Chapter One
Introduction
1.1 Preamble

On Friday the 29 of April 2011 Prince William married Kate Middleton at Westminster
Abbey in London. | walked into my Grade 3 classroom the following Monday morning and
opened my thick, heavy lesson file readydach the theme for the weekiafsport. But the
children in my class were buzzing with ekecnent about the wedding. That svall they
wanted to talk about. | was caught in a dilemma of delivering myplarened lesson or
discussing the royal weddinddy planned lesson seemed to be disconnected and unrelated to
what was going on in the world. This incident was one of a series that left me with a growing

sense of disquieas | realised how dconnected my lessons to current events.

Thisresarch project was borne out of growing sense of disquigthich had developed over
many years. | felt that my literacy teaching lacked meaning and relesaecause it was
disconnected frorwhat wa happening in the world. | suddenly realitieat | had fallen ird

the rut of delivering a curriculurand not teaching literacy inwaay that was dynamic and

madea difference to the children | taught.

My studies at the University of the Witwatersramdde me realise that my literacy teaching
was situated i n tdeseribed byuBanoStreeinii®ads. 5). mHe deadidved

that in most traditional classrooms literacy is taught as a neartcacognitive skill for the
purpose ofmasteing the ability to read and write. Language is taught in the form of
decontexualised worksheets, flashcards and exercisesnnected from real lifevorlds or

the interests of children. Hall (1998, p. 9) has argued that the autonomous model holds up
| angwasgeant object for anal ysi s r aatndwntngt han
above oral communication In a traditional classroom, talk amongst peers is strongly
discouraged and considered a distraction from what the teacher regtrdseas wok that

should be happening in the classroom. For many teachers the sign of a productive class is
children sitting quietly working on a written exercise. The classroom is set out in rows facing
the teacher rather than in groups facing each other, wheédeechcan distract each other.

Equally, most assessments are fakand written rather than oral and spoken.



During my studies | was introduced to two perspectives or lenses to lit€naitgal Literacy

(CL) and Philosophy for Childre(P4C). What ingired me was thahese two approaches

value a sociecultural perspective on teaching literacy, where literacy lessons embrace the
life-worlds and interests dfie child. Bth value democratic rather than hierarchical methods

of teaching literacys theystart from the bottorand begin with the socioultural life-worlds

of chil dren, rat her t han helecapproaches hoeliteacsy c ur

resonatavi t h De w ey @35notioriod defiocracy as a collaborative experience.

Another insjring feature of these two orientations is that they provide tools for teachers and
children to critique their life world, beliefs, values and takemgranted norms angaching

themto read texts in a criticahanner. P4@as been described by Gregory (2012, p. 34) as,

0A way for children to not onl y .tWobpldridge cr i t i
(2009, p. 260) has describésl. as an approach to I|iteracy t|
encoding the social,polt i cal and i deol ogical situatednes:

Advocates of P4C and CL claim that they have transformative potential. Haynes and Murris
(2012 p.11§ argue that 6P4C can be transformati ve
experiences of lea;rnng via communities of enquiryéo.
critical approach to |iteracy gives teacher s
local situations by helping them to pose problems and to act, often in small ways, tthenake
world a fairer pl aceo. Il n doing so, t hey ¢
consumer s ,oited in Scadlt, 2Q0#&, p.d.68swdting in transformation.

| had two broad aims in implementi@l. and P4C Firstly, | wanted to enrich migaching

by adopting a more democratic and collaborative model of teaching lifer@ny the meas
through which | plannedotaccomplisithrough the Community of igjuiry (CoE). One of

the attractive featres of the Coks that it is a model of teachingat values a socioultural
perspective of learning.This perspectivaecognises that learning is a social enterprise
(Vygotsky, 1986; Wertsch, 1991) that includes interacting with others around oral and written
language.In this context learning is intactive and collaborative and children learn about the

world, each other and their cultural values by interacting with each othe

Rat her than delivering a curriculum in a de
relate to the lives and interesis the children | taught, | wanted to explore what Vasquez
(2004, p. 1) me a mrriticalvitbracypcurischiuen needsi talbe livedA It arises

from the soci al and political conditions tha



Secondly, from t he holpieldd rt eon éesx t peenrds (itenaey, icvhe sl ,d
as more than the cognitive skill of being able to read and write, but also a way in which they
could examine and critique their worlds. Thus, | was interestete ways in which they

would respond critically and philosophically using a picture book as a stimulus for

discussion.

In order to implement this intervention, | recognised that this involved transformation on
many levels. The first level being my teaching practice, by creating a more collaborative
and demoratic environment through the Community aficiry, where the voices of the
children | taught could be heard. Secondly, in the lives of the children by exposing them to

two critical orientationsgo literacy.

My strategywas to implemen€L and P4C during a nine week period, using a Community

of Enquiry with my Grade 3 class for an hour each week using the stimulus of the picture
book The Tunnel(Anthony Browne, 1989). Since CL has no fornhching method |
wanted to experiment by implementing it in the CoE to see if it was a viable option. | also
wanted to explore the differences and similarities in the context of the CoE.

1.2 Researchquestions

What happens whe@ritical Literacyand Phibsophy for Children are implemented in my

Grade three classroom?56
Sub questions:

1 How did implementing Philosophy for Children (P4C) abtical Literacy(CL) in
the Community of Bquiry change my teaching of literacy?
How did the children engage withitical literacytopics?

How did the children engage with philosophical topics?
1.3 Rationale

During my studies | recognised that my |ite
model of teaching literacy. My primary rationale in implementing 64 B4C, waso move

away fromtheaut onomous modelod (t®tarcehneatn,g 1984%r acy
model 6 recommendedwbhgr St 6keete(adad®84dr aws its
situated within cultur &all 1998, Ip.u@.sP4@ and CLdfimdac t i c €



natural home in this framework as they embrace a sadtaral perspective that recognises

that learning is a social enterprise (Vygotsky, 1986; Wertsch, 1991) that includes interacting
with others around oral and iten language. This perspective recognises that children learn
about the world they Iive in and their cul't

with peers and more experienced mentors.

| believed by implementing this modelat | would, firstly, enrich my own literacy teaching
by incorporating the socioultural worlds ® the children | taught in the d@nmunity of
Enquiry, and secondlyhatl would extend their view of literacy as more than a cognitive skill
that needs to be mastered throughding and writing only in doing so enabling them to
6read the wordoaft &r egxid)critidale).7 ar |

Pappas and Zecke21Q p. 1 2 ) have argued that, 6t he voic
view, have been missing in traditionalsearch because it has rarely addressed the questions

of teacherso. Reasnbitaor acalemitsaas univeesitiea and @ten has very

little practical value in the classroom. My voice is important in the classroom as | have the

ability to make transfomation happen.

In addition to the above argument§L. and P4Care two orientations to literacy that have

been well researched internationallypyson (1997 in San Francisco, has researched the
soci al di mensions of | iter ac (2000 &mAustnaliarhgs wi t h
explored how texts construct gender identit
cards. Vasquez (2004) in Canada dane research critical approach to social justice issues

such as race and gender in the curriculum. In Singapore Cheah (2009) has examined what

counts agritical literacyfor children learning English as a second language.

There has been a limited anmt of comprehensive resehrin South Africa. Dixon (20)1

has conducted research on how childrenb6s bo
classroom. Stein (2009 has exploreé the implementation of a multingual storytelling

project with hgh school students in a black township in South Africa. This research report

hopes to add to the body of knowledge in these two areas.

P4C is a welresearched approadainthe United Kingdom, as well as other Englsgieaking
countries A studyconducted in Clackmananshire showed that regular enquiries resulted in a
whole population of children gaining on average 6 standard points on a measure of cognitive

abilities after 16 monthes of weekly enquiry. This study also reported that pupils and



teachers made significant gains in communication, confidence, concentration, participation

andsocial behaviour after 6 morgtisee http:www.clacksweb.org.uk/document/197.pdf).

In Scotland Topping andTrickey conducted a large scale stwith a experimentajroup of
children once a weeik 2004 This intervention showed a
IQ scores over a period of a year. The same research showed:

1 Significant gains irverbal and notverbal reasoning.
1 Improvements in listening, communiiat, behaviour, questioning, reasoningading

and understanding.

Considering this argumenit believe that my research may provide a possible starting point
for other educators in South Africa to implemebititical Literacy and Philosophy for

Children intheir classrooms, and this makes this research a valuable endeavour.
1.4  Overview of the research eport
Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chaptermaps out the theoretical context relevant to the research and discilmes
relevant literature that provides a background to the study. | will discuss the literature related

to Philosophy for Children an@ritical literacy
Chapter 3: Research Methodology and Methods

In this chapter the research process is presented,ingttire methodologies used, as well as
some of the advantages andadigantages in their applicatiand the methods used to
analyse the data. | also give an acdowointhe research site, Northvie®chool, and the
children who are research participants.

Chapter 4: Research findings

This chapte will discuss the mairfindings of the research. In particyl&aow implementing
the CoE in my class changed my teaching and how this intervention enriched literacy in my

classroom.



Chapter 5: Conclusion

Theconclusion draws out the main findings of the research and suggests further implications

of this research.



Chapter Two
Literature Review
2.1 Introduction

The literature reviewed in this chapter will examine two d#fé approaches® teacing
literacy namely,philosophy for children andcritical literacy Scholars who inform the
schools of thought that | draw onrfthis research are Janks, (1993a, 20B®e (1990;
Vasquez(2004 2008);Freire (19721, in the domain oCritical literacy, and Lipman1982
2003; Matthewsand Kesner(2003) Haynes,(2002, 2003, 2008)Murris, (2008, 2009);
Haynes and Murris,2012; and Fisher(1998,2006,2008, in the domain of Philosophy for
Children.

2.2  The Roots of Philosophy for Children

What do a fifth century Greek philosopher, Socrates, (4839 BC) and a modern American
philosopher, Matthew Lipman (19222010), have in common? Socrates, afteserving his

fellow Athenianss a i d , 6The unexamined | inPlato: Amlogg,0t wor
383 cited by Fisher, 1998, p. 135). He believedimportantcharacteristic of being human

was to be critical

In the late 1960s Matthew Lipman, Professor of Philosophy, after observing many American
university students, was struck their inability to think and express themselves creatively

and critically. This led him to believe that critical thinking should be established in
childhood and not at university level when it was too late. Lipman (1982, p. 37) asked ,
60 Why i s ilechildrentofafdur, fivenand six are full of curiosity, creativity and interest,

and never stop asking for further explanations, by the time they are eighteen they are passive,
uncritical and Dbored with the | eacation mg?o6.
traditional classrooms that cultivates passivity and rote learning in children (Lipman, 1991,

p.9).

Lipman founded the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children at Montclaire

State University (USA), where he developed the thinlgkijs programme Philosophy for

Chil dren, based on Socratesd notion that 0 i
unfulfilled Iives and our thinking wiin | bec
Fisher, 1998, p. 135. Hi snotda tum children into philosophers or decision makers,



but to help them become more thoughtful, more reflective, more considerate and more
reasonabl e individualsé (Lipman, Sharp & Os
that philosophy providedllahe tods needed for critical thinkingnd ar gued t hat 06
be sufficiently emphasised however, that there is nothing in the practice of critical thinking

t hat does not already exi st in some form or
2003, p. 229).

Li pmands goal was t o es (PAQd)dsia fulty flddded dulgestanp h'y f
the American public school system, a goal that has not yet been fully realised. This
programme, however, has been introduced in more than thirtyresuaround the world and

has particularly flourished in the United Kingdom, Europe and Latin America (Fisher, 2008,

p. 38).

Vansieleghem and Kenned®012, p. 7 have divided the history of this movement into first

and second generation Philosophy forl@ien.

The proponents of the first generation were Matthew Lipman and Gareth Matthews. What
defined this generation was that it had a strategic and uniform approach, so that it could be
implemented into public schools.

A second generation of Philosopfoy Children scholars emerged out of the first discourse
including, among others, Ann Margaret Sharp, David Kennedy, Karin Murris, Walter Kohan,
Michel Sasseville, Robert Fisher, Joanna Haynes, Jen Glaser, Oscar Brenifler, Michel Tozzi,
Marina Santi, Bebara Weber and Philip Cam. They emerged with a wide variety of
approaches with their own unique methods, techniques and strategies.

2.3 Philosophy for Children and Literacy

Second generation proponents such as Hay2@88) and Murrs (2008, 2009 and Fsher

(1998, 2008) have used P4€ atool to enrch literacy. Fisherhasarguechat o0 The c¢comr
bond between philosophy and the teaching of English is that thbyirbatlve a search for
meaning6 (Fisher, 1998, p. 43).

Murris further Rhigogsophy fop@hidren progrananre dyscorporating
picturebookgStanley& Bowkett, 2004, p. 13). Since then she has used the term Philosophy
with Children (PwC), as she felt that it expresses the democratic and collaborative nature of
her practice. Murris has explained that the picturebook approach has made philosophy



accessable to much younger childreFhe picurebook approach is used it is the method

used in this research projed¥iurris and Haynes (2000, p. 46) beligbat picturebooks are

goad starting points for an enquirgss t hey stimul ate the 1 magin
reader to imagine what it would be like to be someone else or live somewhdreHagres

(2008, p. 29) haslsoarguedt hat pi cturebooks O&écreate a spac
create from within their own expeodTheymlsoe, r at
explore binary concepts such as bad/good, right/wrong, love/hate, life/death, making them
idealfor philosophical discussion.

2.3.1 The Community of Enquiry

Phil osophy for Chil dren i s lunitg aftpkildsoplical t h e
enquiry (CoE). The CoEmirrors the Socratic ideal of philosophy that was practised in the

agora of anciet Athens, where citizens used to assemble on the stone steps and discuss
important philosophical questions that related to their lives. In the educational context
Haynes and Murris have dcassdiscussiemdvheteltlassradmE a's
organ sati on may vary from week to weekOd (Hay
pedagogy that is grounded in dialogue.

Murris and Hayneg2000, p. 45) have described how a literacy lesson in thetaEbe
structured:

The children and teacher sit in a ordlacing each other to discuss a maoitdal

stimulus such a picturebook, poem or newspaper aitithee starting point for an

enquiry. They would then take time to discuss the stimulus together. Once they have
discussed the stimulughe children wouldake some time to think about the stimulus

T either in silence or by drawing or writing notes in response to the stimulus. In pairs

the participants would explore the story and develop questions around the stimulus,
collaboratively. The children woulgresent their questions to the community of
enquirers. They would democratically vote for the question for discussion. The
teacher would facilitate the group through open questions. The children would be
encouraged to buil d ¢hediseussioh. Thettdanecherdveuldi d e a

bring the enquiry to a close and the members would take time to evaluage the enquiry.



The CoE contains many unique and distinct features that separate it from traditional teaching
and that are core in taking a philosogtiapproach. In the following section | will describe

how the CoE enhances reading, oral communication and higher order thinking.
2.3.2 Philosophy for Children and Reading

Murris and Haynes (2000, p. 19) arghat P4C is a useful tool to enrich literacybause 06i t
utilises a rich variety of texts such as stories, poems, news reports and extracts from scientific

or historical texts that extends their knowledge of reading. Fisher,(p0@8 elaborates on

this by saying that P4AC improves reading asitdel ops Ot he ability to
meaning of texts and engages with texts on a more analytical and conceptual level. This
enhances deeper comprehension of teXturris and Haynes (2000, p. 19) support this

notion as they believe thisapproacto | i t eracy i s valuabl e becaltl
interogate texts on a more philospical level than merelgoding text and that it improves

their motivation for reading and -reading as well as their seffonf i dence as r
Haynes (208, p. 152) has explainetdh at o6chi |l dren devel op a sen
their right to question and challenge as wel

Murris (2009, p. 1) describes how using a picturebook as a stimulus for enquiry develops

reading ormany levels

1 Text level - Engagement with picturebooks develops thinking skills such as
prediction, inference and deduction. As children interrogate, discuss and reflect on a
picturebook, children | earn to rottieomgni se
ideas and writing style. The encouragement to use precise definitions, to reason and
to present clear arguments helps children to write discursively.

1 Sentencelevel CIl ose reference to a text heightert
various brms of language that writers use to achieve particular effects.

1 Word level T Children become interested in the precise meaning of words.
2.3.3 Oral communication

One of the distinctive features of the CoE is that it is a sodlimiral approach to litergahat
recognises that learning is a social enterprise that includes interacting with others around oral
and written language. What ¢haracteristic ofliscussionin the CoEis that children are
encouraged to bring their everyday lives into the classroom and engage in critical dialogue

about philosophical issues that enable them to think critically, creatively and democratically

10



about oncepts central to their livesThisref | ect s Vygotskyds theory
way of sorting out our thoughtsa pr i mary vehicle for cognitioc
& Styles, 2003, p. 30).

These notions are centr al because in iattempt
important to talk about concepts that are important to them. Splitter and Sharp (1995, p. 11)
define concepts as, 0Classifiers or coll ato
Kennedyand Kennedy (2012, p. 103posith a t 0 C o o sheppd by peesonal betief s
systems about how the worlds should wioBhilosophical concepts are common, central and

contestable concept3hey can be summarised as the follows:

1 Common because they are concepts that are common to all of us for example
friendship, love, hate, life and death.

1 Central because they affect our everyday thinking and our daily living and practice of
life.

1 Contestablebecause there are many versions of them and they change continually as

a result of experience and reflection.
(Splitter and Sharp, 1995, p.11)

Engaging in philosophical dialogue around concepts has three main benefits. Mustly,

and Haynes (2000, p. 1) expldinh at o6t hi nki ng carefully about
addresses the O6cod ewhatf we ol evaer narée amhi s n
meaningful and personal by connecting literacy to the realwiifidds and interests of
children.Thi s fits in with Socratesdé view of educ
was not about learning a wie body of knowledge but uncovering a personal understanding

of truth. Socrates also believed that you could never kmoat you believe, unless you were

able to articulate it i n  wisana thinking, Johlthatsonewa s a

couldcome to a better understanding of oneself and of the world.

The second benefit of engaging of philosophical dialogue isithatriches and extends
vocabulary. In dialogue childrdrave to think of the precise meanioigwordsthatthey use

to communicateclearly. Fi sher supports this notion b
writer/speaker have the common goal of using precise language toucominc at e me ani
(Fisher, 1998p. 43).

11



Thirdly, philosophical dialogueextendsthe c hi | dr e n 6 gracy asemore ¢thén al i
cognitive skill It is necessarin orderto give them tools to critique and examine their own

worl ds. I n a phil os-forpghriacnale dén qcwinrcye ptt s e sae e
(Kennedy & Kennedy, 2012, p. 103) and subjectedscrutiny and debaté offering
opportunities to problematise concepts. In doing so children need to know how to justify

why they believe what they do.

In traditional classes, talk is not encouraged and is often dominated by the teacher.
Spontaneous ceBrsation among peers is seen as a distraction from real woltxa(@ler,

2008 p. 14) has explained that internatiodasearch shows that takkintrinsically part of

literacy and linked to reading and writiing Il n order to moomouaswhay f

model of teaching litera¢yt needs to be prioritised in the classroom.
2.3.4 The CoE andCooperative Thinking

Lipman (1998, p. 142) has described the Community fjliry as a pedagogy afognitive
cooperation with pgeoarcepdndii memtrer V.ywoskKiyd s
proxi mal devel opment 6 that posits that <chilc
capable peers and mentofdgxander,2008 p. 8).

Knowledge is considered essentially the product of a comgnahiénquirers engaging i
cooperative search for wunderstanding througl

sharing and modifying their ideas, children learn to take responsibility for what they think by

justifying what they believe knowled ge being defined in phil osct
beliefd (Benjamin & Echeverri a, 1992, p . 67
cultivating judgement s. Li pman (1980, p .

determinations of what vggpreviously unsettled ndet er mi nat e or i n some

John Dewey (19 3weigheresandicingin thought aadsdecidedaccording
t o bal an c e(citedfinS@itter addeSharpe 1®95, p. 12).

In engaging in cooperatiearning, children, cultivate a cluster of valuable dispositions that
equip them to live better lives. Firstly there is the disposition called autonomy. In the CoE,
children come to experience the tension of thinking for themselves and at the same time
thinking with others. Out of this tension, children learn to form their own opinions and belief

systems as they have to articulate their own thinking. In this way, they cultivate the social

12



di sposition of autonomy. | ren aré ausohoenoué ® thé 2 0 0 8

extent that their thinking and actions are t

Secondly they cultivate a seltritical disposition. Lipman (1996g. 81) describes the
Community of Bqui ry castosalf practice, 6 therovwnl vi ng
beliefs and values. Fisher (2008, p. 81) believes that children have two sources of beliefs:

1 Received beliefs§ These are beliefs that they derive from others and based on other
peopl eds i nterpretation of rbeliafd but ot Ch
necessarily incorporate them into their own belief system. What they say they will do
is not necessarily always what theywilldd hey do t hi ngs because
me to. O Received beliefs control their w

1 Operational beliefsi These are beliefs are stem from an inner source defines how a
child really thinks about the worldThey are a result of the children making sense of
the world and responding to the world in the light of their own feelings and self
interest. Operation@ontroltheir actions.

Children often live between two belief systems and may not recognise contradictions between
the two. It is only by providing a safe place for children to articulate their beliefs (and have

them challenged) do they realise the appacontradictions in them.

Thirdly, t her e i s reasonabl-eperatisnswith peed narmdc omeant b v
members of the Community ofguiry are encouraged to develop tolerance and respect for

what is reasonable and not just rational. In thésy,whe characteristic of reasonableness is
developedi Spl i tter and Sharp (1995, p . 6) have ¢
social disposition, involving beliefs attitudes and habits which bridge the gap between
thought and actiof. A reasonablgerson is one who respects others and is prepared to take

i nto account ot her popenplclargmg hisihex epsionamtite lighte e | i r
of strong evidence. Reasonableness bridges the gap between the cognitive and affective
domains of edcation and brings in a moral element to thinking. This notion mirrors

Socratesd belief, that better thinking helps

Cultivating these dispositions may have no direct link to enriching literacy skills but they
enhance elationships in the classroom, which is the key to good learning. This approach
cultivates the emotional mhension of learning. Thifirmly places the CoE as a soe€io

cultural approach to teaching literacy.
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2.3.5 Higher Order Thinking

Lipman, like Vygoskyb el i eved t hat thelessentputeolg tor tipnkingyvandd e d
that children are able to function at a higher intellectual level in a cooperative and
coll aborative setting6 (Fi sher ykindsainBinginp. 19)
Philosophy for Children critical, creative, collabative and caring thinking. He believed

that this couldbe accomplished by generating a higher order of thinking in speaking,
listening and reading. The matagnitive aspects of ifking skills in Philosophy for

Children involve thinking about thinking. Central to this programme are the following

thinking skills:

1 Collaborative Thinking: Children experience collaboratibinking by thinking
together and buiéeading on each otheros id
9 Critical Thinking : Children engage in critical thinking through engagimg i
thoughtful discussion. They develop méiaking by critiquing their own thinking.
In PACt he word O6critical déd goes beyond the

60 crailtédi,c but it entails being critical of
Enni s (1987) defines critical t hiimking
focusedon deci ding what to believe or dod (ci

1 Creative Thinking: Children experience creative thinking through generating new
ideas and building on the ideas of other:s
ability to think freely without constraints of given theory as well as the ability to
constructote r wor |l dsdé (Haynes, 2008, p. 59).

1 Caring Thinking : Caring thinking is nurtured through developing awareness of self
and care of others in dialogue. It emphasises learning to collaborate with others in

community.
(Fisher: 2011, p. 2)
2.4. Socratic Teaching

Socrates believed that education was not a question of a transfer of knowledge but an activity
ofmnd-not a curriculum to be delivered. He de
where ideas are celebrated (Fisher, 2008, p. 121). raédé@idanal model of education is

teachec ent red and -car i @tnrt art i sisn fPappascand Lecker, mo d

2010, p. 3\where the teacher has a lesson plan and a clear direction and outcome for each

14



lesson. Therefore, impinenting P4Gn the classroom requires a different type of pedagogy

from traditional teaching in order to exper.i

Fisher (1998, p . 143) calls this Socratic t
teaching mdwitfhat wihd @d:asi sts children to giwv
teacher becomes a 6midwife of knowl edged be
own ideas through philosophical questioning (Fisher, 1998, p. 143). In Socratic teaching the
ttacherdéds role changes fr om Dfailitating the dissussor p e r t
by inductive questioning. Gardner (1995, p. 3) argue that in the role of a facilitator the
teacher Ol ets go of the tradwt sehdlkhbugeiemnssa
the art of good questioning. Good questions are open ended that encourage discussion,

critical and creative thinking. (Seg@pendix Tor a list of Socratic questions)

Haynesand Murris( 2 0 1 2, p. 51) ha V¥thaetaheher mithe domrdunitydfh e r o
enquiry is to assist children to take the enquiry wherever it may lead, while resisting the
temptation to unnecessarily return to the text, or return to the ideas, themes or morals that
adul t s f i nhisfundpnoatalty @harigesGcommunication patterns, in which the

teacher asks most of the questions and sets the agenda for each lesson. Moreover, the teacher
treats each childés question O&6without prej
enquiry, while resistig the urge to driveitinapel anned directiond (Ha
2012, p. 51).

Facilitators of PACt end to emphasise 6dialogue across
where differences of opinion are open to be challenged and questioned. Li#8an .

229) compared facilitating a phil o6Oathéi c al

ot her hand, Haynes and Murris (2012, p . 124
begi nni ni¢e maductohad énquiry beidgasonabledge ment . 6

2.5  Education for Democracy

For many educators the Community afdiry is primarily seen as a form of education for
democracy. Tiffandescri bes it as a O6democratic | abor
2012, p.183) because it encourages equal participation and collaboration amongst all its
members. The children formulate the rules, their questions set the agenda for the enquiry and

their voices are valued. In this type of pedagogy, there is less emphasis on the individual and
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oOmore recognition of WwWhandliwevaiitegiHahesft het x|}
and Murris, 2012, p. 183).

2.6  The Roots ofCritical L iteracy

Janks (2010, p. 12) has described the origirGritical literacyashistorically rooted in Paolo

Fr ei r epmlitical wark ®ith poor, illiterate communities in South America in the

196G . Freire, (1972, p. 46) S paonkkei najg acionnscte pw
education where Oknowl edge IS deposited as
themselves knowledgeablgon those who know o t h iHe belieded that h ea n&kh n g 6

concept of education resulted in diminished creandecritical thnking.

Freirewas one of the first to challenge the belief that literacy is just a neutral skill of simply

being able to decode texts at a functional lldé&eott, 2004, p. 169). H&1987, p xvii)

argued that Owe need c hniordand thenworddoFrebeebelievede r e a c
that literacy was a socicultural activity that was strongly linked to our understanding of the

world. Because of this, he believed that oOreadin
as it is always importanbt | earn to first think correctly
(Gee, 1990, p. 76).He also believed that education took place in dialogue and defined

di al o g uencoanter bétwebremen, medialke¢ t he wor |l d, i n order
(Freirg 1972, p. 60).

His two seminal booksZultural Action for Freedon(1972a) andPedagogy of the Oppressed
(1972hb) expl ore how 0 by literaeydedrnensgare alilecto regaim d a n
their sense of autonomy as agents who, act to transforisothi@ situations in which they

find themsel ves. He used I|Iiteracy as a meat
and di sposedod (Reaen®9S2 p.52) heleyed that thelgdal of education
was liberation. He said thelfd o wi n g, Qoitaxishire mctidn ianal neflectisn of men

upon their worl d iHisviews aleebased oo ndbanxist views$ ltecanse i t 0 .
they | ook at how &6épower relations are maint
citedby Janks, 2010, p. 42).

His notion of demociey was influenced by Dewey (1990 P . 93) who defined

a mode of associated living, ofqmned c ommuni c at eMbdem yprppemnerntseoh ¢c e 0 .
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Critical literacy( see OO0 Br i, 2000 \Lasquen 2094 rsupport this notion of

democracy and vieWritical literacyas a community approach to literacy.

Considering the above argumghbelieve that the Community &nquiry provides a good

approach foCritical Literacy.
2.7  Critical L iteracy i a definition

Critical Literacy has no simple generic definition and is a contested term and practice.
Internationally educators have worked out of a variety of theoretical positions and developed
versions ofCritical Literacy: Critical Linguists Fowler, & Trew 1979 Fowler and Kress,
1979; Critical Discourse Aalysis(Fairclough, 1989 Feminine linguists Cameron, 1985,
1990, 1995; Spender, 1980; Threadgold 1997; Weedon);188fical Language Aareness
Volosinov, 1986; Apple, 1979 and Critial Pedagogy (Apple, 197&iroux, 1981; Shor,
1980; Simon, 1992 and Criticd LanguageAwarenesgrairclough, 1992; Janks, 1993as

cited by Janks, 2010, p. 12).

Some of them emphasise critical language awareness, some critical discourse analysis, and
others start from a feminist or tariracist standpoint. fAey all agree that a critical stance

towards literacy is concerned with the contesting unequal power relationships and a
commi t ment to i mplementing them inO00@ducatio
155). Wallace (2009 p. 210, summarises this with these wordsT h e agitkat i h i
agreed upon is thatitical literacyis concerned with the manner in whipbwer circulates

both in the real world and within particular
Forthepurpos of t his research r eporQritcdllLiterace w on OO

dt is through language that we come to an understanding of the world, and it is through
language that our world is constructed. We therefore need to consider criticallpvehat

how we learn about our world (including ourselves) thtougr eadi ng, wr(iGé ng a
Brien, 1994, p. 36

2.8  Critical L iteracy in the classroom

There is no simple fornta or method for implementing critical literaay the classroom. In

effect, ths means it will look differenin different locations. The underlying premise of
Critical literacyi s t hat it is about o6équestioning and
ever yd@¥rieh, & Canber, 2000,.A53).
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2.81 The Principles of Critical Literacy

Critical literacyis an approach to literacy that invites children not onlyctack the code,
making meaning and use texts, but also to critically analysed{éxtse and Frebody, 1999,
cited inComber &Nixon, 2004, p. 116).

Thefirst principle ofCritical Literacyis that it encourages a critical stance towards language.

It is based on the assumption that language education is not neutral and that different texts
represent world views thattampt to position them to see the world in a specific way. Janks
(2010, p. 61) puts it this way, O0Texts work
the point of view of the writer (or speakér)In other words the writer wants usdee the

world through the lene f her particular worl dvi ew. Evel
perspective of the world and works to create a particular view of redlititical Literacy
recogniseghat there are power relations in literacy and texts can include and exclude and
positionofr eader s . I n order to do this the reader
grantedd norms, stereot yp &stical Latarady explareslh@evs of s
texts consuct our social selves (Sh&011 p. J).

Secomlly, Critical Literacyis guided by the notion that we can change the world through
language. (1972a p . X V) s ai d andguage is fthe | Means iofn @itical 6 L
consciousness, hich in turn, is the means of conceiving of change and making choices to
bring about fThre dinst sstepoto traasformatiord entails the readistancing

him/ herself from a text by bprabtdembakehn@odr
This involves problem posingComber (2001, p.)1st at es OWhen teachers
involved inCritical Literacy,the questions they ask will be about language and power, about
people and lifestyle, about morality anthies, about who is advantaged by the way things

are and who i kthidwaytharsadendeagetddéucts texts to i
for granted nor ms aiend2000apl 158 Jreie {198:=believedethaty 6 ( OO
pedagogy shoulde more about asking questions than giving answers and therefore should be

oradi cal because it is | es §99(ped)t ai n of cert a

Critical literacygives children tools to critique ideologies, values, positions of texts and how

they work It has been assumed thatitical literacycan only be taught once children have
mastered the tasks of decoding, meaning making and functional uses of texss(20a0kp.

183) has -dfeevpdedyo6led which provides teach

critical literacyin the classroom:
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Design

Construct
Make a text

Redesten De-construct

Re-construct

Unmake a
text

Re-make a
text

Figure 1: The redesign cycle (Janks, 2010, p. 183)
The rededesigreycleis oultinedin the following steps:

The firststepintherd esi gn cycl e is to recognise that 1
positioningo. The second step involves dec
ourselves from the text and problematising it. The third stegvasageconstructing the text

by producing an alternative perspective. The purpose of ttesign cycle is to empower

people, so that they have a sense of more control of their lives. They can become more aware

of how | anguage s hempepsarticalar dortstot soamlsstibjects; affacting t

their social identities such as gender, class, stereotypes.

2.82 The implications of Critical L iteracy in the classroom.

Critical Literacyh as been des cr iLdnkslkar,aGee, linobél Keéatley1®37e d 6  (
p. 77) approach to literacy because it is grounded in the-potitccal world of the child.

Therefore, it cannot be prescribed by curriculum content or prescribed lessons. Vasquez
(2004, p. 1) made tchticatlitempoyoueiculinuneeds to etivedndét nt , 0O
arises from the social and political conditions that unfold in communities in which we live.

As such it cannot be traditionally taugh¥Vhat Vasquez means by this statement is that it is

a curriculum that is builon contexts in which children live in and which shape them. The

i mplication in i mplementing this approach i
through an exploration of student9®4citddinst ori e
Cheah, 2009, p. 79). This means teachers need to incorporate a critical perspective of
childrenbés everyday I|lives in order to help t
critical perspective also offers teachers a way to think about thectekteen are reading and

writing and how it makes them see the world. Literacy therefore does not occur in a vacuum
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and is not an autonomous skill of reading and writing but it is embedded in culture and social

relationships.

Including learners in &Lritical Literacycur ri cul um i nvolves oO0const
children are talking about, their passions,
2004, p. 80). This runs counter to the discourse of most traditional classes. It represents a

demaratic rather than hierarchical method of teaching.

One of the benefits o€ritical Literacy is that it builds whatSearle (1988) would call

0i maginati ve empat hyo by using a variety (
themselves living life in the sles of another person (as cited in Wray, 19972)p. It

encourages learners to see text to view texts from different perspectives. This requires

critical and creative thinking.

Internationally teachers have been successful in implemedigal Literacy in their

classrooms with children as young as four years old when they still have not mastered the
ability to decode texts (see Vasque@, @ 4 , O6Bri en,) Aae@mpemeow 2000
Critical Literacy can be applied in a primary schodhgsroomO6 Br i en ®s15( 2000
interrogation of Mot her 6s Day <cards as a f
Through discussions the class were able to discuss how society constructs what males and
females can and cannot do. By doing this kind of worki | dr en become 06t e
(Freebody & Luke, 199(as cited by Vasquez, 2004, p. 58). In the light of this exercise the
children saw that there is no such thing as
are all written from a particulatandpoint and as such there is no such thing as an impartial,
objective text or neutral position from whi
(Evans, 2004, p. 11)

Another example of of working wit@ritical literacyi s Hi | ar yn Jafn k@dtso jmdbd g 0
under do gGrifical iLanguagé Awareness Seriékanks, 1993a). Teachers in high
school classes have found markbook activities useful.

2.9  Criticisms of Critical literacy

Some teachers in primary school have been hesitant to inchittal literacy in their

classrooms because they feel that it may bpune asur abl e and O6steal Cc
childrené (Vasquez, 2004, p. 7 9)ltical foOpoungge r t e a
children and topic such as racism, gender, equity and stereotypes too cynical for them.
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EssentiallyCritical literacyis about life we find ourselves living in. Vasquez (2004, p. 30)
ar g u e sritical iteracyddes not necessarilpvolve a negative stance, rather it includes
looking at an issue or topic in different ways, analysing it and hopefully being able to suggest

possibilities for change or i mprovement in
2.10 Conclusion

The tabé below outlines the similarities and differences betwestical literacy and
philosophy for children.

Table 1: A table of comparison betweeCritical L iteracy and Philosophy for Children

The Critical literacy lens The Philosophical lens
Historicallyr oot ed i n Paol|Hi storically rooted
with the oppressed. work with critical thinking

Problematises ideologies, social relationsl| Problematises the meaning of wordsd
that are rooted in power. (The top dog & concepts such as love, hate and fear.
underdogy.

Critical questioning of the politics ¢ Critical questioning of concepts such
meaning, how are dominant meanif6 what makes x, x?

maintained, challenged and changed?

Questions are more directive Questionsare more ope#ended

Redesign is an important element and | Transformation is important and happe
focus of CL that leads to empowerment. | when learners are exposed to a m

inclusive and meaningful pedagogy.

Community based as they question po\ Commuity based as the community
Relationships in the classroom and { Enquiry creates a context for philosophi

community they live in. discussion

No formula or package to teaching CL. Situated in the pedagogy of ti@@mmunity

of Enquiry.
Language based form of teaching. Language based form of teaching
Dialogue: based on Freirian dialogue. Dialogue: based on Socratic opended
dialogue.

The aim is to deconstruct texts and to | The aim is to cultivate good judgement 3

how they position readers, which leads| reasonableness.
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some form of aodn in the form of

reconstruction.

Requires critical pedagogy Requires critical pedagogy

Sociocultural approach to teaching literacyl Social Cultural approach to teaching literag

Influenced ly Deweyos c¢lnfluenced by Dew
democracy as a collaborative practice. democracy as a collaborative practice.

P4CandCL are problerrposing approaches to teaching literacy in the primary school. They
alsodevelopmetacognitive thinking and creativityP4C and Clenrich and expand literacy

as they both O6develop the ability to go bey
just in terms of their literal meaning but at an analytic and conceptuabd |évsher, p. 68).

They are also ideological approaches to teaching literacy as they foeginic hi | dr en 6 s
everyday lives, takes their interests into account, and explicitly positions children as
researchers and ethnogra er s of t h e (Comber&Rixogn, @0®4; p. L18)Thes 6
literature reviewed in this section provides a foundation for the rest of this research project.
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Chapter Three

Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This study is a qualitative research project. The focus of thmepter is to describe the
methods used for this qualitative research report. The purpose of this study was t® explo
what happened when Criticaltéracy and Philosophy for Children were implemented in my

Grade three classroom.
3.2 Research ®sign

Qualitative research is a form of enquiry that explores phenomena in natural settings.
Anderson and Arsenault (1998, p.119) have e
things in their natural settings, and use niufigthods to interpret, understarexplain and

bring meaningo. Qualitative research has a
sciences. A fundament al assumption of t he
profound understanding of the world can be gained through catier and observation in

natur al settings rat her than through the |
(Anderson & Arsenault, 1998, p. 119). A characteristic of this type of researchitssteks

an understanding gfhenomena from multiplperspectives in a real world context. De Vos
(1998, p . 2) has described the purpose of
reconstruct the depth, richness and complexity of an identified phenomenon in order to gain

an understanding orinsightnt o i t 6.

This research project set out to explore the implementation of critical literacy and philosophy
for children in my grade three classroom, using the stimulus of a picturebook. As a
teacher/researcher | wanted to gain insight into two arBestly, how my teacimg changed

by implementing the Community ofri§uiry in my literacy lessons. Secondly, how the
children in my class engaged in critical and philosophical topics.

A qualitative research design is frequently used in research conductedaatien, as it

assists educators in revealing perceptions and experiences. This research project embodies the
notion of o6t ke cthea dh P agpP azpllien dliavadvesligtening 2 0 1 |
to the voice of the teacher in research. Thenismportant motivation for this research as it
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0strengthens freedom of expression and demo
Murris, 2012, p. 129) . Moreover, O6the voices
missing in traditionale s ear ch because it rarely addresse:
and Zecker, 2010, p.12Bassey (1986, p . 18) makes this i
wat chers of the world and teachers aroth t he a
oOwatcher and actor 6 arddthé impleenéntaton of hed Communitpy t e «

of Enquiry in my classroom.

As a teacher, this design was important, as the research was underpinned by my desire to
discover the ways in which th€Eommunity of Equiry would enrich my own literacy
teaching in the foundation phase. | was able to immerse myself in the situation and obtain
information directly from the source. It is through qualitative data collection that the
researcher can s poam af timean diceat mteraction with ihle settirmgsn
participants, and documers 6 ( Mc Mi | | an &p.$2d)humacher, 2001

3.2.1 Research site

One of the distinguishing characteristics of qualitative research is that it takes place in a
natural setting such aa classroom school, clinic or neighbourhood (Mdafil and
Schumacher, 2, p. 321). The school that provided the setting for this research is an
independent primary school, catering for learners from grade 0 until grade 7. It is situated in
a middle class suburb, north of Johannesburg. Since its inception in 1994 it hadrgraw

fifty to 400 children. It is well resourced with a computer centre, classrooms, a library, a

swimming pool and sports fields.

This particular school belongs to the Independent Schools Association of South Africa
(ISASA) and is registered with theauteng Department of Education (GED) and therefore
follows the National curriculum and assessment standards. It is registered with the National
Professional Teacherds Association of Sout h
Association of Christan&h ool s I nternati onal (ACSI1) . The
based school that aims to provide children with a quality education without discrimination of
race an daingng to dutivate Bigh moral, spiritual and educational standards.
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During the investigation, context sensitivity was taken into account, as the research was
conducted with learners from different backgrounds. The setting was selected purposefully
because firstly, | was working in the school at the time, and secondly bdoaas interested

in improving my own practice it made sense that | worked in my own classroom with my

own children.

3.2.2 Research participants

There were essentially two sets of participantse teacher/researcher (me) and the children

in my grade threelassroom. My classroom provided a natural research site, as it was easily
accessible to me, as | was the teacher and | already had a relationship with the children.
Participants were automatically selected because they were the learners in my grade three
classroom. My classroom provided the boundaries of the researchtpriediillan and
Schumacher (41, p . 322) have expl ained t he signi
understanding of meaning is bound by social, political, gender, racial, class arudgicah
factorso My c¢ | a s s ediohtwenty tavdcHildyen-dveelvesgirls &nd ten boys. In
September, two more children joined the researcje@ranaking it twenty twentyour. Five

of the participants were not native South Africam®ming from other countries such as the
Congo, Malawi, Korea and Egypt. Seven of them were not first language English speakers.
They presented a broad ethnically diverse group that provided a rich context for this research,

as represented in the tables below:

Table 2: Male research participants

Pseudonym Age |Race Home Language
1. | Terence 10 Coloured | Afrikaans
2. | Lionel 9 White English
3. | Ben 9 Black Congolese
4. | Jay 9 White English
5. | Sahid 10 White Arabic
6. | Anton 9 White English
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7. | Brent 9 Indian English
8. | Marcus 10 White German
9. | Ming 9 Asian Korean
10. | Shawn 9 White English
Table 3: Female research participants
Pseudonym Age Race Home Language
1. | Tess 9 White English
2. | Christy 9 White English
3. | Lee 10 Black Xhosa
4. | Angela 9 Black English
5. | Kristin 9 White English
6. | Ellen 9 White Afrikaans
7. | Chantal 9 White English
8. | Jessie 9 White English
9. | Mona 9 White Afrikaans
10.| Sue 9 White Afrikaans
11.| Tandy 9 Black English
12.| Amy 9 White English
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3.2.3 The Teacher

| acted as an observer as well as a research participant as | was reflecting on my own practice
as a teacher. | am a white, foftye year old female teacher who has taught for twenty years

in the Foundation phasemainly in grade three classmms. My interest has always been in

the area of literacy and storytelling. | am in charge of the Art and Drama department in the
school and organise all the cultural activities in the school such as the school play, cultural

days and art exhibitions.

3.3 Outline of the Research Intervention

For the purpose of this research, data was collected from the enquiries and not from the
lessons that focused on other aspects of literacy that continued in other,lessodsr for

me to meet the aspects set out in the curriculum.

3.3.1 TheData Collection

A variety of empirical methods were used in this research such as the personal reflections of
the researcher and participants, observation, hieMts and discussns in the Community of

Enquiryi whi ch enabled me to édescribe routine a
indi wi duavlesd6 (Dennkpi2). & Lincoln, 20

Three sets of data were collected, (1) audio recording of transcriptions of the enquiries, (2

picturebooks the children made (3) and my reflective journal:

3.3.2 The Stimulus

The stimulus to encourage greater dialogue in my literacy lessons was a picturebook called

The Tunne(1989 by Anthony Browne. | chose it because of its universal thenacbobther

and a sister fighting and at odds with each other. This is a story | felt the children could
relate to. Picturebooks have been successfully used by P4C practitioners as starting points for
an enquiry as Ot he gap s heierhildeen cah bringethed okns cr e

experiences and knowledge to the reading pro

The tunnel is a narrative about the resolution of conflict between a brother, Jack and his

sister, Rose. They are at odds with eaclerobiecause of their different temperaménghe
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likes to stay indoors and dream while he likes to play outdoors with his friends. Their mother
gets tired of their fighting and sends them to play outside together. Jack finds a tunnel in a
piece of wastground and decides to explore it, but Rose is afraid of going into the tunnel.
She waits patiently for him, but when he does not return she decides to follow him into the
dark tunnel. On the other side of the tunnel she finds a terrifying forest fiitadmwelves

and strange creatures carved into the trees. After running through the forest she comes to a
clearing and finds a stone statue of her brother. She hugs him and as she does so he regains
his human form. They go home together where their maiveaiting for them with lunch.

The intervention spanned a nine week perioffom the 4 of August until the 28 of
September. A key pgof the design was to use the Community n§&ry as a research tool.

Haynes and Murris (2, p. 50) have describéde Community of BEqQui ry as, 0A \
class discussion where classroom organisation may vary from week t@wéekvariation

was important as a way of allowing the children to participate more fully in the lessons.

Discussions in the CoE provided ooiethe most important sources of data collection. Each
enquiry | asted about an hour and took place
This approach focused on giving the children a voice in the classroom. This was an
important factor in tts research project as the researcher wanted to understand their point of
view in their own vote (McMillan and Schumacher, @) p. 323). These enquiries were

audio recorded to ensure accuracy in interpreting the dhtse enquiries were transcribed

verbatim by the researchefhe group discussions added a richness and immediacy to the
research but it should be noted that they could not be considered totally objective especially
since the children knew they were being recorded and its presence in smvenzgy have

left same children feeling that they were being watched by an adult.

The table below is an outline of the enquiries and lessons that took place"frAngdst

until the 28" of September. Not all of the sessions involved philosophical éesjuir
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Table: 4

An Outline of the Enquiries and Lessons

Lessons/CoE| Date Topic Data collected

Lesson 1 4 August Introduction to the Community d Transcriptions of
Enquiry. their discussions.
The children discussed and voted | My reflective
their own rules for furthe| journal.
communities of enquiry

CoE 1l 11 August Different children were chosen to { Transcriptions of
i n t hsee adthdo ta nd a|their discussions.
about t he bookdl My reflective
were the experts in the field. journal.

CoE 2 17 August After reading half the picturebook y Transcriptions of
to the point where the brother Ja their discussions.
crawled down the tunnel, th My reflective
children were posed with th journal.
dilemma- Should Rose, his siste T h e Chi
follow him down the tunnel or g{ picturebooks.
home and call fohelp?

Lesson 2 25 August The children dramatised crawlir No data collected
down the tunnel and thinking ¢
adjectives, such as wet, dark, squig
etc.

CoE 3 1 September The picturebook was read until t| Transcriptions of
end, where Jack was transform their discussions.
back from a statue into a little bo My reflective
The chil dren v o]journal
had turned him i

CoE 4 7 September The stimulus for this enquiry was ¢ Transcriptions of
interview with Antony Browne.| their discussions.
The question the children general My reflective
was, OWhat make gjournal
girl, a girl 2?86
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Lesson 3

14 September

The childrencreated their own play
about a fight between a brother an|

sister.

No data collected.

CoE 5

21 September

The chil dr en 6 sere

used as a for o
The

they g

stimulus

Community of Hquiry.
guestion

makes a super hero, a safero?

Transcriptions of
their discussions.
My

journal.

reflective

CoE 6

28 September

The children discussed the charact
t heThdTuogk Wi t

n c

i n
guestion i n mi
dogs and the underdogs in t

story?6

Concept mapy
depicting a top dog
and an underdog.

Transcriptions of
their discussions.
My

journal.

reflective

3.3.3 Collection of Artefacts

The children designed their own individual picturebooks. These supported the transcribed

data from the discussions in tl@mmunity of Eaquiry. They were collected and provided

rich

of twenty one children created a picture book. Four children did not want their picturebooks

to be utiised for data and one was absent during that time. The table below provides a broad

descriptions

and exampl es

of the c¢chi

outline of the titles of the picturebooks. (Sappendix 3for examples of some of the

picturebooks).
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Tabl e 5:; Ti t | eisturebbdokst he Chi l drenbdés P

Boys Girls
The Tunnel of War By Anton The Tunnel of Rock and RolBy Chantal
The Haunted Tunné&l By Jay The Haunted Tunné&iBy Ellen
The Art Tunnel By Brent The Spooky Tunnédl By Tess
The Dangerous TunnéBy Lionel The Treasure Tunné&lBy Mona
TheHaunted TunnelBy Sahid The Godly Tunnei By Leanne
The Tunnel of Poweir By Terence The Haunted Tunnél By Angela
The Construction Tunnélby Zach The Funny Tunnél By Kiristin
The Tunnel of Forgivene$sBy Christy
The Tunnéi By Jessie

3.3.4 Reflective journal

The final data set comprised my own reflective journ&ersonal documents have been
defined by McMillan and Schumacher (2001 p 36 1) -pesson Garatiye tHati r st

descri bes an iexmrencesandbael |6ise fascot.i onTshese i ncl ud

personal anecdotal records. Throughout the enquiries, | kept a reflective journal to enable me
to analyse my role in the context of the research situation. In addition it was a useful tool to
recordthdearrer s6 reactions and to make observati
journal provided me with time to reflect on the lessons and to develop rrgvssiéness, to
reduce the presence of bias. Taking notes allowed me to collect a cosaplefedatahat

refl edmpertact heofo t he ef f @IcMillancahd Sthameacher,0Pfd, tpe x t 6
350).

3.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis in qualitative research refers to the categorization and ordering of descriptive
information in such a way as to make senthe data. The data was analysed in order to
identify patterns, themes and catage (Marshall and Rossman, 20p1 113). Accordingo

McMillan and Schumacher (2011 p . 367) qualitative data an
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process of organising thinto categories and identifying patterns and relationships among

the categories. 0

| transcribed each enquiry almost immediately after each session and this enabled me to
reflect on the data and make informed decisions regarding the data collectitmme @xa
analysis began, all raw data was printed out. The enquiries were then transcribed verbatim

and field notes summaries were expanded.
| divided the process into the steps below:

1. Reading and reeading the transcripts of the enquiries, raffective journal and the
chil drenbés picturebooks to | ooknsfinahe patt e
data (Hammersley, 199%. 210) to see how Philosophy for Children and Critical
Literacy enriched my pedagtegacy. and t he chi

2. Connecting and linking parts of the data to see common threads and linking the data
with theory.

3. Selecting data for Hdepth analysis, including extracts from transcripts, the
picturebooks and my reflective journal.

4. Further selection, interpiaion and organisation of data and writing the data analysis.

Guided by my research questions the following themesrged from the data.For the
Children:

1 The subject of gender and gender stereotypes.
1 The theme of super heroes

T The bi nar ytopcdogandapderdég.o f 6
For the teacher:

The issue of discourse
The complexity of democracy in the classroom
Listening philosophically

Asking philosophical questions

== =2 4 A -2

The conception of child
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Reliability and Validity

To ensure credibility anttustworthiness of the data collected in this research project, two

practices were incorporated; (1) reliability and (2) validity.

Reliability is concerned with the accuracy of the actual research procedure. These
transcriptions, as well as, the particpads cr eati ve writing docume
picturebooks and the researcheros journal \
integration of findings. During data analysis, | worked along with my supervisor to ensure

that the categories seledt¢o link with the data were accurat& hroughout the research

process, components of the research project were reviewed and modified to ensure accuracy.

McMillan and Schumacher (200p. 331) identify validity in qualitative research, as the

0 d e g r ergrueack between the explanations of the phenomena and the realities of the
worl do. To ensure validity in this study,
the form of transcripdns of the discussions in the Community of §u i r vy, crdatv@ r ner 6
writing and the r es.edheseweeerudes sortleaf theetechniqwes | o L
become interwoven with one another. To further ensure validity, enquiries were mechanically
recorded using a tape recorder. By recording these enquiriestateccand relatively

comprehensive records were attained.

To ensure validity in this qualitative research triangulation was used. Triangulation may be
defined as the inclusion of a multiple of methods and techniques of data collection in the
same researclktudy (Mouton, 1996, p. 156). Essentially it is a raodgthod way of

collecting data in a research project. This is pertinent for qualitative research as it is
interpretative and seeks to understand human behaviour, and eliminates the distortion of
fad s . The three sources of data were tran

picturebooks and the researcherods reflective
3.5 Ethical Considerations
| utilised the BERA (2004) Ethical Guidelines as a guide. Firstly, ethics clearance was

obtaned from the ethics committee at the University of the Witwatersrand as the children

were considered to be vulnerable because of their age and presented a medium risk.
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Confidentiality was accomplished by using pseudonyms rather than the participantdonames
describe their responses and when reporting on the research findings. Informed consent was
obtained on three levels, from the school headmaster, the parents and the childden6(see

for letters of consent). Filgt | approached the headmasigaining written permission from

the headmaster to conduct research in his school. Secondly the parents were given
information letters concerning the research project, with letters of consent. The last, but most

importantly, informed consent was obtainedrthe children.

3.6  Limitations of the Design

Despite the advantages of using a qualitative paradigm for the research project, there are also
limitations to this approach. Using qualitative research is sometimes criticized for its lack of
reliable and gemalised findings. This qualitative research project was limited by certain
constraints, which influenced the knowledge gained. The first constraint is the subjectivity of
the researcher. The question freqgeremtl|ly a
researchers get the same results?d (Anderso
interpretation of the data may be coloured by personal bias. The teacher holds a powerful
position in the classroom and this might have influenced the chiidsen r e s ponses ( Mc
and Schumache?001p.322).

The choice to conduct this research project in one social setting, a privaeycaional

school in Gauteng, South Africa, posed limitations in that the findings did not reflect the
population as a whe. However, due to the limited nature of this project, this narrow
selection sufficed. This also influenced the participant selection, as the opinions and
behaviour exhibited by the participants selected from one school, are not representative of
society,as a whole. However, for the purpose of this study, it would not have been possible

to include a wide selection of participants.
3.7 Conclusion

A qualitative research design was best suited to this study, as it was conducted within the
context of education. By using a qualitative design the researcher has been able to understand
the lived experience of the social phenomenon of the CoE. Data wasedbthrough
transcriptions of di scussions in the CoE, 1

reflective journal. Various forms of data collection allows for data to become interwoven
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with one another to promote richness and validity. Data was dhalysed inductively to

allow for synthesizing, leading to general themes and conclusions emerging.

Much reflection and verification was undertaken to ensure that the processes followed were
in line with all ethical considerations identified. The dadllected has also been reviewed
according to its reliability and validity to ensure its creditability and trustworthiness. These
issues in conjunction with the limitations highlighted have ensured accuracy of the findings
for this research project. An-mhepth data analysis, discussion and interpretation of the

research results are the topic of chapter four.
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Chapter Four
Data Analysis and Research Findings
4.1  Introduction

In this chapter the findings of this research project are presented and discussed. It endeavours
to answer the main r esea Cruital Lietaeyand PholosopllyWh at |
for Children are i mplemented in my Grade thr
was b explore how my teaching changed by implement@wgical literacy (CL) and

Philosophy for Children (P4C) in a Community afiduiry (CoE) The secondary aim was to

explore how the learners in my class engaged with philosophicakiticdl literacytopics in

the Community of Enquiry (CoE) using the stimulus of a picture book.

Before | discuss the findings it is necessary that | briefly descegch Community of
Enquiry. The interventioronsisted of sixsessions during the weekly silent reading period
every Thursday. In the first three sessions the children and | looked at the pictufBhook
Tunnel (Browne, 189) as the stimulus for the quiries. The book was not read in its
entirety in the first session but rather read over three sessions to create interest and

excitement.

In the first session the learners were invited to look at the cover of the book and brainstorm

with each other quésns they might like to ask about the book. Different children were
chosen to seatdnandheadhed questions xpehout t}
on the book. The second Community efghiry involved the reading of the picturebook up

to the point where the brother Jack crawled down the tunnel and Rose, his sister, had to
choose to follow him or go home and find her mother. Out of these sessions the children
expressed their own creativity and designed their own picturebooks anticigfisingpwn

conclusions to the bookhe Tunne(1997). The third CoE involved reading the picturebook

until the end, where Jack (the brother) was transformed back from a statue into a little boy.
The question the childrenedothd bootdescuss
session four the childrematched an interview with Anthor§rowne to give them a sense of

who the author i s. I n session fi Wweforthhe chi |
CoE The final CoE was &ritical Literacy enquiry which explored the characters of the

book through the question 6who were the top
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4.2 Reflectionson my Pedagogy

One of the aims of this research was to explore my own growth as a teeciter
implementing a CL and P4@pproach for the first time. Several findings emerge from my

analysis of my own teaching.
On the first day of the intervention | wrote the following in my reflective journal:

My life as a teacher has been demarcated by timetalderriculums, lesson plans and
outcomes. | have become an expert in time management and attaining certain outcomes. My
life seems to be controlled by time. Today | embark on a journey of discovery in facilitating
Philosophy for Children an@ritical literacy in the Community of Enquiry. | am aware that

| am able to plan the lesson, but not the outcome. | have no idea what topics the children will
rai se. | hold up the story book 6The Tunnel
voices.(11 August 2011).

This reflection in my journal describes my discourse as a teacher. The particular discourse

that is described prioritises the transmission of knowledge as a body of knowledge in a
specific time frame with specific goals and outcomes.expressed excitement in my

reflective jounal about transitioning from ét r ansmi ssi on model 6 of €
collaborative model of teaching literacy that incorporated the lives and interests of the
children that | taught. Although, | was awarktlee shift that needed to take place in my

pedagogy, | did not anticipate what this shift would entail.

Initially, | thought that implementing P4C and CL in the Community of Enquiry (CoE) would
be a simple exercise of implementing what | had learnt dumyngourse from my notes and
readings. What | did not anticipate is that in implementing a different pedagogy, | would have
to deal with the powerful relationship between discourse and identity. A discourse has been
de<ribed by Gee (199(p. 172) as ardentity kit. He defined it as the following:

Discourses are ways of being in the world, which integrate words, acts, values,
beliefs, attitudes, and social identities, as well as gestures, glances body positions and

clothes.

My discourse as a teacher wakaracterised by imparting knowledge from a highly
prescribed, fast paced, gaalr i ent ated curriculum through th
and Zecker, 2010, p3f teaching. This involved me standing in front of the class and
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imparting knowledge whdl the children, for the most part, sat passively receiving what | had
imparted. CL and P4C, in the Community ofmBuiry (CoE), required a shift in discourse
because these two approaches to |iteracy untf
rather than from prescribed text books or lesson plans. One of the reasons | found this
difficult was because | had to let go of a particular type of discourse that | was familiar with

as a teacher. 1 realise now in implementing this intervention that mydeased self and
traditional self were constantly O6bumping in

to |l earn a new way to 6bed in the classroom.
4.21 Layout of class

| knew that the CoE is a democratic and participatory pedagogy anthigith mind | knew
that the physical layout of the classroom hadeféect this notion. Figuré below illustrates

my classroom prior to commencing this research:

Figure 2 My Classroom Layout

My cl assroom was organi sled 6t ¢ Papiptast a@dodoZeahkr
so that the learners sat in rows facing me. This format, for the most part, did not encourage
dialogue or collaboration between the children. It represents a hierarchical format where the
teacher is the ultimate souroeknowledge as she stands in the front of the class as the focal

point of the lesson. To create a more democratic and collaborative environment the learners

and | prepared the class for the CoE by packing and stacking the tables and setting out all the

chairs in a circle facing eachhatr as can be seen in figurb&ow.
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Figure: 3 My classroom in the CoElayout

In this layout, dialogue between the participants was enhanced because they were facing each
ot her . This reflects a democrati-enqusetigl e as
the construction of knowl edge @use thdeacher sits a n d
with the class in the circle. This contrast
rows with the teacher in the front of the class and which places the teacher in a position of

power.

It took a long time in the first G for the children to pack and stack their tables and set up
the layout and so | decided, after the first enquiry, to set up a roster for children to pack and

stack and set up the chairs at break in order to save time.

At the time it seemed like a gooidhie-saving decision but in hindsight | realised that in this
unilateral teacher move | had mada decision that did not reflect the professed ideals of
democracy that underpin the CoE. | had not involved the children in the demiglong
process. It was a moment where my Otraditd.i
bumped into each othe In the traditional classroom learners are rarely consulted about
decisions that affect them in the daily organisation of a classroom. They have no choice over
where they sit, who they sit next to and what the classroom layout should look like as many

of the daily decisions, large and small, are made by the teacher.

| reflected on my belief about democracy in the classroom and realised that it was far more
complex than | anticipated. As | mentioned in my reflective journal | was an expert in time
mangement and attaining certain outcomes$acilitating a CoE required letting go of
managing time and expected outcomd3art of faditating a CoE requiredaking time to
dialogue with learners and letting go of expected outcomes. Fisher (1998, p. )scon

thisnotionby saying that democracy &6écan only be
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di scussion. 0 Whil e the decision | made was
reminder how small habitual practices contain assumptions about hdégawrethat need to

be unpacked.
422 Li st e milosoghicallyB

One of the things I learnt in implementing the CoE was that it requires a distinct type of
listening. This requires one to be present in the moment in order to tune in to topics that are
philosophically fruitful. 1 followed all the scripted steps of the CoE but | had not learned to

listen fully to the learners. | had begun the first CoE by introducing the learners to the book

by asking them to examine the front cover and asking themetbcprwhat they thought the

book was about (see figu#¢ and collaboratively brainstorm questions they might like to ask
about the book. Different deatrdheras wieffeticd

expert on the book and the rest of thess asked them questions that intrigued them.

DIALOGUE
WORKS

Figure: 4 Thefront cover of The Tunnel

In examining the transcript of this portion of the lesson, where Shawn is in tsediptvhat

emerges is my struggle with facilitating a CoE as a novice facilitator.

Amy: Why is the girl in the tunnel?

Lionel:  Maybe she dropped something in there
Amy: Like what?

Shawn  Maybe she dropped her doll

Monique Why do you think that?

Shawn: Because girls like dolls.
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Girls: All giggle.

Angela Some dondt.

Shawn  Most do!

Angela  Not really!

Teacher Angelasays that not all girls Iike di

Kirsten | say not all girls like dolls because some girls are tomboys.

Ellen When | was a little girl | really loved dolls and used to sleep with them, bu
get ol d e rthemn angnoored Now | likekgens.

Sue | agree with Ellen because they are starting to get boring because they s
their arms stretched out and do nothing.

Jackie: Li ke | am not saying t hat withiEllehbscaude
| used to like dolls. | am agreeing with Ellen because | used to like dolls w
was younger.

Teacher: If you agree with Ellen swop places with someone who also agrees.

Terence: Girl s | i ke dolls and some boys | il

Teacher: We have veered off track for a wtr
next?

Tessa:  Where are her mom and dad?

Ellen: At home cooking.

CoE 1: 11 August 2011

In analysing this transcript several things emerge. At the start of the Community of Enquiry
learners were really engaged in the topic and were recalling gender stereotypes related to
their lives. Angelawas chall engi ng Shawndbls. Ibwas guief t hat
obvious that the gender issue was a subject of great interest to the class. The discussion had
the potential to become a philosophical enquiry. As a novice facilitator | did not pick up on

these concepts and themes that were enggihof the socigolitical world of the children.

Instead of building on the dialogue and allowing it to follow its course | introduced a scripted
move called phil os ophilfgoa hgreé with Ellentswop placesavibh wh e n

someone whelse who also agrees.

Philosophical fruit salad is a tool utilised in the CoE to encourage patrticipants to engage in a
topic by taking a stance on it. On analysis of the transcript | realised that this was not really
necessary as the children were vergaaed in the topic and had strong opinions about
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gender stereotypes. | did not take the opportunity to explore the issues of stereotyping in
gender more deeply because | was following the script, which runs contrary to what Haynes

and Murris recommend by ayi ng Oparticipant s, including
wherever it may |l eadd JHaynes and Murris, 20

| then changed the direction even further because | wanted each child to have a chance in the

hot seat Wdhaveseargdidiirgaowk for a while so | etds g

is next?

The consequences of my change of direction can be sdepis s a aswremarksl aboetn 6
the parentdés cooking. The di a.lAthgugeondaf c a me
my main ains in implementing P4C and CL was to include the spoiitical world of the

chil d, I real i sed, i n hWehhw ivapied off thé taatk for @ my

whileb had worked against this aim.

| had returned to the discourse of beingaleaar wi t h a o&écurriculum to
had followed the i mpul se of the educator 0
answers towards the goals of the I essond6 (J:

critical literacyquestion 6 Loo ki ng at the front cover of t

think would read this book?56 Il noted i n my

As a teacher | think | am good at listening but in many ways | have trained myself to listen to
certain answers¢ qguestions that I have posed. I [
they tell me about their lives and their stories from home. | often listen with a goal in mind.

Part of facilitating an enquiry requires listening in a different way.

(11 Augus, 2011)

This entry in my reflective journal highlights, that in the traditional discourse of a teacher, |
have | earwitt ht oa |giosabirgfiacioto itne topicds a very natural move of a
teacher. | wanted the children to say they thoubist book was written for girls because

there is a picture of a girl on the front cover crawling through a tunnel. Haynes and Murris
(2012, p . 5 1 )the Iole vfehe geachpuie theo@miargytof EQquiry is to

assist children to take the ency wherever it may lead, while resisting the temptation to
unnecessarily return to the text, or return to the ideas, themes or morals that adults find

i mportant. 0 This is challenging and | strui

discusssn t o go O6wherever it may |l eadd (Haynes
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di scus s i on abdityto listerr te what ithe eitbren say and not what | wanted them

to say.
423 Que st i dhitosophgal 6yFd

The CoE is inspired by the Soat i ¢ met hod of enquiry that r
but to seek for truth through a sequence of
elaborate that in the CoE the teacher needs to take on the role of a questioner and facilitator

of discussion (Fisher, 1998, p. 150). Matthew Lipni2003 p. 15) compares facilitating a

CoE with the mtackimgmio-ohe owi 6ddéboaiThis required
who enabled children in the c| aisgsthetright bui I d
philosophical questions.

The dialogue from the first Community of Enquiry (CoE) became more of a discussion and a
swopping of per sonal stories and datdkenot p
dri ftwoodd ( hilp)matmno cleaO dir8ction due to lack of grounded

interventions from me as a facilitator. This is evident from the discussion between Ellen and

Sue:

Ellen When | was a little girl | really loved dolls and used to sleep with them, bu
get ol de rthein angnoored Now | likekyens.

Sue | agree with Ellen because they are starting to get boring because they s

their arms stretched out and do nothing.

On reflection, this discussion was not progressing towards any sense of truth as thergirls

just swopping their opinions about dolls. Philosophical dialogue differs from a conversation

or swopping of opinions as it requires a progress towards truth. Gardner (1995, p. 1) supports
this notion by saying t lo#e practiwe obd epnqueysasd thatafwa r d s
such progress i €ommunimayelod chhdEmejseirany i s nomer

sense the right questions become essential in the quest for truth.

In the fourth CoE | was beginning to get better at listeiingnd recognising potentially
philosophical topics and at making connectiohBe starting point for this CoE was the
discovery of the brother, Jack, by his sister Rose on the other side of the tunnel. She had to
face her own fears by walking through @mchanted wood to discover her brother had been

turned into a statue.
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Figure 5: The brother turned to stone

The children thought independently of questions ifaigued them about figure &d wrote
their questions down on a piece of paper. They discussed their questions in pairs and the
class took a vote for the question that appealed to them. The question voted for in the CoE

was O6Who turned the brot hiscussionnt o st one? Thi s

Ellen: | think it was the mother because | think that she was a witch and lived in th
house in the forest. So, | think the mother was a witch and the mother turn
him into stone. And | think that she made gpcial tunnel for them and like
other people came in and she turned them to wolves and the wolves and Li
Red Riding Hood and the Fox, she turned them into trees. If you look in th
story the fox is looking down on her and the hedgehog and thaklithias the
mot herds plan because she was poi

Teacher: Who would like to respond to Ellen?

Lee | think the person who turned the brother into stone was the father because
dondt see the f at her .oldthd mothdr io pdintin the
direction of the tunnel, | ike EII ¢

sister turn into stone when she stepped over the line into the tunnel?

Sue I think the sister didnot btotherwasi nt
power ful, even though she didndot ¢
mean you dondét | ove each other. I
stone.

At this point | was beginning to listen more carefully to potential philosophical concepts that

could be discussed and | began to ask better questions that opened up the discussion.



Teacher: | am curious to know what you mean by the wove. What makes love, love
Brent: | think it is the way a person feels and their emotions.

Ellen: I agree with Brent, itdés | i ke a d
Teacher: Is love just an emotion?

Tessa: | think that love is more than an emotion.

It is a decision you make to love other people.

CoE 3: 1September 2011

The dialogue that emerged from this CoE had more depth than the first CoE as | was
becoming better at asking the right questions. Good philosophical questions are essential in a
CoE as they push for depth in an enquiry (Gardb®85 p. 1). An example of a question

that 1 s beginning t o aamucsrious fodmow whatydulméan bys t h e
t he wor drhi$type of guesfion requires substantiation bechase asking Jackie to

give reasons for her answer. This involves nroeignitive thinking because it requires

| earners to think about their reasoning. Th
examine our lives and not just accept the viewstbérs or rely on our solitatme di at i ons 6
(Fisher, 1998, p. 2).

A philosophical question is not only an opemded question buiroblematicalor &6 cr ac k s
opend (&kenneadydy2012, p . 104.) the meaning of
makes love, o e ? 0 (Kennedy & Kennedy, 2012, p . 10
beliefs about sel f and how the world shoul
encourages reflection on our everyday language (e.g. categorisations) and experiences that

connectwi h what preoccupies | earnersdéd (Haynes a
possible to connect the childrends world to

living experience.

It took time to start asking the right philosophical questitihat pushed for depth. This
transcript provides evidence of me beginning to ask better questions in order to open up an
enquiry. In the final CoE we talked about top dogs and underdag$ became more skilled

as a facillitator the children also becammore skillful at engaging in philosophical dialogue

and not just conversation for the sake of conversation.
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Teacher: So who do you think the top dog and underdog were in the story?

Anton: | think the top dog was the mother because none of this would have happ
she didndét send them out. And th
top dog and then it was Rose.

Teacher: Can you elaborate on that?
Anton: use First t he theyhabkedaliste toyher bedagse she is the
dog. Then Jack is yelling at Ros

he goes into the tunnel, like brave and then she goes into the tunnel an
him, which makes her top dog. So | thingatlld change any time being top d
and underdog. It can change not in months but in a few minutes.

Teacher: Would anyone like to agree or disagree with Anton?

Ellen: I agree with Anton because it wou
them out. | also agree witAnton because you can be top dog and it cc
change in a few minutes. Like Jack and Rose. He was the top dog at firs
then became the top dog after tha-
tunnel. At the end the mother was the undefdagc ause she d
was going on with Jack and Rose.

Teacher: Is there perhaps another point of view?

Tessa: | agree with Ellen and Anton. First Jack was the top dog because he was t
Rose around. Rose became the top dog because she saved Jack. Batkil

and Rose became friends and they both became the middle dogs.

CoE 6: 28 September

The | earners6 dialogue is far richer i n thi
evident in the sophisticated dialogue between Ellen and Anton. Anton reesdghat the

position of topdog is transient and that we all play the role of a topdog and an underdog at

di fferent stages in our |ives. EI'len buil d
then Tessa introduces a Theehidrec arenno Bmeér warking a 6 mi
in binary opposites and their dialogue displays a more complex understanding of power
relationships. This is in comparison to CoE 1 where their concepts of boys and girls were
fairly black and whitewavridd$ throutrhedl!l ( Ggrrdmgere,
partly due to my lack of facilitation. CoE 4 showed some progress towards truth was made as
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the children began to engage in phil&sophic

Kennedy 2012, p. 104)thecn c ept of o6what makes | ove, | ove

Their philosophical discussions were becoming deeper as | was becoming better at guiding
them with my questions and asking them to elaborate on their answers by qudst®onsd C a n
you el aborwWhat odothat?mMean by that?606 6Can

provide them with opportunities to agree or

depthdé in their responses. I was makghng a s
|l istening to philosophical concepts and aski
was | earning to relingenghi cendrwiltlandhéeclhin

My major research finding in relation to my pedagogy is that implemeR#@/P4C and

Critical literacyin the Community of Enquiry required more than following the scripted steps

but a fundamenthkeinsdgifh t he é6wawgskddsaribed.sIin Gee (
facilitating a CoE | had to let go of a particular type istdurse and acquire a new discourse.

I di scovered over the period of nine weeks
ot her o

It began with a process of reconceptualising power and democracy in the classroom by letting
go of my preconceived ideaf the outcomes of each lesson. It also involved learning to trust
the children with the decision making processes in my class such as asking them to be
involved in the everyday decisions that affect them. | began to learn to listen more
attentively towhat children wanted to discuss so that they could bring their-potiical

worlds into the classroom. It started me thinking more carefully about the questions | asked
children that would invite them to talk about their lives and experiences ragmesthut them

down.

Linked to this finding is a secondary finding that relates to my conception of child. My pre
service teacher training was greatly influenced by the developmental theory of Jean Piaget
who posited that children are not capable of ralsstthinking and therefore incapable of
formal operations under the age of nine. | discovered that children are indeed capable of
critical and creative thinking, and therefore abstract thinking. This was evident in CoE nine
were the children conductedvaery sophisticated discussion of the concept of a top dog,
underdog and middle dog that involved a high level of abstract thought. This traditional
epistemology of child has resulted in limiting children and what they are capable of doing

which has restled i n a 6 s an iHaynes & dMurres RO1R,ipcib) in mp  (
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classroom. This has forced me teenaaluate my pedagogy and, critically reconfigure power
relations in my classThis finding leads to the next section of my data analysis which
explores how the children engaged with philosophical @nitical literacy topics in the

Community of Enquiry.
43 The Chi IndagesmandveithCatical L iteracy

The focus of this section iso explore how the learners in my class engaged with
philosophical andritical literacytopics in the CoE using the stimulus of a picture book. One

of my primary aims in implementing these two approaches to literacy was to create a space

for the social ad political life worlds of the children in my classroom to emerge so that they
could | ear nortdo amrde atdh & hweo,ml 7d & wa(tédrtoeexpereence 1 9 7 2 «
what Vasquez (2004, 4) meant when she wrote th@ataritical literacycurriculumneeds to

be lived. It arises from the social and political conditions that unfold in communities in
which wenltcwveating this space for childrenbd
number of themes emerged during this research project, whittbeviunpacked in this

section of the research report.

4.31 Gender Stereotypes Challenging Assumptions

One of the powerful findings was the way in which the CoE created a space for children to

talk about their social and political worlds. This classl been together since grade 0 and

what was evident in the Socratic dialogue with each other was that they had certain unspoken
6taken for granteddé assumptions and gender s
a generalisation or assumptioratipeople make of all members of a group, based on an

image (often wrong) about what people in that group are Tidele 6 below is a broad

overview ofthe assumptions that were madel challenged, by the children.
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Table 6:

Assumptions made andchallenged

CoE | Assumption: Challenge:
One | All girls like dolls (Shawn) | Not all girls like dolls, some girls are tomboys
(Angela.
Some boys like dolls but they would not admit
(Terence).
Two | Boys and girls cannot wor Girls could beanother friend to play with (Ben).
together (Ben). One day you may marry a girl and have bal
(Angeld.
Girls and boys can work well together and
friends (Chantal).
It is good to work with boys because if you do
get along with them you will never understand w
boys are made of (Ellen).
Girls like dresses, makap,| Some gi r | s €ip, and dreskes, ketb
Four | dancing, netball, an{ and homework (Lee).

homework (Chantal).

lik

goes

Boys are strong and

go
(grandmothers) , rugby ar

sports,

Disney Extreme
(Anton).

Some rl s t ombo

(Kirsten).

gi ar e

Some girls like to play soccer and rugby too (Elle

Girls would never go down
tunnel they are not thg

adventurous (Ben).

Some girls likeadventure like camping. (Susan).

Some boys | ike girls

(Amy, Ellen and Lionel).

Boys are unkind and girls al
kind (Lee).

Boys and girls are just the same inside even if

look different on the outside (Ellen).
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Girls arecalm (Lee). Girls are not always calm and boys are not alw
rough and bossy. (Anton)

Girls and boys are almost the same but a |
different (Ellen).

Some girls have bad personalities and some

have bad personalities.

It is evident from column one that the children had constructed girls andirb@ysinary
opposites. These binary opposites are reductionist because they diminished male and female
into broad stereotypes. These stereotypes do not acknowledge the dynmgdldduman

nature. Stereotypes also build a barrier between people and do not encourage authentic
relationships. It is evident from this table that this is the lens through which the children had

been viewing each other.

The following table provides summary of the ways in which the children constructed each

other through stereotypical lenses.

Table 7: Constructions ofgender
How girls are constructed How boys are constructed
1 Girls like dolls, dresses, maks, 1 Boys are strong and like sportgp
dancing, netball, and homework. goes rugby, soccer and Disng
1 Girls like long hair. Extreme.
1 Girls will get married and have babieg 1 Boys like adventure.
1 Girls like to stay inside and read book 1 Boys are rough.
1 Girls are calm. 1 Boys are ukind, bossy and mean.
1 Girls are kind.
Tablepr ovi des a summary of the chil d@l¥0@s cons
172) refers to these constructions as oOoways

values, beliefs, attitudes, and soctEntities, as well as gestures, glances body positions and
clothe® . Girls are seen to like dolls, dresses, mage dancing, netball and homework.
They have longpair; they get married and have babies. Girls prefer to stay indoors and read

books and i@ kind. Boys are perceived to be strong and like spgotgjoes rugby, soccer
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and Disney Extreme. They are rough and like love adventure. Boys are unkind and bossy

and mean. Janks (2010, p. 58) has posited that these ways of thinking and undgrsfandi
truth (believing), and ethicsor(dvadmdnghe ainvt
(Freire, 1973).

4.3.2 Ways in which the children challenged each other

In the first CoE the children talked about the kinds of toys they liked to play \Bittawn

posited that all girls liked dollsAngelastrongly challenged him with the notion that not all

girls like dolls. Ellen supported this notion with an example from her own life world by

saying that when she was a little girl she preferred teddy lleatolls. Kirsten challenged

Shawn further by proposing that some girls were tomboys. Terence was the only boy to
challenge Shawn by proposing that boys could possibly like dolls, but would not admit to his

own liking of dolls. The childrerchallengede ach ot her 6s assumpti ons

bringing in examples of their own lifexperiences intthe discussion.

Haynes andMur ri s (2012, p . 128) have argued tha
disagreement as it enables opinions to be put to thetessubjected to critical scrutidy.

Fi sher (2008, p . 118) describes it as a pl
di fferencesd where different vi ewpoints can
seen in this transcript as the childrerpressed differences of opinion regarding their
constructions of gender. Shawn experienced moments of what Murris (2008, p. 354) would
define as o6disequilibriumé as chil d-deéine chal |
his concept of girl. Tence was the only boy whadvocated the notion that possibly some

boys liked dolls but would not admit it. The rest of the boys were noticeably silent. This is
interesting because over a period of time the boys became more vocal in their opinions and
even began challenging each other so that the CoE was not just reduced to a boy/girl debate

with boys supporting boys and girls supporting girls.

In the second CoE the issue of gender emerged spontaneously again but in a different way.

An argument eruptedne@ongst the children as Ben refused to work with a girl in his group,
when they had to discuss a dil emma. I stop
think boys should work with boys?5d The na

examined andiscussed in this enquiry. This is what transpired in this enquiry:

51



Teacher: Letds discuss the boy/girl thin

[{an]

Angela

Yes!!

Jessie: . .

Because boys and girls must learn to like each other so that they c
friends and if they are mean to each other they are just going to hurt
other.

Ben: . :

Theyshould be friends with each other so that they you can have an
friend.

Teacher: . .

What do the rest of you say? Do you think boys and girls should
together?

Ellen: Il think it is kind of nor mal 0 C (
to fight but we used to say sorry and have a lot of fun and work togeth
it is kind of possible.

Angela . o .
| think we should because um, one day a boyaagull will get married and
wi || obviously have children an
didndot | i ke each other then we w

Lionel:

I think we should work together with girls because if boys sit toge
sometimes they talk &ach other.

CoE 2: 17 August 2011

In CoE 2 Ben was challenged by two of his classmates including boys. Ben proposed that
girls and boys should work together because a girl is another option for an extra friend and
Jessie and Ellen supported this notion. Lionel said boys and girls should gietdggcause
if boys sit together in class they will talk to each oth&ngela who was vehemently

52



opposed to the notion dh girls should play with doljsarticulated the stereotypical notion
that boys and girls should work together because they wdlday get married and have
children. She is also providingw@ature and practicaiew of relatiorships between boys and

girls.

In CoE 4 Chantal began the philosophical enquiry by answering the philosophical question
60what makes a giaboyYy & gl nl thebchildren Bupfibreey their
arguments once again with examples that came out of their own life worlds. These examples
consisted of girls liking makap and dresses and Disney and boys liking cricket, soccer,
gogos and Disney extremd& his was taken up by Anton with his description of a boy who is

060strong, | i kes spor exreme dbigwaechallengedhybege. and Di s

Lee: I would | ike to disagree with Ch
makeup anddresses and stuff. | actually disagreéts of girls in this class
dondét | i ke these things.

Angela Well, | kind of agree and kind of disagree because some girls in the cla:
girly girls and some girls are tomboys. Most girls do like dressesnaaiceup
and all of that.

This dialogue opened up space for Lee to

2012, p. 136) Chantal, Ell en and Antonds con

for further thoughtful discussion:

Ellen: | disagree and agree because some girls are tomboys and some af¢

girls, but some girls are Hretween.
Teacher: What do you think makes a girkbetween. Can you explain this to us?

Ellen: We | | some girl s | i-k«panddessesgsywell as
playing cricket .

Angela: Like Rose in the story of The Tunnel. She b ent we e n-giar 16
a tomboy because she wanted to stay inside reading a book, but sh

into this tunnel she hardly knows because she is adventurous.

Ben | want to disagree with Angelaecause you know a girl would never
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into a tunnel.
Teacher  Are you saying girls are not adventurous?
Ben: Yes, they are but not into crazy places like that.

Sue | want to disagree with you Ben, because every holidmydamping.

CoE 4: 7 September 2011

From this transcript it is evident that the children began to explore the discourses of the
concept of o6girl . o They pl-abgedeent a o6hembady
6girly girl féormBenenemanaoakdd in his notion
that girl s lutrmtinckhxyglaceulikeahatt 6 Thi s st at ement
extreme dissaproval from the girls. Sue contested his notion of girls not being that
adventurous with an example from her own life of enjoying adventurous things like camping,

bringing her own life world experience intloe conversation.

The dialogue developed further on its own accord as the children began to contest the way
Anthony Browne, the author of the Tunpdlad constructed the boy and girl Tihe Tunnel
(1989. They recognised the gendsereotypes in thexe

Lee: | think ArthonyBrowne saw Rose as very calm and not upset about tr
she is just calm. | think AmbnyBrowne saw Jack as a mean boy.

Teacher: Do you think that is true?

Ellen: Girls can be mean and bossy too. Some boys can be kind tbimk that
Anthony Browne wrote about his children. | think his daughter was a-g
girl and she always sat inside and read books. That is where he ge
ideas. He then mixed it up with another story to make it more interestin
| also think thatboys and girls are almost the same and some girls have
personalities and some boys have bad personalities. Some girls are kil
some boys are kind. They are almost the same but a little different.

Anton | think the book he made is nice but he dot make the characters so nict
because girls are not always calm and boys are not always so roug
noisy.

CoE 4: 7 September 2011
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What is evident in this dialogue is that the
ideas and concepts in the bobke Tunnelbnd they are beginning to recognise that binary
opposites are problematic. Ellen problematises the notion thatb®ysean and argues that

boys and girls are intrinsically the same with a few differences. Anton recognises the bias in
the book by recognising and O6problemati si ngad
poses the argument that not all girls aaénc (like Rose in the book) and not all boys are

rough and noisy (like Jack in the book).

In making thesebservations the children began to discern that no text is neutral and has a
certain amount of bias contained in them such as the construction oR®b3ack in the

story. Janks (2010 p . 97) points out t hat 6al l t ext s
means that the writer of a text holds a particular point of view, which has an effect on the way

they construct the text they are writing. Theldrien, by drawing on their own life
experiences, begin to realise that binaries set up a reductive way of constructing male/female

and boy/girl. They realise that they are more than their constructions of each other and that

they do, act and behave (G&89Q p. 172) beyond these narrow constructions of each other.
4.3.3 Ben and Shawn: Enacting change

The CoE created a space for the children to articulate their own interpretations of the world

and bring these into dialogue with othersintheclassd eni ng so this Oposit
researchers and ethnographers of their ever
As a result of dialogue the children were able to point out the inconsistencies in their
arguments and to be involved in collaborat Socratic discussion on issues that were

meaningful to them.

Indiabgue with eacibt aefrggrand teidléd rseredGse ot ypes, fo
had an opportunity to be scrutinised and challenged. This led to discovering the
transformative ptential (Haynesk Murris 2012, p. 5) of the Community ofri§uiry. For

many of the children, and in particular Ben and Shawn, the CoE provided a space for
transformation to occur. They were the main proponents of the gender stereotypes regarding
boys andgirls. In CoE 1 Shawn boldy claimed that all girls liked dolls. In CoEB&n

refused to work with girls. In CoE, 8en proposed that girls were not as adventurous as

boys. In each enquiry their peers challenged them on their prejudices.

55



The CoE prweided a place for sustained dialogue in a safe place that did not moralise or
condescend. This created a space for change in Ben and Shawn as their assumptions were
challenged by their peers. In the CoE they began to critically think about their owamghin

and assumptions. In doing so Shawn and Ben had to examine the nature of their prejudice.

In challenging each other the children engaged in critical thinking by redefining the concept

of a O6boyd6é and a oO6girl 6 amdo6t hmatgitrieroa wvbeorye
they became O6creators of | anguage rather the
p. 169)

This is evident in the final enquiry were the children gave feedback on what the CoE meant

to them. Shawn and Ben commehtm their learning:

Ben: | actually learnt a lot from this like | always thought boys were stronger than boys but

now | know some girls are stronger

Shawn Some girls are stronger than boys like Tessa is for some reasatherreason is

stronger than Terence. She just acts like another boy

In recognising this Shawn and Ben recognised that they had limited constructions of girls
which did not describe the fullness of their lives. The CoE created a space that enabled Ben
and Shawrto engage criticallyith concepts and takeior-granted assumptions about each

other.

4.4  The Childrend Engagenentwith Philosophical Topics

Fisher (2008, p . 107) has defined pyrand osoph
Bowkett (2004, p. 15)has posited that philosophy builds higher order thinking skills and
problem solving capabilitiesHamman and Eheverria (cited by Biesta, 201@8. 139 have

el aborated further by saying that O6the devel
trough the interaction between four Okey el e
creative thinki ng,In tlsnsdction gexplorelghe kely icomdeptsnaf . 6
creative, critical, collaborative and caring thinking in relation to thelcrd r en6s engag e |

philosophical dialogue.
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4.4.1 Creative thinking

Creative thinking has been defined by Fisher
ideas, suggeshypothesisesnd | ook f or alternative planso
characteristics of creative thinkilgt he abi |l ity to make new conn
the shoes of others, using imagination, problem creating, considering alternatives and other
possibiities and multimo d a | expressions of thought. 0 For
I wi | | use Murrisé (2011) and Fi sher 6s (20
thinking. (see appendiX f o r Murrisdo table of Chinkinngi c al ,
Skills/dispositions).

In CoE 2 TheTunnelwas read to the children up to the juncuture where the brother crawled
down the tunnel and left his sister waiting for him. A moral dilemma was posed to the
children &é6Shoul d t h enddindhér érothemgoo shallo she gothbmee t u n

and call her parents? This is how the enquiry began:

Ben: | thinks she should go down the tunnel because there are lots of e

things down there like vampires, witches and superheroes.

Terence  She shouldhot go down there because what if he got hurt or there w

crocodile chasing hifm

Brent: She shoul dnot go there because

crocodile? She should go and tell her mom.

Anton: She should go and fetch her brothetsh at she doesnbé
with her mother.

Shawn I think that usually in tunnel

anyone to get the treasures so they like make booby traps or somethir

Lionel: Maybe they put mouse traps and he haddea and he got caught in or
and his sister didndét hear it a
fears?

Ben: What if the tunnel is full of sweets?
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Roars of laughter from the class

Angela She should go down the tunnel because the tunhdl f sweets.

CoE 2: 17 August 2011

It is evident in this transcript that the children are expressing their creativity by using their
imaginations for playful speculation. In hypothesising what could happen if Rose crawled
down the tunnel they anglaying with ideas. The first possibility was posed by Ben who
imagined that the tunnel might be an exciting place full of vampires, witches and super
heroes, thus drawing on his rich imagination and the influence of current popular fiction that
he has ben exposed to. Terence, Brent and Anton posed an alternative possibility and
argued that Rose should not go down the tunnel because a crocodile might chase her. This
argument is based on thinking about consequences to actions. Anton built on thismargume
as he considered the possibiltity that Rose would get into trouble with her mother if she did
not fetch her brother. Anton was considering the virtues of responsibity and accountability in
his argument. According to Fisher (2008. 88) creative thirkg and moral thinking are

linked because they both encourage imaginative reasoning. Anton introduced a moral
consequence to Roseb6s dil emma. Thi s i ndi c
ideas and expressing originality by presenting nevasddde also displays the skill of

building on the ideas of others.

In addition to creative thinking in dialogue the children created their own picturebooks to
resolve Roseds dil emma. I n creating their o
children engaged in muHinodal expressions of thought such as art and creative wiorg.

the purpose of this study | will briefly describe three different picture b(sses appendix 3

for full copies of the picturebooks). What is striking about ake¢hof these picturebooks

their aesthetic value Kant (as cited by Fisher, 2008,
of the i magination which induces much thoug

concepts and ideas of what they envidifgy in the tunnel.
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Figure 6: The Art Tunnel by Brent

Brent created a picturebook call&tde Art Tunnel,which relates to his interests becaumse
enjoys art and drawingIn The Art Tunnethe sister discovered paint brushes, canvas, art
room and a box filled with magic. Rose and her brother fell down a hole and she drew on the

magical power of art to rescue him and they escaped the tunnel and went home to eat lunch.

Ben wrote a pictuteook calledTheHaunted Tunnellt was an action packed thriller with a

multitude of super heroes.
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Figure 7: The Haunted Tunnel by Ben

Jack (the brother) crawls down the tunnel to find an-imam fighting a dragon.

Figure 8: The Haunted Tunnelcontinued

A superhero called Thor saves the brother from a shark. Jack also met the Hulk as well as

Ninjas and Elephant Cheetahs. His picturebook was full of action and superheroes and
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reflected his interest in superheroes. Jack and Rose eventuapeestd are chased by a

giant crab. They arrive home in time for dinner.

Figure 9: The Haunted Tunnelby Ellen

InEllendbs book Rose meets a wi-ltemhRosemeetstavampire Jac
and he bites her and she turns into a vampliee story has a happy ending as she marries

the vampire and they live happily ever after and Jack becomes the greatestesapmrer.
Tessads book reflects her i nterest in the

vampires and witches thatdsrrently on circuit.

The children demonstrated creative thinking in their picturebooks by the creative content and
col our ful il lustrations. They creatively r¢
incorporated their socioultural worlds. In their colourful picturebooks the children brought

their peer play life into the official school world by writing about popular cultural symbols

such as supdreroes, Ninjas, vampires and witches. Dyson (1997, p. 2) calls this their
6cul tur alindomgso thedhilrenaerptbred their social roles and social identities

in the world(Fisherkeller, 1995; Jenkins, 1992; Moss, 1989, as cited by Dyson, 1997, p. 4).

In the stories they wrote it seems that children all have a desire for adventuestiang

power, freedom of choice (autonomy), power and love.
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4.4.2 Critical and Caring T hinking

Robert Enni s, a pioneer of the critical t hi
reasonable, reflective thinking that is focused on deciding what bel i eve or dod¢
Fisher, 2008, p. 30). The transcript below from CoE 5 provides evidence of the children
becomingnatdgcommu e as Sharp, 199% p. 6)S kot thetsake af claéty |

have explained their chain of reasoning ahdoafter each speaker.

Teacher: What makes a super hero a super he(ofitial question)

Ben His abilities like flying, laser eyes and camouflage. He can turn into any
and stuff like that.(Explaining and defining)

Kirsten | kind of agree andlisagree. What makes a superhero a super hero is tha
do not have to have powers to be a super hero, it just matters how strot
are. Even if you do not you think you are one you might be(Arguing by
analysing, contrasting and justifying.)

Kristin: | agree with Kirsten because not everybody is like strong, they may be
(Analysing by comparing and contrasting.

Class: Roar with laughter
Angela Wel | |l donét really think that t
'S smart in their own way and ma

are good at something else like running or swimmi(guing from a
particular instance to a generarule).

Shawn | think a nerd is when you wear glasses and you study too much and yot
everything and you always wear glasses. That is what | call a |
(Explaining and defining a nerd by clarifying and illustrating the meaning).

Ben | would like to disagree with Shawn because my brother wears glasses an
not a nerd because he is strong and he picks me up by my shirt. And all n
brothers study but (Justifyiegby giving an exampée a
from his own life).

Lionel | think super heroes can be made from nerds because Captain America
little skinny guy and he wore glasses and they said we need a super hero
he signed up and there were all these strong men and they picked him
put him in water andhat made him strong and they turned him into Cap

America. (Arguing from a particular point of view by comparing and
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justifying from an example from popular culture).

Tandy I donodt really think calling som
Because Shawn is kind of calling Lionel a nerd because Lionel is smatrt &
wears gl asses. So | donodt t hi nk
people just want to get a good grade and a good job. And what Kirsten
am sorry but  am goinpot have to disagree wit
superher o means you have to be stro
but she had to fight her fears.
brother. | think she would be a super hemcause she is the one who sa'
her brother. I't i sndt | ust Rose
other people.

(Arguing by justifying by giving supporting reasons for her answer,
analysing and contrasting it by giving an example from the boodk

Angela | agree with Tandy. | think that it is not just the people who have muscle
are super heroes. It is also about caring for others. It is not about strengt
about actually caring for others(Providing further justification for the

definition of a superhero).

CoE 5: 21 September

Three things emerge from the analysis of this transcript. The first is that the children were

devel oping concept s. Splitter and Sharp (19
coll ators of our t hought s aanscripteshows havwg thev e hi ¢
children are o6defining, classifying, and ext

2008, p. 32) in dialogue with each other.

The first one to classify and define the concept of a superhero was Ben who posited that a
supehero should have qualities that include super powers such as the ability to fly, have laser
eyes and camouflage. His argument supported the current popular cultural and literacy view
that superheroes have super powers, laser eyes and camouflage. pfosidad a counter
argument to Bends definition of apoweusghatr her o
make a superhero but also physical strength. Kristin provided a binary concept of a nerd to
the dialogue that added more fuel to the enquikggela problematised the concept of a nerd

by saying she did not believe there was such a thing as a nerd and that everybody had a talent.
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Shawn picked up on the concept of a nerd and argued that a nerd wore glasses and liked to
study. Ben was quick foick up on his las and challenged him with tipersonal example of

his brother who wears glasses but was not a nerd because he is strong. Lionel extended the
argument by saying that even superheroes such as Captain America started off as skinny. By
refining their ideas of what constitutes a superhero, the children are engaging and developing
higherorder thinking skills. Being part of a discussion enables the children to become aware
of the complexity of concepts and recognise what Splitter and Shagb,(p. 9) define as

60t he grey bet ween Whatemelgésaronk theadiscussionhis thag thed

concept of a superhero had multiple meanings and interpretations.

The second thing that emerges in this portion of the transcript is that theechake learning
to exercise judgement by challenging each by
are demanding reasons for their answers. According to Lipman, strengthening judgement is a

central aim of P4C (cited in Fisher, 2008, p. 33 not her word for judge

eval uati ono. Wh at the children were exerci s
otherdés ideas. Critical evaluation is the I
taxonomy of thinkings ki | I s ( Fi sher, 2008, p . 33) . The |

to provide arguments and counter arguments and present examples to show reasoning to

defend their point of view.

The third aspect that emerges from analysis of this transcrigt &ttt Tandyods t hi
transcended from just exploring and classifying the concept of a super hero. She engaged in

omull agi cal thinkingé (Fisher, 2008, p.31), v
point of view. She is showing famindednessand intellectual integrity by recognising

Shawndés dogmatism in his definition of a ne
point of view. She displays O6caring thinki
linking of emotions with thinkipg 6 ( Fi sher . 2008, p . 31) . She

Lionel. Tandy also conceptualised a moral ideal to the concept of a superhero. She defined a
hero as someone who has inner strength such

encouage other people.

4.4.3 Collaborative Thinking

Murris (2011) has defined coll aborative thir

point of view, contributing constructively, turn taking, detecting similarities and differences
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and following ttet enquiry where it may | ead?o. Spl i
hypothesised that it is through collaboration in the CoE that the disposition of
6reasonabl enes s idacdoserstonelotPd@. at ed, whi ch

In CoE § the children put their heads together and in small groups discussed their concept of
a top dog and an underdog to clarify the meaning of this concept. They presented their

findings to the rest of the class. This is one of the discussions that ememethdrgroup

discussion:

Angela: In our group we discussed that the top dog is like the leader of every
and the underdog is like a tiny ant. For example the top dog is the
and he just bullies the underdog. The top dog dresses nice.

Terence : | would like to disagree with Angela because sometimes the top dog «
really nice and the underdog can be really mean.

Ellen: | just want to disagree with Terence because he said the underdog ¢
mean but | do not really think so because the uthaigijust follows wha
the top dog says because he is scared of the top dog.

Chantal: | think the top dog is sometimes mean because | guess the top dog w
the popular one and like sometimes the popular one can be rude and

Lee: | actually agee with Terence that the underdog gets jealous of the tog
and is mean to him. Sometimes | am the top dog and sometimes |
underdog.

Amy: I woul d just l i ke to say about
being bossytothetopddgo e s n6t it make t he

Anton: I drew a scale from top dog to

see the top dog as the leader and makes things happen. The middle
the one who gives ideas and listens and the underdesgnsone wh(
follows. And that is the way | see it because you can get a middle do
say me | am not the top dog. | have my own opinion and | do not h:

follow the top dog all the time.
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Ellen: | agree with Anton because you can be the top dabitacan change in
few minutes. Li ke Jack (in the
scared to go into the tunnel. And then what happened was that Rose
Jack and she became the top dog. But then Jack and Rose became

and they beame the middle dogs.

CoE 6: 27 September

In this short dialogue children engaged in a discussion to establish a collective understanding
of power by exploring the concept of the top dog and underdog. Angela argued that the top
dog is the leader, is a lbypand dresses well while the underdog is a tiny and weak. This is a
common and perhaps stereotypical view of power. In using this analogy she was presenting
two binary opposites around the concept of power. She saw the top dog as powerful and the
undedog as weak. Terence provided a counter argument by problematising this binary
concept and providing an alternative point of view of the top dog being nice and the underdog
being mean.Ellen provided another counter argument by positing that the ungléotlows

the top dog because he is afraid of the top dog. In her argument she supported the notion of a
bully being the top dog and the underdog being fearful and a follower. Chantal supported
this notion by saying the top dog is the popular persone daintered her argument by
saying that the top dogs and underdogs are interchangeable positions and that sometimes
these positions can change and one can change position from being a top dog to an underdog.
Amy challenged the community of enquirers evemnher by supporting the notion of power
being fluid and changing as she asked the qu
the underdog become the top dog?b5o Out of t
breaks the two binary concemtfsa top dog and underdog and introduced a new concept of a
middle dog. Tessa related this concept to the StbeyTunnelnd draws on the analogy of

Rose and Jack whose positions alternate in the story. Initially Jack is the top dog and Rose is
the urderdog because she is afraid. Through the action of saving Jack, Rose became the top
dog. She developed it even further by saying when they become friends they become middle
dogs. The hypothesis is that the act of friendship levels the playing fiekteatds an equal
relationship of power. Through philosophical dialogue Tessa engages more deeflzavith

Tunnel
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As the dialogue developed so did the quald.@
sophisticated as tdeas?n chlabordtive dialoguedhe tedrners weree r 6 s
cultivating the social disposition of reasonableness (Splitter and Sharp, 1995) by giving
reasons for their answers. The engaged in collaborative dialogue and showed respect by
saying ol a g rTehee ya nwde rdei staagkrieneg. 6i nt o account e
feelings by building on each otherdds ideas
the children actively listening to each other as each child contributed to the dialogue so did
their oncepts of the top dog and underdog evolve and develop. Initially Tessa subscribed to

the concept of the top dog being mean and the underdog being weak and a follower. By the
end of the dialogue there is evidence of change in her point of view. Shevéetges that

the position of a top dog can shift and change. She relates her thinking back to the story of
Jack and Rose who become friends thesetbey become middle dogs. Tessahowing

evidence of a willingness to be reasoned with.
4.4.4 Ellen -The unexpected consequences of implementing the CoE

In the final week of school the children received the good news, passed down by the Head of
Department (HOD), that there would be no homework that week. This was met with great
jubilation and celebration byy class who anticipated a week of freedom in the afternoons.

Their jubilation was shottived as my HOD changed her mind in the middle of the morning

She camento my classroom to tell me that the children would be receiving homework that
week as thewtill needed to be kept busy after school. As anticipated the children did not
receive the news very well. They were genuinely angry with me for changing my mind.
When | explained to them that it was not my decisiohtba decision of the HOD, Ellen
jumped out of her chair, before | could stop
decision for homework that weelEllend s compl ai nt was not met Wwi
the HOD. The HOD was outraged that a child could dare to challenge h&iode&llen

and | had to face the consequences of challenging her and were severely reprimanded by the
HOD.

Several lessons emerged out of this experience. Unfortunatiely had to face the negative
consequences of challenging authority without tligk On the positive side Ellemon the

respect of her peers, especially the boys, for her courage to face authority over an unfair act.
One of B e n 6 $ actuatiynearatra ios from thi® like | always thought boys were
stronger than girls but nAmwgdl & noovikedtemiee dg i & |
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had the guts to go to Mrs B to complain about the homework. No other boy had the guts to
do thato.

The children were empowered and transformed through the pedagogy of the Community of
Enquiry. They were treated with respect and experienced a symmetrical relationship with me
the teacher and became 6éequal compa&oelR,pens i n
3) where their opinions were listened to and respected. They developed a growing sense of
autonomy. Autonomy is indicated by evidence of a child thinking for themselves, for
example in taking a minority viewpoint or challenging the viewpoirdtbérs. Fisher (1998,

p . 85) argues that o6children are autonomous
truly their own. o They | earnt to argue and
point of view. This was evident in the mamnnn which they were able to agree or disagree

and took responsibility for their own opinions in dialogue. They also experienced a small
taste of democracy. According to Fisher (

understanding across differenadpinions through genuine dialogue

45 Conclusion

Their experience of democracy did not translate into the broader environment of the school.
What | learned from this experience is that the CoE is a pedagogy that cannot be contained in

a classroomait cultivates a way of thinking critically and creatively about the world that

spills into every area of school life. The carefully nurtured democracy that the children had
experienced in my class unfortunately was an ideal that they did not expenieticer areas

of school life. | learned that | had not prepared my children to deal with power relationships
outside the classroom in a responsible manner. The children had begun to learn a different
discourse during the course of nine weeks whereltheyst ened t o and chall e
thoughts and ideas. In these discussions they became more aware of their thinking and the
operation of power relations. What | had not prepared the children for was how to be heard in

an undemocratic environment. hid not mediated the transition for them effectively. |

learned in order to implement this type of pedagogy it was necessary to mediate the process

of acquiring a voice and becoming responsible in the practi outworking of t
story highlighed this for me. | had taught them about fire but had not taught them how to
respectfully deal with fire. In the future when | implement this type of pedagogy into the
classroom | will follow the example of Vivian Vasquez (2004) and prepare the chitaren t

deal responsibly and respectfully with power relationships.
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Chapter Five
Conclusion and Discussion
51 Introduction

In the concluding chapter | return to the primary motivation for conducting this resdarch
move away from theé a ut o n o mo (Bseet,nlO8} ef Itedching literacy to teaching
literacy from an ideological model where literacy is contextualised within a cultural and

social paradigm.

| had two broad aims in implementing Critical Literacy and Philosophy for Children. Firstly

| wanted to enrich my literacy teaching by adopting a more democratic and collaborative
model of teaching literacy through the pedagogy of the Community of Enquiry (CoE). |

al so wanted to explore what Vivian Valsquez
literacy needs to be livedt arises from the social and political conditions that unfold in

communities in which we |iveo.

Secondly, from the childrends perspectives |
than the cognitive skill of being Bbto read and write, but also a way in which they could
examine and critique their worlds. Thus, | was interested in the ways in which they would
engage critically and philosophically to a well known picturebaol, h e  T(198by | 6

Anthony Browne.

My third aim was to explore if | could use the CoE as a pedagogy for Critical Literacy, since
it had no prescribed method.

5.2  Reflections m the findings

The question that gui ded this research was,
Philosophy for Chdren are implemented in my Grade three classroom? | narrowed down

this very broad question to the following short questions:

1 How did implementing Critical Literacy (CL) and Philggty for Children (P4C), in
the Community of Bquiry change my teaching?
How did the children engage with Critical Literacy topics

How did the children engage with philosophical topics?
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5.21 How the Implementation Changed my Teaching

One of the aims of this research was to explore my growth as a teacher while implementing
these two approaches to literacy. A logical extension of implementing this intervention was

to reflect on my own teaching. Indoingsolwaa ki ng &épower Omo(rHea yancecso L
& Murris, 2012, p. 118).

The major research finding in relation to mydeiag was that implementing P4C and CL in
the Coe required more than following the scripted steps that | had read about but required a

fundamental shift in thdiscourse (Gee, 199@s traditional teacher.

Firstly, | had to reconceptualise my notions dgmocracy and powen the classroom.
Dewey (1990 P. 93) defined democracy O-joseda mod

communi cated experiencebo. Haynes and Murri s
coll aborati ve wher en thehngivideal and model recageitioreahthér a s i s
diversity andavar i ety of stakehol ders. 6 This was
practically i mplement it. This involved | ea

with the everyday desions in the classroom that affected them, such as organising the

classroom for a CoE session.

Secondly, P4C required radically open listening that required me to be present to the moment

in order to tune into philosophically rich topics. Initially luggled to listen properly to the

children because | had a goal in mind. | was used to making all the decisions and steering
conversations in the way | thought they needed to go, which stopped me from really listening

to children. Inthe first CoElwarde t o i ntroduce a Critical Lii
the front cover of the book, what kind of r
traditional discourse as a teacher | had learnt to listen with a goal in mind. | struggled to let
goofte reins of control and allow the decisio
Murris, 2012, p. 51)

Thirdly, I learnt about the power of asking Socratic questions. Socratic questions require the
teacher not t oor téuth éhrolgh thaincluded casegueneesf q e st i ons 6
(Fisher, 1998, p. 146). They are ogerded, not closed and open up discussion. In CoE 1

the discussion | ackeatdiné&et idan fdamwdpolB)égdnmriip
because | did not ask the right philoba@al questions. When | began to ask the right
philosophical questions the discussions opened up and began to make progress towards truth
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(Gardner, 1995). The children began to bring up topics that related to thekcstoral

worlds. | learnt not dg to ask operended questions but questions that required the children

to substantiate their answers. As | began to ask the right questions | began to experience the
oransformative potential of the Community ohlgui ry. 6 ( Ha y(R0&3,p.and Ml
118).

One of the surprising findings of this research project was that | discovered that children are

far more capable than | thought. They easily engaged in critical and creative thinking in a
highly sophisticated manner, given the right environment. riijitional epistemology dhe

chil d was based on Pi-ghgtehldies arel rotvcapbbbepiabsiracta | t |
thinking under the age of nine. On reflection this had resulted in a limited view of children

and what they are capable ofdoing esul ti ng in a O6sanitised cul
2012, p. 15). I discovered that children are able to courageously explore topics about gender

and power that adults often steer clear of. These findings made-ewalvate my view of

children.

| also discovered that the CoE is not a pedagogy that can be contained in a classroom as it
cultivates a way of thinking critically and creatively about wstliat spills over into every

area of school life. | had exposed them to this powerful pedagogy that valued democracy and
freedom of speech that, unfortunately did not translate into every area of school life. | had

not prepared the children to cultivate voice that could be heard in an undemocratic
environment, as Vivian Vasquez (2004) had do
the importance of mediating this kind of transition carefully. | had exposed them to fire but

not how to respectfull deal with fire. | realised that this kind of pedagogy needs careful

mediation in the future.

Initially, Critical Literacy and Philosophy for Children seemed to be at odds with each other

and | kept trying to direct the enquiries towards critical litgrqgestions. But, as | let go of

my agenda, the children naturally brought up Ciritical Literacy questions into the Tfy.

began hinking philosophicallya b out concept s agrtagirlansl aldbowd at ma
b oy ? 6 openéchup €lguestions ora much more sophisticated level. | did not have to
moralise or direct the discussions. The children began to challenge each other about their

0t aforgr ant edd norms and stereotypes. Thinki

them a reflective metatance that enabled them to critique their own worldviews.
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5.2.2 The Children6 Engageament in Critical Literacy T opics

One of the powerful findings of the CoE is that it created a safe space for the children to
articulate their own interpretations dfet world and to critique them. This was important
because, 6Reading the world always precedes
continuallyr eadi ng the waqpBX6 (Freire, 1972a

The most popular subject that the children brought upth@subject of gender. What was
surprising is that although they had known each other since grade O, their discussions
revealed that they had viewed each other through the reductionist lenses of gender
stereotypes. | n S o c eliaf$ anadassimpadnsowgne ehallengdd endc h i |
scrutinised by their peers. In challenging each other they engaged in a critique of their own
worlds and had to rdefine their concepts of what it means to be a boy or a girl. They
discovered that there were mt i pl e ways of O0beingd (Gee, 1
provided a space for changgarticularly for Shawn and Ben. In critical discussion they had

toredef i ne their concepts of O0boysé and &6girl s

They also began to discern that no text is neutrmll@y began to problematise the way Jack
was constructed in the bodke Tunnel.In making this powerful observation the children

began to discern that no text is neutral.

Il n engaging in Critical Literacyseaohprsand t he
ethnographers of thi r ever yday INixone200d, p.(1Cx askthey hega&to

research their own soemu | t ur al wor |l ds. In doing so thi
pot ent i @mdmunityfof Eiguirne Haynes,& Murris, 2012,p. 5). They also became

6creators of | anguage rather than consumer s
5.2.3 The Childrend Engagenent with Philosophical Concepts

The children engaged in three elements of philosophical thinking, collaboratestive,

critical and caring thinking.

I n the second CoE 3 they examined a dil emma
her brother or should she go home and call
engaged i n cr e aneiating ideash suggé&sting gypothgsis and éoking for
alternative plansdé (Fisher, 2008, p 161).
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over the dilemma. In doing so they engaged in moral thinking as they had to consider the

virtues of respasibility in their arguments.

The children utilised mukimodal expressions of thought using art and creative writing to
resolve Roseds dil emma. -dulturalsworjals t@ be iexgpressed s p a c €
in the form of art and creative writng hey i ncl uded their Ocul tur a
2) in their stories, populacultural symbols such as superoes, Ninjas, vampires and

witches.

In addition to creative thinking the children engaged in critical thinking by problematising

their eveyday concepts of a superhero in CoE 5. They had-tefiae their concepts of a
super hero by recognising what Splitter and
black and whité . This enabled them to see that concepts have multiple int&tipres and
interpretations of concepts. This was valuable because they learnt to exercise judgement.
For some children their critical transcended into caring thinking by recognising dogmatism in

certain childrends beliefs.

In the CoEthey learnt the pwer of collaborative thinking where they learnt to listen to each
ot her and they buil d on each otherods I dea:
understanding of the concepts of O0top dogéb
were cultivath g t he di sposition of Oreasonabl eness
reasons for their answers. By engaging in collaborative discussion, they problematised the
binary concept of o6étop dogd and obébunderdog. 6

6mi ddl e dogo.

In conclusion my class and | experienced transformation on many levels. | as a teacher had
to reconceptualise my role as a teacher and how to create a safe place in my classroom for
chil dr ewwtwal wodds.i oThe childrenexperienced transformation as they
reconceptualised their takéor-granted norms of each other. As they interrogated concepts,
challenged each other they realised that the world was not as black and white as they had
thought.

5.3 Researchimplications andrecommendations

This research repor-betgdcaesf at hasti mpbé mehe
Foundation class is concerned. The findings of this study cannot be viewed as

comprehensive, as the participants were limited ttass of grade three children in a private
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co-educational school over a period of nine weeks. It was also a study that was open to
interpretation as | took the role of the teacher/researcher. Adopting this view, a longitudinal
study of these two inteentions from the Foundation Phase, through the Intermediate Phase

and on to the Senior Phase could be of great value.

It would be useful to research these two interventions over an extended period of time using a
guantitative and qualitative researchfi@work. Pre and post testing could be a useful tool to
gauge the impact of these two interventions, such as the research done in Walegkéth

and Topping (2004

Further research could be done with teachers to think through their own practicdsnig ma
literacy more relevant to the lives of the learners by including a-sodioral perspective of

learning literacy.

On a much wider scale it would be useful for Universities and Colleges to include a socio

cultural model for teaching literacy into th&aining.
In the light of the above mentioned findings the following recommendations have been made:

1. Teachers need more knowledge and experience of literacy in thecsittci@al model
of teaching literacy.
2. Teacher training courses should ird#uteacmg literacy not just as eognitive skill
but a sociecultural practice
3. Philosophy for Children and Critical Literacy are subjects that need to be included in

primary school curriculums, and not later at high school or university level.
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Appendix 1

Examples of Socratic questions (Fisher 2008, p. 122)

Questions that seek clarification

Can you explain that?

Explaining

What doyou mean by that?

Defining

Can you give me an example of...?

Giving examples

How does that help?

Supporting

Does anyone have a question to ask?

Enquiring.

Questions that probe reasons and evidence

What do you think that?

Forming an argument.

How dowe know that?

Challenging assumptions

What are your reasons?

Asking for reasons

Do you have any evidence?

Asking for evidence?

Can you give an example/countetample?

Asking for counter examples.

Questions that explore alternative views

Can you putt another way?

Re-stating a point of view

Is there another point of view?

Speculation.

What if someone were to suggest that?

Alternative point of view.

What would someone who disagreed W

you say?

Counterargument

What is the difference betweehese points

of view?

Distinction.

Questions about the question/discussion

Do you have a question about that?

Questioning

What kind of question is that?

Analysing.

Are we any closer to answering the questic

Coming to a conclusion
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Appendix 2

Critical Creative Caring Collaborative
Making inferences | making new connectiony Attentive Responsive Listening
listening

Giving reasons

Putting oneself in the
shoes of others.

Putting oneself in
the shoes of
others.

Communications
skills.

Making analogies | Playing with ideas. Projectingideal |[Bui | di ng o
moral self, world.| point of view.
Critical of own Using imagination. Open to Intrapersonal
ideas difference
Spotting Universalising Moral Interpersonal
assumptions imagination
Logicaldeduction | hypothesising sensitivity to Responding to others
contrast (including body
language)
Classifying Multi-modal expression| Normalising Turn-taking
of thought: e.g. art, disagreement
drama, music, soccer
Analysing Modification Supporting othery Supporting others to
to articulate articulate
Relationships (e.g. | Synthesising Contributing Contributing
cause/effect constructively constructively
Sorting composing Using emotions | Putting ego in

as information

perspective

Demanding criteria;
Asking
for evidence

Considering other
possibilities/alternatives

Taking
responsibility for
own growth and
others

Following an enquiry
where it may lead.

Problemsolving

Problemcreating

Self-correcting

Detecting similarities
and differences

Evaluating Integrating Making moral Validating other
distinctions possible ways of
thinking.

Justifying Inventing integrity Validating other
possible ways of
thinking

Testing for lllustrating, exempting | Detecting own | Detecting own bias

consistency

bias & prejudice

and prejudie

Interpreting

Re-organising

Fair judging

self-correcting

Curiosity, Independence, openness,-teking, patience,
perseverance and fallibility

Tolerance, Self
control, sensitivity,
courage, respect,
compassion, empathy
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Appendix 3: TheChi | drenés Picturebooks
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