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Within any demand-and-constraint set there are always choices in the form of opportunities to
do the same things differently and to do other things that are not required or prohibited. It is in
this area of choices that the opportunities for excellence exist. Whether these opportunities
flourish depends on the latitude that principals are able to make for themselves. One hallmark of
a successful principal is her or his ability to expand the area of choices and thus reduce demands
and constraints. This extra margin of latitude makes an important difference in enhancing the
overall effectiveness of the school. (Sergiovanni, 2001: 15)
Sergiovanni, T.J. (2001). The principalship: A reflective practice perspective (4" ed.). Needham
Height, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

[T]here is a high, hard ground where practitioners can make effective use of research-based
theory and technique, and there is a swampy lowland where situations are confusing “messes”
incapable of technical solution. The difficulty is that the problems of the high ground, however
great their technical interest, are often relatively unimportant to clients or to the larger society,
while in the swamp are the problems of greatest human concern. Shall the practitioner stay on
the high, hard ground where he can practice rigorously, as he understands rigor, but where he is
constrained to deal with problems of relatively little social importance? Or shall he descend to
the swamp where he can engage the most important and challenging problems if he is willing to
forsake technical rigor? (Schon, 1983: 42)
Schén, D.A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York:
Basic Books.
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Thompson and Gitlin (1995) develop the idea of “conversation as method.” They note that
sometimes educators working from a critical theory perspective call for change yet reproduce
existing power relations. Thompson and Gitlin advocate for the development of “we”
relationships in inquiry, that is, inquiry is not just about knowledge production but is also about
the relationship itself. Furthermore, conversation as method “refers to a process rather than a
procedure” (p. 17); instead of conducting inquiry according to assumptions about accepted
practices, conversation allows for “experimental shifts” in the relationship, shifts that can lead to
creative directions for growth. In these ways, conversation as method can lead to what Thompson
and Gitlin call reconstructed knowledge, a form of knowledge that “looks to create spaces in
which relationships among the [research] participants are realigned, shifting the balance and
authority and thereby challenging the ways in which institutional relations and local actions
construct what is important in these relationships” (p. 7). They acknowledge the important
contributions of standpoint theory in reminding us that we always “stand” somewhere and that
our location influences how we think, see, and respond. As Thompson and Gitlin (1995) say,
“knowledge is always referenced to some standpoint, and that such standpoints may represent
significant political investments in the claims and characterizations offered,” and in the
recognition of the links between the personal and the public (p. 13). They go beyond feminist
postmodernism and feminist standpoint theory to call for a method that dose not focus so much
on hearing from oppressed or marginalized groups, but emphasizes “relations with members of
groups other than one’s own”(p. 15).
AL %k : Furman, G.C., & Shields, C.M. (2005). How can educational leaders promote and
support social justice and democratic community in schools? In W.A. Firestone & C.
Riehl (Ed.), A new agenda for research in educational leadership (pp. 119-137).
New York, N.Y.: Teachers College Press.
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