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The radical potential of student voice: Creating spaces for restless
encounters

Michael Fielding®
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This paper starts by sketching out some of theldpwgents in research partnerships
between adults and young people within the contébormal schooling in the last
twenty years and then briefly touches on some ef ¢htiques of such work,
underlining the role of values and political perdpess. The third section argues for a
particular - person-centred - standpoint restingoglational, communal view of the
self that puts certain kinds of relationships & tieart of education and schooling in
general, and student voice partnerships in paaticiinally, the author argues for the
importance of creating spaces for restless encmuritetween adults and young
people in which they are able to re-see and regmgdath each other in creative,
holistic and potentially transformational ways. taking this forward, the much
neglected and derided radical traditions of statecation offer us an important
resource.
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Adults and young people as partnersin research
New wave student voice

The mid 1990s saw a resurgence of interest, viatheol improvement movement, in what came to
be known as ‘pupil’ or ‘student voice.” In Englatite work of the late Jean Rudduck was one of thim ma
drivers of this approach (e.g. Rudduck et al. 198&ugh her own commitment to student involvenveant
back to her early years as a researcher with Laser&tenhouse at the University of East Anglia s11870s
(see Fielding 2007). One may also point out thamrodment to student engagement preceded the school
improvement movement by many decades, going baickmip to the radical movements of the 1970s, lbut a
least 50 years earlier to the pioneering work ofrfdoLane in the 1920s.

Since the new wave of student voice work (Fieldd@4b) reminded the managerially inclined

school effectiveness movement of the potentialtoflent perspectives to illuminate neglected reslitind
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challenge emerging presumptions, it has grown eaosiy in scope and influence. Listening to the gsiof
young people, including very young children, is neamething that is not merely espoused, but agtivel
advocated, by government departments and theitligaterganisations, both in the context of formal
education and also within an increasingly integtataulti-professional framework of childhood serdcén
addition to the numerous articulations of governimetiucation strategies, including OfSTED [Office fo
Standards in Education], England now has a Childr€emmissioner and a number of prestigious clesriti
and non governmental organisations supporting y@aagple’'s involvement in services that affect thiges.

There has also been very substantial grass-romest in student voice from teachers, from young
people themselves, and from university research®rsignificant part of this growth has included npi
research between young people and adults. Sonmfeeambst interesting work has taken place outside th
context of the school improvement movement witleaeshers like Priscilla Alderson (Alderson 1995aryi
Kellett (Kellett 2005), Virginia Morrow (Morrow andRichards 1996), and Perpetua Kirby (Kirby 1999).
These have produced high quality work largely igdoby those working within the school improvement
tradition. A very readable, insightful overviewadring on both traditions is Sara Brag@sensulting Young
People (Bragg 2007a) has an especially good chapter enréimge of methods currently used in the
consultation process by academic and teacher otsgarand by young people working with them. These
include surveys and questionnaires, different kofdsterviews, observation, traditional forms @hsultation
such as councils and forums, and newer approacdicesas suggestion boxes, ideas booths, listenisis pmd
graffiti walls. Bragg also draws attention to creat non-verbal research and evaluation methodshéree
become increasingly used in recent years, in paralse many felt there was undue emphasis on thkersp
word with the danger of excluding children and s@mionally re-enforcing existing marginalisatidhethods
such as photography, drawing, collage, multi-mexparoaches, and audio-recording are increasinghgbe
used. So too are experiential, multi-facetted apgnes such as logs and scrapbooks, guided touhs)doe
culture, toys, drama and role play, vignettes amarios.

The range of approaches and the nuanced posswildpened up here reflect the energy and
expansive optimism currently running through theddiof student voice. Two things strike me as emialkic
of much that is characteristic of research with andyoung people in an era in which identity aneray
combine synergistically with new, especially audisdal, technology. These are, firstly, an incregli
wide-ranging body of imaginative, high-quality woskhich is extending visual approaches into new
intellectual and experiential territory. Secondijpe growing prominence, both amongst teachers and
academics, of an active partnership between yowaplp and adults that goes beyond consultation to
embrace a participatory mode in which young pespl®ices are part of a more dialogic, reciprocay wh

working.
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Students as Researchers

Picking up on the second of these developmengse tare, broadly speaking, two forms of what is
now often known as the Students as Researchersnmeove(Fielding and Bragg 2003). One approach,
sometimes called Students as Co-Researchers, @s/ébachers identifying issues they wish to expéore
seeking the active support of young people, nog ontarrying out the research, but also in helgmgeflect
on its processes, and make meaning from the daltergd so that recommendations for change andefutur
action can be made. In full Students as Researohedg, the originating impulse and ongoing dynamhithe
research, enquiry or evaluation come from the stisdégnemselves. It is the students who, with thpgpsett of
adults, design and carry out the research andttksough to the often problematic later stagesnefning
making, recommendation, and dialogue with thospasitions of relative power or influence to bringoat
desired changes. In both modes, adults and studeotk in partnership, but, in the former, adult
preoccupations and perspectives guide the procesgesutcomes, whereas, in the latter, the revertee
case.

There are three key assumptions underlying botlama: Firstly, young people’s perspectives are
sometimes significantly and interestingly differéntthose of adults. Secondly access to thosereiftes is
too often either highly problematic or elusive wsleyoung people are themselves involved in a relsear
design and process that gives space, support, afidation to enable them to engage with issuesithatest
them and matter to them. Thirdly, if we managereate conditions of dialogue, then reciprocal eegaant
with those differences may, at least on some osnasturn out to be mutually enlightening and pobishe.

Certainly there is an extensive range of work gaingn and with schools utilising various kinds of
research partnerships at the present time. In ey, \dome of the most promising are those which tsocdee
the lived reciprocity and synergy of young peopid adults working together in genuinely explorataays.
These include firstly, the development of Studentign Teams (see Holdsworth et al. 2001) which tiflen
issues of concern or aspiration within their locaimmunities and lead on the process of research and
resolution; secondly the SaLP (Students as LearRamtners) scheme (SSAT 2009) in which teacherigeinv
two or three of their students to observe aspddiseir teaching and act as learning partners Wgm; and,
lastly the move from student-led research to mapi@tly intergenerational work of the kind advded by
Greg Mannion (Mannion 2007) and illustrated by JoteaWyn and her colleagues in Australia (Eckerstey
al 2007) and by my own work with John Elliott indtand (Fielding et al. 2006).

Emancipation or enervation?
Interrogating professional and academic practice

Mindful of the many dangers within neo-liberal edtion systems of co-opting research and
development partnerships between adults and yoeogle for purposes far removed from emancipaticef |
out a series of simple framework of evaluative tjoes to ask of any student voice initiative (Fielgl2001).

These cluster round eight core considerations achwiine success of work would to a considerableakeg
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depend, namely speaking, listening, skills, ateidnd dispositions, systems, organisational &jlgpaces
for making meaning, and action for the future.spéaking ask— Who is allowed to speak? To whom? What
are they allowed to speak about? What languagecisueaged or allowed? Who decides the answersgeth
guestions? How are those decisions made? How, whleere, to whom and how often are these decisions
communicated? dfsteningl ask e.g. ‘Who is listening? How and why?’ Simlijastraight-forward questions
probe the other six considerations. Underpinnihgfathem is both a desire that this kind of wodgs us all
to develop more vibrant, exploratory forms of parship between adults and young people in formal
educational settings, and also a concern that stuaece can too often turn out to be a dissembtiagice
directed at purposes that have little to do witboemaging the agency and aspirations of young jgeopl

The same concerns animate the need to interrogatemic practice, not just the burgeoning student
voice work in professional contexts. Here my siesjions for interrogating research practice (Frejdd004a)
are intended to prevent us from slipping unwitynghto unwanted and unwarranted presumptions that
oppress or marginalise the standpoints of youngpleedlhese underscore the importance of resisting
redescription in our own interests, interrogating impulse to control, questioning the correctreddsow we
do things now, acknowledging our own discursiveatans, facing up to issues of power and the négesfs

being open to criticism, and, finally, understamndihe dangers of unwitting disempowerment.

Transparent values and emancipatory ends

Applying these two sets of questions are helpfud anportant for two reasons. Firstly, they are
intended to get beneath the surface of both wedhtioned and manipulative practices and ask eofset
guestions that make the values base and the livectiges of the partnerships between adults anehgou
people more transparent and honest. Secondly, dhagsisted in the move towards a greater transpaestd
self-knowledge, will urge those involved in thededs of research and development partnerships rtsupu
explicitly emancipatory ends through similarly erogatory means.

Interestingly, the openly emancipatory, transgresdiorms of Students as Researchers (SAR)
advocated by Joe Kincheloe (Kincheloe 2007) amoatistrs, are commendably transparent in their galue
orientation and intentions. With the now increaingidespread adoption in the UK of SAR as a teghaiof
enquiry, questions of values and purposes arettagghg more opaque. As a consequence, much ofahate
amongst academic researchers in this field centvead the degree to which SAR, whilst perhaps not
intentionally and not solely a form of neo-libeiatorporation, is nonetheless a clear instantiatib21™
century knowledge society working its way throughiseng systems of schooling. This latter positisn
persuasively argued by Sara Bragg (Bragg 2007kt).TRemson and Helen Gunter (Thomson and Gunter
2007) are slightly more optimistic, and my own wokihilst acknowledging the power of Foucauldian
critiques, nonetheless underlines the importanadesttifying and supporting emancipatory practieelding

2009b). Despite important differences between yssemse is that we are united in our commitmetieo
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research community developing new forms of engagethat are mutually educative, joyfully energisang

permanently restless in their pursuit of a betterladv

On the poverty of high perfor mance schooling: retrieving education as human flourishing

One of problems | have with school improvement agphes that utilise the kind of partnership work
this paper is espousing, is that, in their morénstgated forms, they pick up on many of the issteedo with
the importance of the emotions and relationshipsduacation and human development, and distort fioem
exclusively instrumental purposes. Much of my wgtiover the last five years has been focussedmiptom
naming and exposing these developments, but alsiewgloping creative alternatives (see especiadliding
2006).

On the one hand we have an approach | have cdllgd performance schooling’ and on the other
hand we have an approach | have called ‘persomezemtducation’. In the first of these, we have aeno
which says, ‘Have a nice day’, as part of a humalations mantra, and in the second a mode which is
genuinely welcoming and engaging of us. One moldielwuses extra time for tutorials to raise tesires,
and another that places personal encounter thrdiadigue at the very heart of its daily educatignalcesses
and intentions. One in which the sanctioning oativéty and the notion that every child matterpigmarily
the servant of the familiar narrow standards ageadd another in which creativity and the engagémih
young people as persons is the harbinger of a maleér, more demanding fulfilment of education & in
a democratic society. They are worlds apart amtlds with each other, but it is not always cleaiciirame
is dominant, whose purposes are being served, eheté are the victims of those whose interestgjaite
other than those we would applaud, or whether veepart of something which is likely to turn out lie
fulfilling and worthy of our support. In sum, it isot clear whether a more sophisticated engagemiint
student voice is a seductive re-articulation ofifagonal insinuation or a genuinely different emtation to

what we do and how we might do it.

Putting philosophy to work

We need a way of understanding and articulatingftimlamental differences between these two
approaches that on the surface often seem to sharsame language, but actually intend quite differ
understandings both of education and the naturthefgood society. Drawing on the work of the Seditti
philosopher, John Macmurray, | posit a four-foldanfrework which suggests fundamentally different
relationships between two necessary, interdeperfdemis of relationship that underpin all forms afniln
society. These are (a) ‘functional’ or instrumemthtionships which are defined by the tasks tasrthey are
required to perform and (b) ‘personal’ relationshiphich provide the interpersonal context withiniahhwe
are able to be and become ourselves as persdmsias beings in its fullest and broadest sense.

If we apply these categories to different approacte education and schooling, we come to

understand the stark differences between ‘higheperdince’ and ‘person-centred’ models. In the cdgbe
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high-performance approach thgersonal is for the sake of the functiongbeople and relationships are the
servant of instrumental ends. In the ‘person-ceh@eproach the relations are reversed. Hée functional
is for the sake of and expressive of the persoiMdans must express ends and since, in educ#tierends
are primarily personal and communal, that is, how lwad good lives together, then all functional
relationships and arrangements should be diret¢tledraan ends and intentions. It is those deepebsoatier

human aspirations that are the arbiters of legityrand the goals towards which we should strive.

Student voice and high performance schooling

It is clear to me that student voice operating imitthe high performance mode is largely an
instrumental undertaking orientated towards in@dasieasurable, organizational performance. In stm
extreme form, it is about thase of student voice for particular kinds of adult poses. It is often
technologically and emotionally sophisticated, seghy interested in young peoples’ points of vieand
attentive to suggestions that may enhance the Bsleftectiveness and reputation. It is, howevdtimately
totalitarian and often dissembling in its dispasis and its operation: student voice only has Bggmce and
is only legitimate insofar as it enhances orgaioral ends. However enticing their approaches, sgtiools
or organisations are increasingly encounteringesif young people who see, understand and rejezt i&
going on; who feel used and abused by institutiemailes prompted primarily by the pull of performan
who refuse the Macdonaldization of human relatiggsstand the interpersonal and spiritual obesityt tha

follows in its wake.

Student voice and person-centred education
In contrast to high performance approaches, theestvoice operating within a person-centred mode,
is explicitly and engagingly mutual in its orientat towards widely conceived educational ends whthibften
include measurable results, but are not constitateconstrained by them. It is about students @adhers
working and learning together in partnership, ratiin one party using the other for often coventse
Within a person-centred learning community, issofegsower and hierarchy are at once more transpaieht
less secure than in other organizational oriematiand the place of values is explicit and cematder than
peripheral or opaque. Certainly, the interpersamnal institutional bad faith that hangs so heawitloe coat-
tails of high performance modes of engagement bgdate here. Person-centred student voice wodsten
be student driven, staff supported and often aigerjoint endeavour. Whilst not eradicating eitherarchy
or power, the centrality of negotiation, the folmgnding of values and the willingness to work tlglodheir
consequences in an iterative way, the explicitlylesatory nature of what is undertaken, and theréwice of
ambiguity and unpredictability, help to addresshidaerarchy and power in a recursive, ongoing way.
Relationships between students and staff charatteof person-centred learning communities are
based on mutual trust, care, autonomy, and respethave a double significance. First, they tramnsfthe

mechanics of consultation and the interstices afguothrough which young voices are heard, dialogue
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enacted and action taken. Formal and informal gearents become expressive of the spirit of encuigy
committed engagement, not merely minimal gestufethio entitlement and little consequence. Secondly
they succinctly articulate and underscore the legyrations of a democratic way of life.

The next section discusses in more depth the d@legergenerational features of person-centred /
communal practices and argues for the importantestiess encounters’ between adults and younplpes
interdependent learners and researchers of edndatits broadest sense, namely education as thigroeal

engagement in the struggle to learn to lead gaed liogether.

Creating spaces for restless encounter
On the importance of ‘restless encounters’

One of the great weaknesses of formal institutli@sschools is that they have a tendency to dglidi
and perpetuate the separate roles of those who wattm@ their remit and in so doing deny or mardis@
spaces of possibility. It is a weakness becausefan as they do this, they close down the veryodppities
for emergent and creative learning they are indgrgrt intended to promote. What the practice edtless
encounter’ is intended to foreground is both theird®ility and the practical possibility of not grnetaining
but extending this radical openness, provisionalitg reciprocity. | shall give three exampleslitesirate the
potential of restless encounters to help us resaeh other as persons, not merely as role occy@amsn so
doing nurture not only a new understanding, sefg®ssibility, and felt respect between adults godng
people, but also a joy in each other’s being agdeater sense of shared delight and responsibilityadical
collegiality’ (Fielding 1999)

My first two examples pick up on some of the apphes | touched on at the end of the first sectfon o
this paper, namely Students as Learning Partnetsraergenerational research and development work i
secondary school Research Forum in England. My taird final example draws largely on the radical
traditions of state education and argues for thgontance of democratic public spaces in schoolsevadults
and young people can take shared responsibilitydmhidht in making meaning out of their work ande

together.

Students as Learning Partners

Students as Learning Partners is a recent develdpmeneered by Gill Mullis at the Specialist
Schools and Academies Trust (SSAT 2009) which dremvshe Mutual Support & Observation work | had
initiated earlier on. In its most common variantudents as Learning Partners involves one teachémig
two students whom she teaches to work with hercdoserve aspects of her practice. In the first plohske
process the students receive formal training, eitfem an external person or from colleagues wheeha
experience of this kind of student voice work witlthe school, not just in observation techniques,atso
how to develop a climate of trust with the teacl@&onsiderable emphasis is placed on the focus bming

learning rather than teaching, on the kind of laggu students might helpfully use when discussing
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observation data with the teacher, and on the atesakcessity for confidentiality. A number of absions
and dialogues are undertaken and in the secone miidbe process further observations are focusadtie
new strategies agreed amongst the partnership.

In the context of this paper, one of the most ggBng things to emerge from the work is the depth
and range of mutuality and of fresh insight andasathnding that often develops between the stu@entshe
teacher. It is also clear that in many instancesstbdent partners go to considerable lengthspgpastitheir
teacher. For example a teacher worked with a cooipld’ level students to develop teaching materiah
metallurgy to make it more engaging. The studerevgo keen to help that they put together worksleeed
engaged in a lot of secondary learning by indepeaitylexploring around the subject. Whilst datato$ tkind
is neither unique nor new, the frequency and intengith which the reciprocity of learning is quiaiively
different. It leads, not only to more respectfulagenerous attitudes towards each other, but algpeater

self-awareness and self-knowledge.

Bishops Par k College Research Forum

Until quite recently, one of the most radical setary schools in the UK was Bishops Park College,
Essex, an 11-16 mixed comprehensive high schooliha the first purpose-built school-within-a—schioo
England. As part of the College’s development andexternally-funded evaluation of its early walkhn
Elliott and myself set up what came to be knowthasResearch Forum (Fielding et al 2006). Itsahitemit
was to assist the evaluation team in co-developisgmpathetic evaluation strategy and to act asiadng
board for ongoing data gathering and interpretatitowever, as it grew in confidence and experigise
role developed beyond the realms of evaluation bedan to embrace both a values-based advocacy
dimension and a community engagement dimension. bédeship of the Research Forum comprised four
students (two 12 year old boys and two 15 yeargold), two parents, one governor, and three mesmbeér
staff, one of whom was a member of the Collegersosdeadership team.

The students on the Research Forum helped to seatudent co-researcher teams as part of the
evaluation work and two of the Research Forum stisdendertook video-based research themselves. They
also helped set up and run focus groups which,galaith the other key stakeholder groups in theegs|
helped to develop an evaluation framework which idkquovide an accountability and development tbalt t
reflected the college’s values and aspirations nymapathetically than the national OFSTED inspectio
framework. What is particularly pertinent to theper is the way in which the relationships betwideradults
and the young people on the Research Forum changedime. Adults and young people began to seb eac
other with new eyes. The requirement to work togetio explore matters of some significance to those
involved, and the necessity of having space toarphnd work in new ways, led in many instancesané
number of occasions, not only to respectful andepative encounters and new understandings, lsottal

mutual advocacy of and delight in intergeneratianaiking.
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Democratic public space at St George-in-the EasbSaary School

Within the radical private school tradition of edtion there are a number of examples of ways in
which adults and young people come to re-see ether and understand each other differently on alaeg
basis, both through their curriculum and their ydiving together. Perhaps the most famous schsol i
A.S.Neill's Summerhill that has been running susbdy in England since the 1920s. The school's kiee
General School Meeting often attracts strong istesnd impassioned reactions from outsiders, mainly
because the running and development of the sclwwoihinity was the responsibility of the General $tho
Meeting in which the votes and views of a studess$ wf equal value and weight to that of a membetadf.
Neill's own comment is highly relevant here: ‘In mopinion, one weekly General School Meeting is ofen
value than a week’s curriculum of school subje@&ill 1968, 62), | would not have thought this waibe
something he would have disapproved of. The pditiiie example is not to valorise Summerhill, bmatgue
for the importance of democratic public spaces hictv adults and young people come together to make
meaning out of their work together, reflect onhitld each other to account and make plans foruhed in
which all take a shared responsibility (Fieldind)28). In those contexts of egalitarian, caringti@teships
and exploratory curriculum contexts which provide tnecessary cultural and structural conditions for
something like a General School Meeting to worle @pportunity for adults and young people to sesh ea
other differently has an emblematic significance.

Much of my current work has to do with understagdivhat kind of intellectual and practical work
needs to be done to make these kinds of practieeng reality in state schools. Such work is laghwithin
the radical participatory tradition of democracwther than its better known but much less ambitious
representative counterpart. Whilst | realise itl @llvays be a minority practice, for those of usowhish to
place democracy in schools and in wider societthatheart of our way of life, rather than an occaai
event, its importance is substantial. There arerg few examples of this practice from state schaglich as
Howard Case’s work at Epping House School in speciacation and Countesthorpe Community College in
mainstream education. Much less well known, butlmane most compelling and radical of them all B&s
George-in-the-East Secondary School under the hgad$ Alex Bloom in Stepney, London (see Fielding
2005b). In the decade between 1945 and 1955 Blodevelopment of the Whole School Meeting brought
together one of the most imaginative and sophigittainions of democratic learning and governance in
England. As with other examples of democratic séhgan England mentioned above, success depended i
large part on the values it strove to realise inaapects of daily encounter, in part on the natfr¢he
curriculum it provided, and in part on the deptk detail of its democratic structural hinterland.

The formal democratic organisation of the schod wapressed through three core channels of work
comprising the Staff Panel, the Pupil Panel, ahdchool level, the Joint Panel. The Staff Pand every
Monday at lunchtime and included all the staff. Thepil Panel was comprised of the Head Boy and Head
Girl, their two Deputies and the Secretary, alwbiom were elected by students. It also includedteteForm

Representatives. The panel met every Friday mornisghool time and considered all school matténere
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were reports from Form Representatives and busisess by staff. It also appointed a range of Pupil
Committees which took responsibility for runningieas aspects of school life. The Joint Panel nmethe
last Friday of the month. It was comprised of meral# both Staff and Pupil Panels and chairs oPalbil
Committees. Reports were given by a member of &tafthe Staff Panel, by the Head Girl or Head Bay
the Pupil Panel, and by chairs of the various PQpilnmittees. On the Monday following the Joint Rane
Meeting, there was a School Council / School Meggiresided over alternately by a member of stadflana
member of the Pupil Panel agreed at the previoillsSEbool Meeting.

Space does not allow a rich description of the aohdf a School Meeting. Suffice to say here that i
typically involved a framing of purposes and agrss, both by the Head of School and by the Heag B
Girl before each class offered a celebration ofigening. This was then followed by reflection amykn
dialogue between students and staff on any matteortcern or delight in the school. This would ingaly
challenge traditional hierarchies, with all aged afentities contributing before the proceedingsenought
to a close by the Head's affirmation of pride aoglin the work of young people.

Such practices and traditions take seriously th@omance within a democratic society of creating a
public space within which members of the commuo#g make meaning of their work and their lives tbge
in ways which are rigorous and respectful, challemgnd caring, and utterly committed to a way einly

that sees individuality and community as both thiedition and purpose of living our lives well tolget.

Innovation is not enough: why we need our radical traditions

We live in especially turbulent times. Innovati@rio longer enough: it is too timid, too wedded to
existing patterns of thought and practice. Competiaditions of radical thinking and practice ofeermuch
more promising resource than the pervasive supaifycof mere newness typified by what Fred Inglals
‘the preposterous edifice of auditing, the mad eoot acronyms ... that blinds vision and stifles ot
(Inglis 2000, 428). As | have argued elsewhereldifig 2005a), our capacity to interrogate the pneséth
any degree of wisdom or any likelihood of creatmgmore fulfilling future, rests significantly on ou
knowledge and engagement with the past and witlesteblishment of continuities that contemporaiyuce
denies. In Russell Jacoby’s words, ‘society hasitesmemory, and with it, its mind. The inability refusal
to think back takes its toll in the inability toitk’ (Jacoby 1997, 3-4). We must reclaim and regmarratives
of our radical past which sustained those who fodghan education worthy of the name. We mustterea
new spaces and new opportunities where teacher eam not only connect with their radical heritagat
articulate their own stories and weave their owmataves into the fabric of the future.

If the kinds of partnership with children and youpgople could become emancipatory rather than
merely part of the slick and persuasive incorporatf neo-liberalism, then we need to pay seridtenton
to radical traditions of thought and practicesltithin these traditions that we frequently findrafound and
inspiring sense of possibility, not only becausartkuggestions for the future offer a wisdom angdehborn

of struggle, but also because the questions thegdasere hard questions, questions that had toitotiae
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nature of social justice and creative human fldunig.
The challenge ahead is to draw from the radicaliticans within and between our own countries the ke
notion of ‘prefigurative practice’, that is to say,way of doing our work and living our lives tolget that

exemplifies the kind of futures we wish to crediast over 20 years ago Roger Dale suggested that

The more radical, recent and professionally ireiatoncepts of comprehensive education ...
contain ... a view of education’s role in social cganwhich sees it as prefigurative. That is to
say, rather than waiting until all the necessagrad@ngineering has been done, and the planned
widespread social change brought about, this apprt@asocial change suggests that education
through its processes, the experiences it offerd tlae expectations it makes, should prefigure,
in microcosm, the more equal, just and fulfillingpcety that the originations of
comprehensivism aimed to bring about. Schools shoot merely reflect the world of which
they are a part, but be critical of it, and showhi@ir own processes that its shortcomings are not
inevitable, but can be changed. They aim to shoat Hociety can be characterized by
communal as well as individual values, that allgdeanerit equal treatment and equal dignity,
that academic ability is not the only measure @eason, that racism and sexism are neither
inevitable not acceptable.

(Dale 1988, 17)

Much has changed since he wrote these words in. W88t remains is the continuing, the permanent
necessity to do our work and live our lives in waysich demonstrate the justice and the joy of arithat

takes seriously the kinds of aspirations he nanigssuch clarity and such eloquence.
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