutional facts’
from the ‘brute facts’ of his ontology: the world “of physical particles in fields of force”
(1995, p7). Organisation of these entities into living systems, he argues, may evolve
consciousness and with it “intentionality”, the capacity of the organism to represent
objects and states of affairs in the world to itself. In this vein then we may organise the
methodology and begin to discern facets of the ontological terrain and prepare the
ground for the application of Bourdieu’s thinking tools. At the level of delivery practice
FE lecturers may live in a world of brute facts, ontologically and epistemologically
objective (the engineering lecturer reinforcing the importance of a knowledge of
Young’s modulus with a structural engineering cohort) and in a world of institutional
facts (FE lecturers, say, digesting a report that their number who hold bachelors degrees
are in the minority). Moreover, there exists in Searle’s taxonomy observer-relative facts
created as mental phenomena and therefore ontologically subjective, but this type of
subjectivity does not preclude claims that observer-relative may be epistemically
objective. The predicate that avid watchers of Stephen Fry’s television programme
“QI” are effective in collaborative working situations is one®*. It is this separability
that the study makes use of but it is not without problems. Given a possible separation
of ontological parts, the fact remains that one epistemology is conjoined with others in
terms of knowledge formation. This, the Duhem-Quine thesis (Curd et al. 1998, p302-
319), holds that the myriad tenets of our belief system are inter-dependent - a hypothesis
cannot be tested in isolation. Our personal knowledge, structured in the form of a web,
is unsettled when any one belief is tested. When results from any one part of any
paradigm lead to a contradiction in our knowledge web, we hold that at least one belief
is false, but logic, according to Duhem-Quine does not tzll us which one. Importantly
this problem remains in the interpretation of the research findings. Its existence must be
seen to reinforce the adoption of a standpoint of pragmatic truth and the rejection of

grand narrative.

** In Chapter Four R54’s affinity for television programmes in *‘QI’s genre is explained as a manifestation
of his cultural capital.
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3.2.6 Ontological facets of the research questions

When Searle’s taxonomy of fact (1995, pl21) was applied to the four research
questions, they appeared to interrogate different ontological facets of the topic. Facets
where an external-realist ontology was assumed, for instance in the type and number of
proxies operationalising for a practitioner’s cultural capital (the possession of artefacts:
prized ‘highbrow’ texts, prestigious work-tools, and patterns of taste and consumption
for instance) the intervention was planned to be predominantly nomothetic and the
epistemology objectivist. In facets of the ontology that appeared subjective (for example
the relativism of practitioners’ beliefs, desire and intent in deployment of cultural
capital to influence power relationships) interpretive methods were brought into the

bricolage. These differences are now examined in more detail.

Research question 1, “What are the manifestations of practitioners’ cultural capital?”
addresses brute and socially constructed (institutional) facts in realist ontology. A
lecturer may have a degree or be working towards one. A B.A.(Hons.) in Fine Arts may
indeed confer high cultural capital on its holder, the lecturer in Interactive Media. The
fact of its possession is a socially-constructed fact. The award is conferred by a
(legitimised and legitimising) university on a student (who has reached a reified
standard of knowledge) at a special ceremony - an accepted socially-constructed process
stemming back to the Medieval. Like the quantification of an amount of money (itself a
socially-constructed fact) the fact is epistemically objective. Research question two,
RQ2 “How do these differ, if at all, across practitioners from different subject areas?”
can be treated similarly since this calls for comparisons between different socially
constructed areas on a terrain of institutional fact. In the same way that Searle suggests
that the statement “earthquakes are bad for real estate prices” (1995, p12) these facts
can be treated as epistemically objective. The use of quantitative techniques in the study
was grounded on an additional assumption that certain variables in the research domain
are operationalisable and objective. The intrinsic characteristic of a fact, according to
Searle warrants quantification (1995, p13). Operationalisation of variables proxying for
the latent variable ‘institutionalised cultural capital’ (e.g. a first degree) was treated in

such a way.

When we consider RQ3 and RQ4, “What is the significance of the volume and type of

cultural capital displayed by practitioners in group formation processes and
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collaborative working cultures?” and “Based on the findings, what are the implications
in promoting a greater degree of productive collaborative working?” there is, in both
according to Searle, an implicit observer-relativeness and degrees of epistemological
subjectivity. Possession of cultural capital therefore is capable of determination by
means of a positivist epistemology but the axiology of its possession, deployment and
exchange is part of relativist ontology. A sports lecturer, for instance, may appreciate
street art to the extent that she acquires, appreciates and prizes her collection of original
Banksy’s - all epistemologically objective facts - but the mechanisms and effects of
these manifestations of capital linked with her portfolio in the way that they impress,
subjugate, annoy, or unsettle her colleagues in staff-room conversation is in the domain
of the observer-relative. The symbolic value of her Banksy’s, too, is ‘observer relative’.
It was planned the bricolage would veer off where necessary and become qualitative

and hermeneutic in nature in order to accommodate such dissimilarity.

3.2.7 A post-positivist epistemology

Essentially post-positivist, the study’s epistemological stance is based on Chicago
interactionism and philosophical pragmatism. Here mutable knowledge (Dewey 1938)
is constructed from the actions and interactions of self-reflective beings. In addition, and
aligning to the triggers for the study, Dewey recognises that “all reflective enquiry starts
from a problematic situation” (Dewey 1929, p136). More recently Gibbons (1994) and
others supplement this epistemological base focussing on the nature and utility of
interdisciplinary ‘mode 2’ - again knowledge produced as a result of social interaction.
As such there is an affinity with Chicago pragmatism, as Avis points out:

“Mode 2 knowledge rests comfortably with an interest in ‘what works’ and
has become a significant current in the applied social sciences” (Avis 2006,
p143).

Post-positivism recognizes that all observation is fallible, has error and that all theory is
revisable. It is critical of our ability to know reality with certainty. Since under post-
positivism all measurement is considered fallible the importance of multiple measures
and observations is emphasised. Each may possess different types of error and there is
a need to use triangulation across these multiple error-full sources to provide an
enhanced understanding of reality. The paradigm recognises all observations to be

theory-laden and that researchers are inherently biased by their cultural experiences,
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world views, and so on. Post-positivism rejects the relativist idea of the
incommensurability of different perspectives: the idea that we can never understand
each other because we come from different experiences and cultures. Yet much is
constructivist: we each construct our view of the world based on our perceptions of it.
Post-positivism then unsettles any notion of absolute truth recognising that we cannot
be ‘positivist’ in our claims to knowledge about behaviours and actions of humans, yet
careful observation and measurement of objective reality may be capable of informing

our understanding.

With the jigsaw of the Bourdieu-Searle-post-positivism pieces finally interlocking and
the need for a bricolage clear, it was time in 2009 to close in and design the finer points

of the study.

3.3 The study’s design

Initially at least, the investigation was planned to follow the deterministic order of the
research question sequence from RQI through to RQ4 - through the ‘what?’, the
‘how?’, and the ‘why?’. In Brannen’s nomenclature classifying the split, precedence
and relative weights of the quantitative and qualitative phases of combined approaches,
I decided the study, at least to start with, should adopt a ‘QUANT > QUAL’ path: one
with equal weightings between the quantitative and qualitative phases with the former

preceding the latter in chronology (Brannen 2005).

3.3.1 Design of the survey instrument

The 22 question quantitative survey instrument (Annexe A, page 204) prompted for a
maximum 196 possible responses. The instrument was distributed in one of three ways:
as an A4 booklet, an email attachment, or through an email containing a hyperlink to the
form hosted on a college web-server. The link was included in a national circular
communication in October 2010 when the Higher Education Academy featured a series

of articles on research taking place in FE and I was invited to write and submit one.

The design principles of the survey instrument were to:
1. reduce respondent bias as much as possible, mindful of ethical considerations,

by not declaring explicitly the intent of the questions unless this was explicitly
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asked for. To declare that the study was probing “capital’, I decided, might bias
in favour of an increased number of ‘snobbish’ responses®;

2. limit ‘respondent fatigue’ (Moser and Kalton 1971) by limiting the survey’s size
to a maximum of 10 A4 pages and its completion time to about ten minutes
without serious diminution of quality;

3. enable on-screen completion requiring the minimum possible keyboard key-set
(electronic distribution was important in reducing distribution costs);

4. attend to question order, conditioning effects of pre-cursor questions, flow
(Mosteller et al. 1949, Cantril 1944), and ‘funnelling’ (Kahn and Cantrell 1957);

5. allow a response via a different format to the one sent. Although the majority of
surveys were emailed, hard-copy responses could be returned anonymously by

normal mail.

A range of proto-questions developed was scrutinised. Each one was examined for
relevance to one or more of the research questions, possible analytical methods and
potential robustness of the subsequent result. Those that were eventually selected
(Tablel) were tightened linguistically and structurally and re-examined for possible

unintelligibility, ambiguity, loadedness, and imprecision before final adoption.

The survey’s on-screen Microsoft Word ‘form’ was designed compliant with well-
documented human-computer interface (‘HCI’) principles of simplicity, consistency,
and closure (e.g. Schneidermann 1987). To complete it, apart from two free-format
input fields, a maximum of only twelve keys was needed. The form was ‘locked’ to
prevent complications arising from users unintentionally modifying the format. Its 22

questions were organised in five sections.

Section one (Q1-Q5) asked questions about the respondent’s curriculum area and
specialisms, gender, Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF)*® levels taught, and

length of vocational career.

Section two comprised five questions (Q6-Q10) designed to illicit responses

surrounding attitudes to, and involvement with, cross-college working. Question 6 (a

351 am reminded of the possible different responses to the question “how much do you earn?" depending
on whether the Inland Revenue or a mortgage broker were asking.

3%The Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF) is the national credit transfer system for qualifications
in England, Wales and Northern Ireland.
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‘Y/N’) determined involvement in group working. Question 7 asked for the number of
groups that a practitioner was involved with. Questions 8 and 9 probed detail of current
collaborative partners and preferred curriculum area collaborator. Question 10 examined
attitudes, enablers and inhibitors to collaboration using a 5 point symmetrical Likert
scale (bipolar but with a central neutral option). Provision was made for “doesn’t

apply/don’t knows™.

Section three’s two questions (Q11 and Q12) asked for curriculum specialism and
sought attitudes towards the specialisms of others. Question 11 probed attitudes
towards up-skilling (proxying for lower-higher order capital), towards pay equivalence
(perceptions of self-worth), perceptions of equivalence, or otherwise, of a respondent’s
“background” (without definition), and attitudes towards FE’s vocational-academic
mix. Question 12’s purpose was two-fold. It attempted to establish the respondent’s
range of objectified cultural capital: qualifications, educational background, indentures,
and vocational experience and so on. Its second function assessed perception of the
importance of this capital in successful lecturing practice. A 5 point symmetrical Likert

scale, similar to Q10, was again employed.

Section four (one question, Q13) investigated recent and planned engagement in a
number of highbrow, middlebrow, and popularist pastimes, entertainment, and social
activities. The list of 32 options presented included several of Bourdieu’s original
categories in Distinction (1984a, p512-518) combined with a range drawn from the
UK’s ‘Social Trends’ survey (ONS 2007, ch.13). About half were fresh additions.

Section five comprised seven questions (Ql4 to Q22). The first six explored -
preferences for tastes in music, art, food, interior décor, and film genre. Section five’s
final question, Q22, explored possession of the “Kantian aesthetic” (Kant 1790, ch.13).
Twenty-one photographic subjects were listed including “a sunset over the sea” and “a
car crash”. One of four categorical responses (‘beautiful’, interesting’, ‘meaningless’
or ‘ugly’) was invited for each subject. Possession of the Kantian aesthetic, an
appreciation of the sublime, equivalent with beauty (contrast a thunderstorm and a
sunset), is seen by Bourdieu as an attribute of legitimate capital. Reverting to Kantian
philosophy briefly: Kant offers that beauty is not a property of an artwork or natural
phenomenon, but is instead a consciousness of the pleasure which attends the 'free play'

of the imagination and the understanding. Even though it appears that we are using
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reason to decide that which is beautiful, Kant suggests the judgment is not a cognitive
judgment, “and is consequently not logical, but aesthetical” (1790, §1). In such,
reflective judgment judges whether something is beautiful, beauty is never experienced

as a determinate thing.

When 1 released the survey instrument in early Autumn 2010 I took solace in the
bricolage approach chosen and recalled Bourdieu’s musings:

“When endeavouring to grasp systems of tastes, a survey by closed
questionnaire is never more than a second best, imposed by the need to
obtain a large amount of comparable data on a sample large enough to be
treated statistically. It leaves out everything to do with the modality of
practices [...] and everything said here about classes or class fractions in fact
applies a fortiori®” ” (Bourdieu 1984a, p506).

37 In classical logic, “a fortiori™ is a signal indicating an attempt to justify an inferential step by claiming
that the point being proven follows from an even stronger claim or has been stated by means of an even
stronger assertion.
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3.3.2 The quantitative phase

The role of the quantitative phase was threefold. First, it was to gain deeper insight into
the type and magnitude of capitals possessed that might influence the habitus, and in
collaborative scenarios, the ‘collective’ habitus. Second, its data were used to select
participants for the semi-structured interview phase. Third, the quantitative data allowed

a form of binocular triangulation possibility through to the qualitative data.

3.3.3 Selection of participants for the qualitative phase

Twenty respondents offered to continue to the qualitative phase, about a quarter of those
completing a survey form. Selection for this subsequent stage considered several
factors with diversity of curriculum area the primary criterion. A broad range of
specialisms were selected: from the traditional professional subjects of law, the
academic humanities (sociology), the pure and applied sciences (aeronautical
engineering, electrical engineering and mathematics), through to the more vocational
disciplines of hair, beauty and complementary therapies and industrial cleaning. A
second criterion considered interesting cases, outliers or anomalies identified by the
quantitative analyses. Third, to accomplish a limited degree of geographical
triangulation interviewees were selected from three colleges. Fourth, attempts were
made to select a balance of gender, experience in FE, and NQF teaching levels in
conjunction with the primary criteria. A series of iterative selection passes were made
through the quantitative data. On the first pass eight male and three female colleagues
were earmarked, on the second six male and six female (with no intention to equalise
gender) and the final pass saw five male and four female interviewees selected. The
gender ratio was sacrificed marginally to satisfy an increased range of curriculum area
and specialism. Concurrent with the iterations to select the interview sub-set, the
groups’ cultural capital profiles were derived and scrutinised to ensure, as far as
possible, a wide dispersion. Aspects of the cultural capital profile of the final interview

group are shown in Plot 1.
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Plot 1: Participants taken to_the interview stage: three axes of capital (musical taste v.

breadth of pastimes engaged v. institutionalised cultural capital)

It may ease interpretation of this 3D-plot, given the trompe-/'oeil effect, to view the darker
lower panel as the ‘top’ surface of a ‘floor’.

"Institutionalised" CC

Table 2: Participants taken to the interview stage (specialism, occupational

classification based on taught specialism, and gender)

| Acad./Voc.

' classification®®
R8 | Electrical engineering L 4 3
R12 | Cleaning ' 8 Q
R21 | Law 1 3
R29 | Skills for life (mathematics) - 3 3
R39 | Spa therapies 7 Q
R43 | Sociology 1 4
R54 |ICT 3 Q
H5 | Sport L6 Q
V2 Aeronautical engineering | 2 IS

% See Appendix Z, page 240
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3.3.4 The qualitative phase

Nine interview sessions were conducted. Using Riverford’s school structure as a
classification, eight schools in all were represented. Interviews took place at roughly
weekly intervals allowing time for transcription and initial data analysis before the next
one was conducted. Given that strains of cultural omnivorousness were to be detected
in the quantitative results, the epistemological worth for the interview as an exploratory
technique appears well grounded. As Warde et al. note (2007) the method offers an

effective social scientific method for finding out how ommivores think and reason.

As another strand to the data analysis, a numeric academic-vocational classification,
based on the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88, Appendix
Z) was later applied. This classified lecturers in terms of their occupational specialism
as if they were following that career and were not employed in FE. It was interesting,
post facto, to appreciate the range of dispersion both of cultural capitals and ISCO-88
classification in the subset selected (Table 2). These two indices appear, at least in

part, to reinforce the choice of the nine participants.

The semi-structured interviews were designed, inter alia, to probe the respondent’s
survey responses. A bespoke agenda was prepared before each session (a copy of V2’s,
showing annotated alterations made at the time of the interview responding to its
trajectory and the interview interaction is given at Annexe C). The first three agendas
in the interview series included prompts to myself indicating when I should remain
silent in order to minimise undue interviewer influence and to bolster my confidence,
and by a demonstration effect, that of the interviewee. Each interview session was
organised to be as non-intrusive as possible, Consideration was given to session
duration, timing, place, ‘L’-shaped seating arrangement, number of questions, question
sequence and flow, the linguistic and paralinguistic frame used (avoidance of eye
contact, for instance), unobtrusiveness of the interview instruments, the digital audio
recorder, the script etc. (Gillham 2000). The introduction to each interview was
standard. I would explain why I had selected the participant and recapitulate the study’s
ethical framework particularly surrounding possible withdrawal of data and the
measures taken to ensure anonymity and confidentiality. I explained that I would
personally transcribe the digital audio file and no third-party would be involved. After
this introduction, participants were invited to play the associations game - a variant of

those ‘played’ by Bourdieu and confederates in Distinction’s studies (Bourdieu 1984a,
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p546-559). Third and as a precursor to the semi-structured interview, a series of
questions explored the association game results. Fourth, the respondent’s completed
survey form was re-presented and its responses discussed (in advance of the session I
had scrutinised the responses in relation to the sample population’s data, and identified
‘extreme’ responses, anomalous scorings, links to data clusters on multi-factor analysis
correspondence plots, or just what appeared to be intuitively ‘interesting’ responses).
Fifth, I posed questions exploring the respondent’s interpretation of the field of power.
the relationship of background to co-operation and so on. Gordon’s advice (1999)
appears to legitimise this intuitive process:

“There is an overwhelming amount of information that threatens to drown
us all unless we learn to trust our ability to search and use only the relevant
bits and bytes. The search engine is called ‘goodthinking’ and combines
rigorous analysis of the known with creative expeditions into the unknown,
using intuition as the guide” [empbhasis in original] (p304).

I was aware of potential problems. At interview Fontana and Frey (in Denzin and
Lincoln 2005) point to unavoidably introduced non-neutrality giving rise to problems of
reliability particularly from contextually-based responses. Although interviewing
probably remains the best method of jointly constructing meaning from observable-
reportable phenomena to generate working hypotheses, the important assumption is that
in the shared natural attitude to real life, researcher and subject agree that they jointly
‘see’ the same thing (Schutz 1967). A further potential problem is the indexicality and
typification of language used (Garfinkel 1967). In the pilot study, for instance, when

subject HT28 says

[HT28] “[..] obviously they don’t have that same
academic background [..]”

the referent of “academic background” is ambiguous. The speech utterance could refer
to any level of qualification awarded by any institution from primary school to
university. To counter these issues I aimed to seek further clarification where necessary
during the interview and afterwards when the transcript was prepared. I rejected finite
conversational analysis with its greater focus on the linguistic precision of the pauses,
intonation, emphasis, adjacency pairs and so on as too low-level analysis and on
grounds as Heritage (1984) asserts:

“[...] it is inconceivable that it could be recollected is such detail either by
an ethnographer or by and actual participant. And, even if it could be
recollected, it could not be heard again and again” (Heritage 1984, p236).
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Sacks (1984) reiterates the difficulty of treating recollected sequences as fully
persuasive evidence for analytic claims. My intent was to work ‘top-down’ and start
with a broad shared-constructivist approach, jointly constructing meaning from the
representation of experiences related. I decided to transcribe clean verbatim style that is

with the ‘ums’ and ‘arghs’ removed.

Qualitative data analysis employed Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) method of ‘constant
comparison’. Transcripts were analysed in the intervening weeks between scheduled
interviews and was to continue for twelve months after the series was completed. This
process looked for irregularities, paradoxes and contrasts as well as patterns, themes and
regularities in the data (Delamont 1992). In this way the results from early data analysis
was to inform significantly the type and direction of subsequent interview themes and

tactics.

3.4 The study’s ethical framework

The research was conducted in line with Sheffield Hallam University’s ethics code and
its overarching framework, the sixth revision of the Declaration of Helsinki (2008).
Specifically, the Economic and Social Research Council’s (ESRC) six principles,
articulated in their Research Ethics Framework (2005, p23-26), were incorporated. The

study’s compliance with these principles is outlined in this section.

ESRC Principle 1, “a commitment to research of the highest quality” is accepted and
regarded as needing “little further elaboration” (ESRC 2005, p23). I was mindful
throughout that the research should be designed and executed

“in a way that the dignity and autonomy of research participants is protected
and respected at all times” (ESRC 2005, p3).

In the spirit of quality improvement I would challenge my decisions on any intended

future direction the study might take.

Compliance with Principle 2 was organised around ‘informed consent’, based on
conducting research without deception. The ESRC guidelines dictate that the
participants be given “as much information as possible about the research” to be able to

make an informed decision. The framework allows for discretion in declaring the full
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