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Abstract 

Evidence-based practice suggested that, to deliver good clinical care, clinicians should 
consult up to date clinical research whilst drawing on their own expertise and 
experience and the values and aspirations of patients. Despite there being a large 
interest in generating more robust research evidence and finding ways to disseminate 
it, there has been relatively little research interest in the moment-to-moment practice 
it is intended to be incorporated into. John Gabbay and Andrée Le May theorised that 
the work of good general practitioners was guided by internal, tacit, socially reinforced 
mindlines. The organisational literature developed concepts of practice as a 
provisional, ephemeral and socio-material accomplishment. This thesis was inspired by 
these works to explore the complexity of knowing and interaction when practising as a 
healthcare professional and, specifically, as a general dental practitioner. It reviews 
the development of the concept of practice before reporting on three studies: a mixed 
studies systematic review of how healthcare professionals encounter information and 
experiences; a mixed methods study of the sources of information and experience 
GDPs use; and a video-ethnographic study of how knowing in practice arises in clinical 
encounters in general dental practice. Together, these studies show how knowing in 
practice arises as GDPs, patients, nurses and things interact in time and space; how the 
D5tǎΩ performances in these practices are generated from their embodied and in-the-
moment knowing; and how diverse the sources of knowing are that healthcare 
professionals interact with in developing their ostensive and performative knowing. 
The thesis discusses the implications of taking a more practice-orientated approach to 
how we think about quality improvement in general dental practice and professional 
learning generally.
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

 

 Why this Thesis? 

I am a practising dentist, a clinical teacher and a teacher of evidence-based dentistry. I 

came to this project, having completed an MSc in evidence-based healthcare, wanting 

to find ways to help general dental practitioners use more research in their practice in 

keeping with the principles of evidence-based practice. My assumption after 

completing the MSc was that, if more practitioners could follow the steps of ask, 

acquire, appraise, apply, evaluate,  patient care would somehow improve. However, as 

a practicing clinician and clinical teacher, when I considered this critically, I came to 

the view that, whilst straight forward as a concept, it was naive, even simplistic.  

My early reading explored various attempts from the implementation science field to 

help facilitate a transfer/translation/implementation of research into practice. I found 

myself troubled by what seemed like a somewhat partisan literature. As a practitioner 

with good intentions, who paid attention to the needs of patients and students, I 

found that much of the implementation science literature came across as 

condescending. There seemed to be an assumption that the only thing that was right 

to do in practice was something people not working in that practice advised. The word 

implementation evoked in me a feeling that non-practitioners felt they had more 

important and more valid understandings than those of us working in a clinical setting 

have about what to do in practice. I recall sitting with a fellow DPhil student who is a 



CHAPTER 1 

 
2 

 

General Medical Practitioner (GP) at an Evidence-Based Practice (EBP) conference and 

him saying that most of what he had heard was devoid of reality and was meaningless 

for him as a jobbing doctor. I felt the same way. This is the perspective I have brought 

to the conduct of this thesis.  

There is a lot written about dentists and clinicians in general not adopting evidence-

based guidelines and other research informed knowledge products into their practice. 

This deficit model approach appears to assume that the only source of knowledge 

needed is research findings and ignores other sources of knowledge or knowing that 

are used as clinicians practice. As a clinician and as a teacher of novice clinicians, I am 

constantly reminded that research is but one source of information, among many, that 

we draw on as we practice. It was because I wanted to explore what these sources are 

and how GDPs use them, that I undertook the work in this thesis. The intention was to 

develop a better understanding of how knowing is brought to, and arises in, practice. 

 

 Overview of this Thesis 

This thesis is organised around three studies I conducted. They are concerned with 

how GDPs encounter new or confirmatory information and experiences, how knowing 

in practice is informed by the embodied knowing from these, and how this contributes 

to the generation of moment-by-moment collective knowing as they interact with 

people and things in clinical encounters. My empirical work was limited to GDPs but 

may have wider relevance to other healthcare practitioners. 
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I begin, in the next chapter, with an exploration of the context for the research. I 

describe my professional and learning context and the external context in which the 

thesis was proposed and conducted. The intention is to offer a sense of my embodied 

practices and the nexus of practices mine interact with, however hard it is to articulate 

these, which inevitably influence my choice of what to study, how to study it and how 

to interpret it.  

As the focus is on practice, how it is informed and how knowing manifests in it, 

chapter 3 reviews the theoretical perspectives that have informed contemporary 

practice theory. The history of practice as knowing dates to Aristotle, though only in 

the last two centuries has it gained more prominence in the political and scientific 

literature through the works of authors such as Marx, Heidegger and Bourdieu. 

Although presented before the first two studies, the understanding I developed of 

practice was iterative as I engaged with the analysis of the last two studies.  

Chapter 4 includes my first study, which was a systematic review of knowledge 

encounters. The review started as a review of knowledge sources so that I could 

generate a simple way to classify what learning GDPs come across in their working and 

non-working lives. However, as I gathered the studies and the sources they reported, I 

realised that these were either tacitly or explicitly encountered in contexts. Sources 

were not activated until people interacted with them. Even in the largely quantitative 

data, it was evident that healthcare professionals encountered information and 

experiences in socio-material contexts. The facet classification that I developed was an 

attempt to capture some of that socio-materiality in my empirical study to follow and, 

without being aware of it at the time, I was using elements of practice theory. There is 
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not knowledge as a source, but knowing in practice, i.e. in the practice that involves 

encountering information and experiences. 

Chapter 5 describes the development of a web tool to use in the empirical study to 

follow. The classification developed in the previous study was used in the tool so that 

GDPs could quickly categorise their encounters of new or confirmatory information or 

experience. The tool also included a qualitative component for GDPs to describe the 

encounter in their own words to serve both as stand-alone qualitative data about the 

encounter and as stimuli in a narrative interview to follow. The chapter describes how 

I developed and user-tested the tool in preparation for the empirical study. 

Chapter 6 describes a mixed methods study that used the web tool data and narrative 

interviews to explore the information and experiences that 11 GDPs encountered day-

to-day over a week. From this I theorised how GDPs developed an ostensive and 

performative knowing which guides their interactions with patients, other people and 

things. 

In chapter 7 I look at knowing in practice using a performative lens. This perspective 

explores how actors, meanings and roles are constituted as people and things interact. 

I describe a video ethnography of GDPs, patients, nurses and the things they interact 

with in 22 clinical encounters. The chapter explains in detail the methods I developed 

to explore the knowing that arose as people and things performed in practice. 

Informed by contemporary practice theory, I theorise how knowing in practice arises 

in the moment-by-moment unfolding of clinical encounters. I also offer a contribution 

to the development of practice theory. 
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In chapter 8 I discuss my learning from this work, the applications I have found for this 

in practice and the contribution of my analysis of the three studies to the professional 

learning, quality improvement and evidence-based healthcare literature. 

 

 The context for this research 

1.3.1 My professional context in relation to this work 

I have been an enthusiast for the use of research evidence to inform practice since my 

undergraduate training, as well as for continued development of the technical skills 

that a general dental practitioner requires if they are to execute good quality work. 

After working in general dental practice and then in community dental services, in 

2008 I began work as a clinical lecturer in a new outreach centre for dental 

undergraduate training at Barts and the London School of Medicine and Dentistry. The 

role was predominantly a clinical teaching one, with personal clinical practice sessions 

alongside. Shifting from a practitioner role to one in which I was expected to help 

others understand what to do encouraged me to explore in greater depth, why it is we 

do what we do in the clinic. 

In 2009 I began a MSc in Evidence-Based Healthcare at the University of Oxford and 

developed a range of skills that equipped me well to design and evaluate clinical 

research. The final taught module I completed was on knowledge translation. It was an 

extremely challenging module. Whereas there seemed to be well-developed 

structures for designing trials and systematic reviews, and for evaluating studies, 

knowledge translation seemed to lack the reassuring methodological certainty that the 
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other modules eschewed. There were a lot of theories that sent my head spinning. 

However, as a practitioner and teacher, I recognised the complexity of going beyond 

finding and appraising research and applying it to practice. Whereas so much of what I 

learned in other modules seemed straight forward in principle, encouraging research 

utilisation in practice seemed to be altogether more challenging. 

As I neared the end of my MSc I was asked to lead on the design of a strand of 

evidence-based dentistry (EBD) teaching that would stretch across the five years of a 

new dental undergraduate curriculum at QMUL that was to begin in 2012. This work 

continued as I began my DPhil in 2012 and the curriculum was rolled out over the 

following 5 years. My aim for the delivery from the outset was that it should not be an 

academic exercise of searching and critically appraising research but that, as far as 

possible, the learning about research evidence use should be a part of the clinical 

learning students engaged in. I tried to apply what I had learned in that final MSc 

module about the complexities of changing behaviour, using techniques such as 

Fishbone Analysis and Root Cause Analysis to explore why students did not use what 

they had learned from the previous EBD module on clinic (Principle reason: clinical 

tutors do not ask them to). I realised that I needed to work at understanding and, if 

possible, altering the organisational and structural barriers to helping students bring 

their evidence learning into practice. I organised training for colleagues around EBD 

principles and using educational prescriptions on clinic ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ. We 

incorporated a section for relevant evidence into the case reports students complete 

over their three clinical years.  
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At the beginning of 2012, shortly before the new curriculum began, I submitted my 

proposal for the DPhil (see Appendix A). Looking back, I can see that similar, naive 

concepts informed both the curriculum development and the proposal. This was that if 

we could address the phenomena that stop dentists from asking, searching for and 

appraising research, they would somehow incorporate what they found into their 

practice. I still carried in my head the nice, neat model of evidence-based practice as a 

five-step process, its success determined only by the will and knowledge of the 

practitioner. The five steps are to: ask a structured question; acquire relevant 

research; appraise the research; apply the research to practice; and evaluate the 

process [1]. 

Whilst I was aware of the social and organisational influences on this, I had yet to 

develop a deeper understanding of what the practice that research was supposed to 

change is. 

 

1.3.2 The education, policy and available evidence context for this research 

Whilst evidence-based medicine has been described as the judicious use of research in 

combination with expertise and patients values and aspirations [2], relatively little 

attention has been given to the non-research elements of the practice. It has been 

argued that the scientific medicine bit has become dominant to the detriment of the 

interactional components of practice between patients and clinicians [3]. There is a 

persistence in the duality of knowledge and practice, that knowledge is scientific and 

the doing of practice is not knowledge at all, hence the so-called know-do gap [4, 5].  
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In the field of dentistry, the impetus for the incorporation of research evidence into 

practice begins with undergraduate dental training. In the UK dentists are regulated by 

the General Dental Council (GDC), which writes in its introduction to Preparing for 

Practice [6]:  

άAll dental professionals must understand the principles of evidence based [sic] 

practice and be able to make appropriate decisions on patient care using this 

approach.έ [p. 6] 

Indeed, of the seven overarching outcomes to be demonstrated by new registrants, 

two relate to evidence-based practice: 

¶ άDescribe the principles of good research, how to access research and interpret 

it for use as part of an evidence based [sic] approach to practice 

¶ Apply an evidence-based approach to learning, practice, clinical judgment and 

decision making and utilise critical thinking and problem solving [sic] skillsέ [p. 

11] 

¢ƘŜ ¦{!Ωǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ !ŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿǊƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ Accreditation Standards for 

Advanced Education Programs in General Practice Residency [7]: 

άResidents are expected to have the ability to critically review relevant 

literature as a foundation for lifelong learning and adapting to changes in oral 

health care. This should include the development of critical evaluation skills 

and the ability to apply evidence-based principles to clinical decision-making.έ 

[p. 20] 
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Over the past couple of decades, dental schools have begun to incorporate EBD 

elements into their curricula [8-11] and oǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦{!Ωǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ 

Dental Association and the World Dental Federation endorse evidence-based dentistry 

as a means to bring research into practice, thus enabling clinicians to deliver optimal 

care [12, 13]. Journals dedicated to encouraging evidence-based dental practice exist 

in the USA (Journal of Evidence-Based Dental Practice) and UK (Evidence-Based 

Dentistry Journal). Whilst there has been a lot of encouragement to use research in 

practice, in general, policy and funding has had relatively little involvement. In England 

and Wales there is an ongoing re-organisation of the NHS funding of general dental 

practice services that will reward dental teams for improving oral health using 

evidence-based preventive practices [14]. Beyond the educational and regulatory 

encouragement for evidence-based practice at the policy level there does not appear 

to be much structural support for the practices.  

As an example, in 2012, in preparation for a lecture I was giving about finding 

research, I explored what access a GDP would have to the top 81 dental journals by 

impact factor (see Figure 1.1 below) [15]. Whilst guidelines are generally freely 

available, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŎƘǊŀƴŜ [ƛōǊŀǊȅΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿǎ are free for GDPs in the UK, 

access for a GDP to other research is severely limited, or very expensive. A GDP in 

2012, without a subscription, could access 12% of the journals immediately and 22% 

after 3-4 years. The British Dental Association (BDA) provided access to 86% of the 

journals, but there was a charge of £2.50 to have them photocopied and posted. At 

the time I contacted multiple organisations to find out about NHS ATHENS (now called 

OpenAthens) access and discovered that a) access to dental journals was patchy, b) 



CHAPTER 1 

 
10 

 

the number of journals included was very small and c) GDPs did not know how, or 

whether, they could use it. At the time, those GDPs who did not have an NHS contract 

to provide dental care were not eligible to access the limited number of journals to 

which ATHENS grants access [16]. I understand that the situation is similar at the time 

of writing. 

 
Figure 1.1 Percentage of the top 81 dental journals accessible to non-subscribers (first two columns), 
QMUL staff and students, and the BDA 

 

As in other areas of healthcare, where it has been studied (primarily in the context of 

preventive interventions), the uptake of research-informed recommendations is 

reportedly suboptimal [17-19] and there continues to be scepticism and lack of 

knowledge and skills to implement the model of evidence-based dentistry [20, 21]. 

Many areas of practice do not have high quality research to inform them, even if 

clinicians look, as I showed for two common clinical problems [22, 23]. Systematic 
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reviews of approaches to managing several often-encountered problems find little or 

no high-quality research to help guide practice [24-29].  

Thus, the context for this research is one in which there is an educational and 

regulatory aspiration for practice to be informed by research but one in which the 

research available is often limited or of poor quality, and in which what research is 

available is not used as well as it might.  
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Chapter 2 Literature review of practice knowledge 

 

 Introduction 

The aim of this chapter is to summarise the literature on the theory of practice, 

knowledge and knowing that has been of most use to me in designing and conducting 

the three studies in this thesis.  

I began the DPhil programme largely ignorant of this literature and, indeed, the studies 

themselves speak to my shift in prioritisation from what Cook and Brown called an 

άŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎƛƻƴέΣ ƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέΣ ƻǊ 

knowing [30 p. 382 and 383 respectively]. Whereas, when I began, I conducted a 

literature review of the ways in which to get knowledge into practice ς the realm of 

implementation science ς I came to realise that this preoccupation with one type of 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ƴŀǊǊƻǿΦ Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ōƻƻƪ ƻƴ mindlines [31], which I 

came across serendipitously via a tweet, affirmed in writing what I had felt as a 

practitioner, that there was a lot of knowledge out there relevant to good practice 

which we did not seem to be paying attention to in our attempts to change practice 

for the better.  

The privileging of research or theoretical knowledge means we are blinkered to the 

other knowledge that enabled patients, healthcare teams and the materiality of their 

settings to come together and do something useful. Gabbay and Le May articulated a 
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sense of the complex internal, personal and tacit thinking that guided practitioners as 

they practiced. Their challenge at the end of the book to explore where clinicians 

acquire knowledge inspired the design of my first and second studies. However, in 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ƛǘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ L 

only had a partial understanding of what was going on from a theoretical perspective 

as they practiced. The mindlines work created a more realistic sense of what guided 

practitioners but did not help me to understand the knowing in the action of practice, 

what I later came to understand as knowing that is transient and ephemeral and 

distributed through intra-actions between humans and materiality [32]. Mindlines 

were still in the realm of the epistemology of possession. Doctors have mindlines. The 

theories that I encountered as I explored more what happened moment-by-moment 

in practice was more concerned with the knowing that arose as people and things 

interacted. Such knowing is not possessed by anyone but is in the practice. It is an 

epistemology of practice instead of possession.  

In this thesis I am concerned with understanding how dental practitioners practice, 

how that practice arises and what its relation is to concepts of knowledge. Dreyfus, in 

Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƻƴ IŜƛŘŜƎƎŜǊΩǎ Being and TimeΣ ǿǊƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άƻƴŜ 

cannot understand something unless one has an accurate account of what it is one is 

ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘέ [33 p. 1]. The neat triad of research, clinical expertise and 

patient values as an aspiration of evidence-based practice seemed not to have much 

to say about how these three phenomena might combine to create an interactional 

practice between patients, healthcare teams and the material world. Others have 

noted the lack of integration of research evidence with expertise [3] and it seemed to 
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me that those of us working in the evidence-based paradigm aspire to introduce new 

knowing into practice without understanding what knowing is already in practice.  

 

 Practice 

2.2.1 A historical overview of the development of practice theory 

Feldman and Orlikowski identified three ways that practice has been studied: 

empirical, theoretical and philosophical. The empirical ς the what of practice ς pays 

ŎƭƻǎŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

improvised practices. Practice theory ς the how of practice ς is concerned with 

explaining everyday activity, how activities are generated and what happens in 

different contexts and time. There is no single, unifying theory of practice, but 

common strands shared by different theorists. The philosophy ς the why of practice ς 

argues that social life is made up of practices. The social word is neither external to 

people nor created by them but is brought into being through activity [34]. Situating 

knowing in the interactions between people and things is not restricted to practice 

theorists. Social anthropologists have suggested how apprentices embody motoric 

representations of practices they observe and, in practicing themselves, come to know 

in the environment in which they work [35-38]. The distinctions made above help to 

show the different ways of approaching practice. Below I will explore how different 

authors have contributed to these in different ways. Whilst these foci are analytically 

separable, they are intertwined in any empirical study, so a chronological account of 

practice necessarily involves their interweaving.  
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The performance of practice demands multiple ways of knowing and exposure to a 

diverse range of evidential types. Whilst there is acceptance in evidence-based 

medicine of cliniciansΩ ŜȄperiential knowledge and the knowledge which the patient 

brings to clinical decisions, the movement has tended to focus on research or 

propositional knowledge as the ultimate knowledge type, and a whole academic 

tradition of implementation science seeks to transfer this into practice. The dichotomy 

of knowledge and practice has a long history and for many this is a false one.  

A distinction was forged between practice and theory by Plato with an intellectual 

prejudice that sought to control uncertainty through the application of general 

principles [39]. Ever since, Western thinking has similarly favoured episteme and, in 

elevating this intellectuality to moral supremacy, Plato put practice, materiality and 

performativity out of reach of a theory of knowledge or ethics.  

Although associated with virtue and the political activity of freemen in the polis [40], 

tƭŀǘƻΩǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ Aristotle gave practical wisdom and action considerable legitimacy in 

his Nicomachean Ethics [41]. He wrote that humans can have three mindful 

dispositions, i.e. a scientific knowledge, episteme; a skilful knowledge, techne; and a 

practical wisdom, phronesis. Aristotle argued that phronesis gives rise to praxis, or 

action. Techne gives rise to poiesis, or production of something. The difference 

between poiesis and praxis is that the former is production of an end, e.g. a healthy 

patient. Praxis, in contrast, is activity with no end other than its own performance [41]. 

There is skill in action which belongs to practical wisdom, phronesis, which is non-

inferential and non-ŘŜŘǳŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇƭȅ άǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭǎέ ōǳǘ 

uses rules as summaries and guides. Excellence in phronesis relates to local 
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contingencies and so praxis cannot be captured in universal rules due to its 

άƳǳǘŀōility, indeterminacy, and ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊǎέ [39 p. 27]. Later writers would pick up on 

this concept to suggest that medical practice does not have an epistemology but a 

phronesiology ς not a theory of knowing of practice but a theory of wisdom of practice 

[42]. Despite this concept of knowledge as practice it was lost to the Western 

philosophical tradition for centuries until Marx used the term praxis again, albeit in a 

contrary way. 

For Marx, as for another important thinker of the 19th century, Nietzsche, there was 

no distinction between a theory of thinking and a theory of practice [43]. For Marx, 

thinking was the reflexive element of human action [40] and when he used the term 

praxis he did not see a disjunction between this and poesis as Aristotle had. Thinking 

and action were unitary and praxical, i.e. action ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ άƛƴǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘΣ ǇǊŜŦƻǊƳŜŘΣ 

tacit, contingent, historicized, concrete, constructed, horizonal, interested, 

ideologized, emergent, perspectival, prejudiced, purposive, effective, 

transformationalΣ ŜǾƻƭǾƛƴƎΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǳƴǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴǘƻǘŀƭƛȊŀōƭŜέ [40 p. 378]. 

Marx saw workers as producing not just products but also the social relations between 

them and ideas of what these social relations are. The ideas are transient because the 

social relations are and, therefore, ideas as abstract renditions of practice are not 

primordial but reflexive. That is, ideas are created in social practice not vice versa. He 

ǿǊƻǘŜΣ άLǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƳŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

contrary, ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎέ [44 p. 425]. Humans 

have no fixed nature but they create it through practical activity [43]. This, for Marx, 



CHAPTER 2 

 
17 

 

included so-called idealists and intellectuals. The abstract theory they generated was 

just as much a result of a practice as making machines or cloth. 

Dewey and Heidegger shared this anti-intellectualist, anti-Cartesian view of the world. 

For them understanding was not something autonomous and intellectual. With his 

term Dasein Heidegger, according to Dreyfuss, wanted to reverse Cartesian thinking by 

making an individualΩǎ being dependent on shared social practices rather than 

something in the individual alone. We exist in the world with others [33]. For Dewey 

and Heidegger theory and cognition were a continuation of practice. Dewey called 

ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ άǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǊȅέ [45 p. 232] alongside legs, eyes and other 

anatomical aspects of our bodies. Both Dewey and Heidegger conceived of cognition 

as helping the rest of the body overcome obstacles in the flow of activity, as a phase 

that helps restore practice [45]. Heidegger wrote of the largely unproblematic 

interaction with social and material practices in the world. It was only when things 

broke down ς something did not work and was no longer ready at hand ς that it 

became problematic [46]. Only when something previously usable stops being usable 

does theoretical thinking begin [39]. For Heidegger, intelligibility and rationality are 

based in practice. 

Along with Heidegger, Wittgenstein has also had a substantial influence on modern 

practice theory. Wittgenstein drew attention to the outward-ness of our practices, i.e. 

our being is deeply influenced by our reactions to our surroundings and other beings. 

We know the world we encounter άǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ [47 p. 113]. And we do 

not decide before we act but act blindly according to our interrelationships with 

society and the world [39]. The meaning of acts and words are established in the time 
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and space in which it occurs, in relation to the people and things with which they 

occur. Johannessen, commenting on WittƎŜƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǎŀȅǎ άthe 

really important things in the life of human beings are not expressible in words, they 

ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŘŜŜŘǎέ [48 p. 361]. Interpretation, which involves conscious or 

intellectual activity, cannot determine meaning. This is what practice does. And for 

Wittgenstein, practices of rule-following are not learned by learning rules but by 

examples and training, by learning judgements and their connections to other 

judgements. Mastery of a practice is expressed tacitly in its performance. It is shown in 

carrying out the sayings and doings of the practice correctly [48].  

Several related practice-orientated approaches have built on the foundations that 

Marx, Heidegger and Wittgenstein laid. Schatzki explains that for most practice 

ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŀ άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ 

would be very suspicious of theory as an explanation of social life [49 p. 12]. Practice 

theorists tend to think of practices as arrays of activity, mediated by materiality, 

around shared practical, embodied understandings and are linked by a sense that 

ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀ ǎǳŎƘ άŀǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ 

social institutions, and historical transformation occur within and are aspects or 

components of the field of practicesέ [49 p. 11].  Earlier so-called modern practice 

theorists tended to address the individualism /  holism dualism [50]Φ DƛŘŘŜƴǎΩ 

structuration theory attempted to combine intentional and meaningful conduct of 

human actors, adopted by interpretive and subjectivist ontologies, with the 

constraints that limit action that structuralist and functionalist ontologies accentuated: 

ά¢ƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ of study of the social sciences, according to the theory of  
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structuration, is neither the experience of the individual actor, nor the existence of any 

ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ǘƻǘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜέ [51 p. 2]. 

For Giddens, the majority of what he calls the mutual knowledge of interactions 

between people is not directly accessible to the consciousness of the individuals but is 

knowledge of a practical kind, inherent in a capability to go on with the activities of 

social life, similar to what Polanyi described as tacit knowledge [52] but in encounters 

between people rather than simply embodied within a single person. Giddens 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ άǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ [51 p. 4] which he did not 

intend to mean that they could explain it but that their action was reflexive, involving 

the ongoing monitoring of the social and physical dimensions of their context. 

Rationalisation in this active, reflexive sense is critical to the competence of agents. 

Echoing Marx, Giddens puts temporality ς history ς and space at the centre of his 

structuration theory of practice [51].  

Concepts such as intentionality, motivation and purpose need to be treated carefully, 

Giddens warns, as they de-contextualise human agents from time-space. Human 

action and cognition are a continuous flow of conduct. Giddens explains that, whilst 

individual agents might intend to do something, the consequences of their doing may 

well be unintentional due the contingent nature of this flow of conduct. Indeed, as 

multiple agents interact the consequences may not be what was intended by any of 

ǘƘŜƳΦ Lǘ ƛǎ άŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ƻƴŜΩǎέ [51 p. 10]. The unintentional consequences 

of actions may be latent functions that help to sustain a practice. Thus, although the 

intentional actions of a practice may seem irrational, they allow a latent function to 

occur, and it is the latent functions that sustain institutions and social practices over 
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time and space. Giddens is concerned with describing how structuring allows 

recognisably similar social practices to exist over time and space. Structures are not 

external phenomena that determine what people do but are sustained through social 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΥ άǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŜȄƛǎǘǎΣ ŀǎ ǘƛƳŜ-space presence, only in its instantiations in such 

practices and as memory traces orienting the conduct of knowledgeable human 

ŀƎŜƴǘǎέ [51 p. 17].  

Structures, in the sociological sense, are the recursively organized sets of rules and 

resources which are organised as properties of social systems. Social systems are 

made up of the situated activities of knowledgeable people. These draw on the rules 

and resources in action and in context to produce and reproduce the systems through 

their interaction [51]. As different practices interact over time and space, their 

interdependence may be reproduced or not [53]. The consequences of a community 

ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ their interaction with the structures 

produced by other communities. (In the second study reported in this thesis, it was 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƴŜ 

orthodontic treatment (to move their teeth), reproduced over many years, were 

disrupted by a change in practices among the orthodontic specialists.) 

A criticism of GƛŘŘŜƴǎΩ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ theory has been that it does not attend enough to 

the inherent properties of material objects and, instead, is too agentic. Indeed, some 

have argued that his attempt to overcome the duality between agency and structure 

failed because of the centrality of the intelligible human being and their memory 

traces of practices. For example, Callinicos, a Marxist philosopher, argues that Giddens 

ignored the variable conditions of action in which people find themselves [54]. 
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Important second-generation practice theorists, whilst broadly sympathetic towards 

structuration theory, found it wanting when conducting empirical research because of 

the duality that seems to have been sustained in the theory between human agents 

and structures. Orlikowski, for example, argued that technologies are reproduced in 

practices through everyday action and therefore it is more relevant to focus on 

technologies in practice rather than how technologies and humans interact [34]. I will 

discuss more the theorists who sought to address the human-material duality later. 

Still with the first-generation of practice thinkers, Pierre Bourdieu was highly 

influential on those that followed. Like Giddens, he believed that people create social 

structures but that social structures also influence how people act. The individual is 

conditioned by their existence within social structures and develops structures of their 

own as principles and representations that generate and organise practices. These are 

not necessarily conscious and nor is there a supposition that someone or something 

directs the practice. He called this habitus.  

άΧǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ώƻŦ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜϐ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ 

structured, structuring dispositions, the habitus, which is constituted in 

pǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦέ [55 p. 52] 

Structures are put in place by past and present circumstances and structuring occurs 

as habitus shapes present and future practices [56]. In keeping with Marx, habitus is a 

product of history which through its production of individual and collective practices 

creates more history [56]. Habitus ensures that experiences are retained in individuals 

ŀǎ άǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ and that these provide for more 
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άcorrectέ practices than any formal rules or explicit norms [55 p. 54]. These 

dispositions ς ǿƘŀǘ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ άǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ Ǉŀǎǘέ [55 p. 54] ς are reactivated in 

similarly structured practices, thus perpetuating but at the same time transforming the 

practice over time. Habitus is the active presence of an embodied history, a forgotten 

past of which it is the product [56]. Bourdieu wrote that history is objectified in the 

habitus and structures. My understanding of this is that the embodied past is not itself 

concrete but becomes concrete momentarily as we practice, in our actions and 

interactions. These actions and interactions generate a new version of the embodied 

history of moments before, which then becomes concrete in future practices. This 

concept of practice as something transient but perpetuated through embodied 

knowing and action is a key feature of the later literature on knowing in practice which 

I will return to in due course. Habitus is not the only element of practice, however. It is 

intertwined with capital and field. Practice, Bourdieu wrote, involves the relations of 

ŀƴ ŀƎŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ όƘŀōƛǘǳǎύ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ όŎŀǇƛǘŀƭύΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ongoing game within a social space (field). !ƎŜƴǘǎΩ Ƙŀōƛǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ 

by the field and their position in it. This does not mean that they are automatons but 

that they must by necessity respond to the other agents in the field. 

Bourdieu writes of habitus that it ensures its own constancy and, as such, early 

experiences (or primary conditioning) are more important than later ones [56]. This 

homogamy means that habitus chooses from all the possible choices it could make, 

those which reinforce it, protecting itself from crises and critical challenges. This is 

how habitus is structured and continues to structure. The habitus, in perpetuating the 

perspectives and dispositions of the primary conditioning, means that the 
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performances within similar practices are adapted and appropriate. But where the 

objective conditions are quite different the dispositions of the habitus may not adapt. 

5ǳǊŀōƭŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ƻǳǘƭƛǾŜΣ ƛƴ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

conditions in which they were produced. I think that the concept of habitus offers us a 

starting point for understanding why clinical practices persist long after they have 

been shown to be ineffective or harmful.  

.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘǳǎ ŀŘƧǳǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜΦ 

Practical sense allows an agent to perform sensible actions within that social field. 

Practical mastery of the specific regularities of a field gives rise to a sense of probable 

outcomes which form the basis for sensible practices. These are linked to the 

conditions of their enactment and fill the agent immediately with sense and 

rationality. Entrants to a field are controlled through practices such as examinations 

and sanctions so that they adhere to its fundamental presuppositions. The interaction 

between habitus and field ōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άŦŜŜƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜέ [57 p. 66], Bourdieu 

calls doxa. It is a άǇǊŜ-verbal taking-for-ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ [57 p. 68] that arises 

from practical sense. Practical sense is what gives rise to practices by its conversion 

ƛƴǘƻ άƳƻǘƻǊ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŀnd body automatisƳǎέ [57 p. 69]. Bourdieu asserts that we do 

not know completely what we are doing and, therefore, what we do has more sense 

than we know. Our practices are sensible, informed by common sense that, for the 

most part, we are unaware of. 

As with Giddens, Bourdieu did not really address the interaction between the social 

and material. It was the second generation of practice thinkers who began to theorise 

about this. Having discussed the development of practice up until now in a historical 
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and linear format, I will change tack to address the concept of knowing in practice by 

its characterisation rather than by a linear description of the ways in which authors 

have contributed to it.  

Whereas Wittgenstein emphasised the social nature of practical knowledge, Polanyi 

emphasised what he called personal knowledge. Cyclists will not know, in general, the 

physical principles that keep them on a bike as it begins to fall to the right but their 

body will respond so that they stay on the bike. This is a personal knowledge known by 

the body, a feel for what is the right thing to do at this moment that would be very 

hard, if not impossible, to vocalise. For Polanyi, not only is tacit knowledge often 

impossible to articulate but it is necessary before explicit explanations can be made 

[52]. It is the tacit knowing that surfaces the explicit question or idea, a tacit sense of 

there being something that needs to be vocalised. The dependency on the use of 

senses to acquire knowing, which Polanyi contrasts with Copernican objective knowing 

[58], is very similar to the concept of aesthetic knowing in which people acquire 

knowledge through their perceptive-sensorial faculties and aesthetic judgement [59].  

When we attend to a task Polanyi distinguishes between the focus or goal of the 

activity, which we may be able to vocalise (e.g. to hammer a nail into a wall), and the 

subsidiary part, which is an awareness of the action of the task. In skilled activity it 

may be that, if we were to focus on precisely how we manipulate things, we would fail 

to perform the activity well since so much of what is needed to do it is tacit and 

hidden from our conscious knowing. Instead, the embodied understanding and 

learning that occurs in the subsidiary part of the activity is what allows us to achieve 

anything at all.  
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IŜƛŘŜƎƎŜǊΩs concept of tools that are ready to hand also conveys this sense of 

embodied knowing [46]. Knowledge is within an action:  

ά¢ƘŜ ƘŀƳƳŜǊƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘΧ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƳƳŜǊϥǎ 

character as equipment, but it has appropriated this equipment in a way which 

could not possibly be mƻǊŜ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜΦέ [p. 98] 

And a little further on: 

άΧǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǿŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎǘŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƳƳŜǊ-Thing, and the more we seize hold of it 

and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it become, and the 

more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is ς ŀǎ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘΦέ [p. 98] 

There is a ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ tƻƭŀƴȅƛΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

phenomenon. IŜƛŘŜƎƎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ƘŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 

understanding of what this means but, I would suggest, it is still bound up with a 

knowledge or knowing that can only be personal. This phenomenological approach is 

one that is concerned with how people make sense of the world [60]. The aesthetic 

way of knowing the equipment, whilst influenced by social concepts of interacting 

with that equipment, is necessarily individual. Loftus uses the example of a tooth 

extraction to show that, whilst one can discuss the principles of an extraction, dental 

students must experience the movement of the tooth themselves in order to know 

how to extract a tooth [3]Φ ¢ƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ǿƛǘƘ IŜƛŘŜƎƎŜǊΩǎ ǘƻƻƭ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŀǘ ƘŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ, 

i.e. the forceps are used as an extension of the body and the relationship between the 

dental student and the instrument means they learn to be equipped as an integral unit 

to take out the tooth. 
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This kind of knowing has also been described as embodied knowledge, or bodily 

knowing, and comes before language and articulation of that knowledge [3]. It 

assumes that we know more than we can articulate and that this is part of our 

practice. Although we might explain to others what we do in the form of rules and 

procedures, it would be a mistake to assume that these caused us to act the way we 

did [3]. Todres describes embodied relational understŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ άƻƴ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ 

personal resources that are experiential and preconceptual, that are located in the 

way the body knows, where language is never alone and always mixed with what is 

ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜέ [61 p. 1573].  

 

2.2.2 Knowing in practice 

As several of the authors whose work was described in the preceding section argued, 

knowledge and action of practice are inseparable [32, 62]. Practices are social and 

interwoven actions [63]. Whereas actions in individualist theories are the properties of 

the individuals who perform them, practice theories depict actions as existing within a 

nexus between human and, with the second generation of theorists, non-human 

actors. Knowing is predominantly socio-material rather than personal or even social as 

it is shared and exists within the interactions of its various actors [64]. Knowing is 

situated in shared practices [65] and is generated in the interaction between 

individuals as they practice [66]. Whereas propositional knowledge (knowledge of a 

proposition) is described as something (knowledge of a guideline, for example), the 

vocabulary used when talking about knowing in practice is, necessarily, verbal, 

temporal and socio-materially related [67] because knowing is in the doing of practice, 
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a socio-material performance is situated in space and time [68]. It is important to be 

clear that knowing in practice is not a knowledge of practice, something brought to the 

practice by an individual, or agent. Lǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘǳs 

encountering the field and this being doxa. Knowing in practice is what arises in the 

interactions which are necessarily informed by the individual and collective habitus as 

they engage with the temporal-spatial field. Knowing in practice, as with practice since 

aŀǊȄΩǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ is situated in historical and social contexts [69] as well as in the spatial 

and material context of the current practice. Harris, writing from an anthropological 

perspective, tells us that knowing is bound up with the world and thŀǘ άŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ 

not leave their environment to know even when she is dealing with the most abstract 

ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέ [38 p. 1]. 

Knowing in practice is virtual and provisional. No two situations are the same and the 

performances within each are unique [68]. Because knowing is bound up within the 

activity of tƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘƛƴƎ 

from that specific activity. Knowing how to ride a bike is bound up within the activity 

of cycling and, as Orlikowski describes this, the repetitive nature of cycling to work 

each day causes us to lose sight of the fact that each time we cycle it is an active and 

recurrent, and at the same time unique, accomplishment [32]. This might come into 

relief when, one day, we wake up and for some reason no longer have the capability to 

cycle. The previous occasions when we knew how to cycle would not count for 

anything. This is not to say that the knowing in practice does not inform and is not 

informed by an abstract representation of this knowing, for example, as mindlines 

[31], ostensive routines [70], mental representations [37] or embodied knowledge 
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[52]. These enable a practitioner to come to a clinical encounter with a preparedness 

for the action integral to knowing in practice. Knowing, when conceived of as 

something ephemeral means that it must always have a virtual existence and, because 

in the next moment there is a different activity, it is always provisional [32].  

Knowing in practice is imaginative. Wenger has argued that as we do not have 

personal experience of everything we learn and cannot experience the outcome of our 

actions until they occur, we need to imagine them [71]. We also need to imagine how 

other people and things will react in the practice. Thus, knowing is about imagining 

outcomes from actions already undertaken and constantly readjusting the images as 

actions respond to the context of practice and the interactions with other actors. This 

ƛǎ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ς the feel for the game of this practice, which allows it to 

go on. Eraut suggests practitioners are constantly theorising about what will happen if 

they do something, a generative process as ǘƘŜȅ άƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ƻǊ ƧǳŘƎŜ 

ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎέ [72 p. 60]. Indeed, Cook and Brown argued that 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ άƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŀƴŎŜέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŀnd knowledge as the former 

generates new knowledge and ways of knowing [30 p. 381]. 

Knowing in practice places an emphasis on the collective, communal or social rather 

than the individual [30], though not always with animate actors [31, 65, 67, 73]. 

Knowing is about participating in joint enterprise, it is co-constructed or appropriated. 

Knowing, as activity within ongoing social relationships, must be structured by power 

relations through communication and control of the environment and time [74]. 

Power shapes the performances ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ōȅ άǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ of actionsέ 

within which they perform [75]. The logic of .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ in shaping habitus ς what 
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makes sense to do practically [57] ς suggests the effect of power on practice does not 

need to be immediate or direct but indirect as, for example, the habitus of a clinician 

shaped by professional norms. In attempting to influence the way others act power 

can be found in technologies and codified procedures such as buildings, informational 

infrastructures or hierarchies [75]. If knowing is practice and practice is in relations 

and action, then knowing cannot be ontologically separated from power. 

Some areas of social anthropology and social psychology have been interested in the 

way people learn, particularly in the context of apprenticeship. For some, there has 

been a shift from a focus on cognitism to action with its inseparability from context. 

Action is always situated [76]. Suchman wrote that action and its context are mutually 

constituted [77]. In this view, activities are improvised in situ rather than being 

controlled by pre-existing cognitions and artefacts such as plans [76]. This literature 

does not tend to use the term socio-material but the parallels with the organisational 

practice literature are many, i.e. activity is an ongoing accomplishment which arises as 

humans interact with people and things, with their personal and shared histories. The 

study of situated action is not about cognition ς about what people think ς but about 

how ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜǘween 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ǿƻǊƭŘǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέ [78 p. 

71]. The structuring of behaviour is not done by individuals but relationally with other 

people and the real-world situations people are engaged in. Suchman argues that, 

whilst plans as conceptual and rhetorical devices can have meaningful consequences 

for situated activities, they do not determine them. Her example is that a canoeist 

could plan how they might descend a set of rapids to give them the best opportunity 
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to use their embodied knowledge but when it comes to the activity of descending the 

rapids the plan is abandoned and the actƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǊƛǎŜǎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƴƻŜƛǎǘΩǎ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ 

knowing and response to the material relationship with the water and everything else 

interacting with them moment by moment. Plans, for Suchman, are the artefacts of 

just another situated activity [78] what might be called proxy routines when written 

down, e.g. as protocols [79], or ostensive routines when referred to as providing 

structure to performed routines, or activities of a recognisable series of interactions 

between actors [70]. 

Social anthropologists also use the term knowing, reflecting the concept that knowing 

is always bound up with the world and a practical and continuous activity [38]. As 

aŀǊƪ IŀǊǊƛǎ ǿǊƛǘŜǎΣ άŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ 

she is dealing with the most abǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέ [38 p. 1] and their way of 

knowing reflects a movement from one set of transient relationships to another, 

rather than from one type of knowledge to another.  

Ingold takes an ecological psychological perspective and considers that to distinguish 

between material and social is an antithesis to an ecological model, in which we, along 

with other creatures, play our part in the formation of the world. Rather than talk 

about process as the transcription of form (social or material) his view is that form is 

held in place within process [35]. That form, though, is not a social or material one. 

These two terms arbitrarily delineate relationships into one form or another when, 

Ingold argues, types of relationships are relative and sit on a continuum that include 

άƘǳƳŀƴǎΣ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΣ ǇƭŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŀƴƛƳŀǘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎέ [35 p. 187]. 
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The practice literature tends to emphasise the embodied knowledge that people have 

and, in some cases, things have. Social anthropologists, such as Trevor Marchand, 

emphasise the importance of this in their experiences of living and working with crafts 

people [36, 37].  

There has been an interest in the role of experience in learning from some working in 

the higher education or adult learning literature. This literature also seeks to de-

emphasise the cognitive and argues that the distinction between this, the affective 

(emotional knowing) and conative or psychomotor (action), is ontologically flawed. 

Learning is a holistic practice arising from experiencing experiences, these two being 

inseparable [80]. Sharing some similarities to other ideas covered in this chapter, Boud 

et al also propose that learners actively construct their experience, learning is socially 

and culturally constructed, and learning is influenced by the socio-emotional context 

in which it occurs [80]. These authors stress the relational and yet individual nature of 

learning, recognising that experiences can yield many learning opportunities over 

time. Since we are always experiencing experiences there are always learning 

opportunities, and this is well aligned with the incremental learning and acting in 

socio-material practices described previously. The emotional aspect of learning finds 

some resonance with the habitus concept ς our dispositions as we engage in practices. 

However, I think there is more that this literature can offer in exploring knowing in 

practice, such as the role emotions play in the activity of practice and the knowing that 

arises.  

Professional education researchers have also taken an interest in socio-materiality and 

knowing in practice. Drawing on several of the authors previously mentioned, Fenwick 
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has used the approach to explore, for example, how police forces co-produce knowing 

with the public and objectsΣ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΥ ά¢ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ 

not inert; they arŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΦέ [81 p. 322]. Fenwick argues that rather 

than a representational idiom that maps and understands a world outside of the 

actors our focus should be on the ongoing production of knowledge by the world 

which is full of (human and non-human) agency [81]. In considering the material, we 

are not just concerned with material dimensions of humans but also material 

participants in practice whether these be designed objects and artefacts such as 

technologies and furniture, or phenomena like the weather [81]. 

For some authors there are no anterior distinctions between the various agents 

involved in practices. Instead, boundaries and properties of heterogenous elements 

arise in a continuous process, ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǾƛǘŀƭ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƛǘȅέ by Jane Bennett.  

ά.ȅ άǾƛǘŀƭƛǘȅέ L ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎτedibles, commodities, storms, 

metalsτnot only to impede or block the will and designs of humans but also to 

act as quasi agents or forces with trajectories, propensities, or tendencies of 

their ownέ [82 p. viii]. 

Barad describes material-discursive practices as:   

άΧspecific iterative enactmentsτagential intra-actionsτthrough which matter 

is differentially engaged and articulated (in the emergence of boundaries and 

meanings), reconfiguring the material-discursive field of possibilities in the 

iterative dynamics of intra-ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ [83 p. 822].  
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In such situations the relationships generated through this delineation and assembly 

produce force. Performance gives everything its existence [81] and BourdiŜǳΩǎ field is 

άŀ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŎŜǎΣ ŀ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŦƛŜƭŘέ [quoted in 84 p. 72]. These 

authors would, I think, argue that the space is structured as much by non-social 

phenomena and that, perhaps, what we think as social and material is an arbitrary 

distinction, as Ingold argues when talking about context [35]. 

In the Science and Technology Studies (STS) literature, Jensen has also argued for 

consideration of situated practices. For him, science practice is a performative 

ontology which is created in the moment to moment interactions of people and things 

[85]:  

άΧƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 

agenciŜǎ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦέ [p. 11] 

For Jensen, science is as much a situated practice as it is organisational, 

anthropological or educational activity: 

άΧǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǊŜƭȅƛƴƎ ƻƴ 

specific, practical, institutional and conceptual orderings, which always come 

ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŘƛǎƻǊŘŜǊǎΦέ [p 12] 

The knowing in practice that this body of literature has argued for, from theoretical 

and empirical grounds, is that knowing in practice be construed as ongoing activity 

which is situated in the relations or interactions between people, things and other 

matter. 
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Several theorists have proposed categories of knowledge in the healthcare and 

educations settings. Most of these have tended to focus on knowledge as that of the 

individual and not considered knowing as a socio-material activity in the way the 

literature above has. Although I came to adopt the knowing in practice approach, 

when I began the DPhil, this literature helped to direct me to considering non-

propositional, non-scientific ways of knowing in practice.  

Carper, in 1978, wrote that there are four ways of knowing in nursing: empirics, the 

science of nursing; aesthetics, the art of nursing; personal knowledge; and ethics, 

moral knowledge [86]. Higgs and Titchen, in 1995, suggested there are three forms of 

knowledge used in practice: propositional, theoretical or scientific; professional craft 

knowledge; and personal knowledge [87]. Eraut, coming from the professional practice 

field, divided knowledge into codified (also known as public or propositional) and 

personal [88]. Codified knowledge is άόмύ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ōȅ ŜŘƛǘƻǊǎΣ ǇŜŜǊ 

review and debate and (2) given status by incorporation into educational programmes, 

examinations ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎέ [p. 114]. Personal knowledge is the cognitive resource that 

a person brings to a situation and incorporates codified knowledge in its personalised 

ŦƻǊƳΣ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ άƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ 

episodic memoryέ [p. 114]. Gabbay and Le May coined the phrase mindlines to 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ 9ǊŀǳǘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ knowledge, the personal schema that 

ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ŀǎ άƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǎŜŘΣ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜŘΣ ǘŀŎƛǘ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

serve as their knowledge-in-practice-in-ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘέ [31 rear cover]. For them, mindlines 

are akin to common-sense practical knowledge that, with formal clinical knowledge 

acting as a map, enables them to navigate the disorder of clinical practice. Kemmis 
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recognised the store of professional practice knowledge that experts brought to their 

practice which he described as their expertise. He argued that they also have 

developed the capacity to search for saliences that allows them to respond wisely and 

prudently to different situationsΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ άŦŜŜƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ƎŀƳŜέ [57 p. 66]. For experts to perform in practice ς in interaction with others ς they 

must consider the likely consequences of their actions in relation to the άconflicting 

aims, understandings, values and self-ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎέ they and others bring to, and which 

arise in, practice [89 p. 393]. Kemmis describes the extra-individual features of 

practice in ways that others writing in this field have not, echoing the contrast 

between epistemology of possession and of practice, which Cook and Brown describe 

[30].  

 

 Summary and conclusion 

The above literature review has shown that there is a rich literature exploring 

knowledge and practice, and that emerging from this has been the development of an 

approach to viewing practices that recognises multiple ways of knowing that arise in 

action. This literature posits that knowing as practice cannot be separated from 

knowledge as theory and rather than conceiving of knowledge as something retained 

in the minds of individuals knowing is generated in the interactions between humans, 

things and other material phenomena. As such, it is emergent and provisional, and 

sustained through socio-material structures.  
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Relatively little has been written using this approach in dentistry, though tacit and 

embodied forms of knowing [3, 90] ŀƴŘ /ŀǊǇŜǊΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ [91] have been 

described in relation to undergraduate learning. In addition, ethnomethodology which 

uses an interactional approach to develop understandings of practice has also been 

applied to dental clinical teaching [92]. However, knowing in practice seems not to 

have been explored systematically in general dental practice. That is, we do not 

appear to have empirical studies to help us theorise about what knowing in practice 

looks like in the dental setting.  

Although presented as systematic, as something written in preparation for the studies 

that follow, the review is the result of an emergent practice ς the practice of a DPhil. 

As authors since Marx have pointed out the theory is sought or created to answer 

practical problems. This literature review, as with all the thesis, is a codified version of 

a fragmented, temporal and evolving knowing that arose from my interaction with the 

field of doctoral studies. My habitus and capital engaged with the field and produced a 

practice. The production of this and any new knowledge or knowing associated with it 

is an accomplishment brought about by the alignment of many heterogeneous 

elements.
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Chapter 3 Describing knowledge encounters in healthcare: a 
systematic mixed studies review and development of a 
classification 

 

A version of this chapter was published in the following peer-reviewed journal: 

HURST, D. & MICKAN, S. 2017. Describing knowledge encounters in healthcare: 
a mixed studies systematic review and development of a classification. 
Implement Sci, 12, 35. (Sharon Mickan provided feedback on the protocol, 
assisted with piloting the data extraction form and provided editorial input to 
the article.) 

 

 Introduction 

The idea for the study described below arose early in the DPhil programme after 

ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ōƻƻƪ Practice-Based Evidence for Healthcare [31]. In 

their concluding chapter, they write: 

άhǳǊ ǿƻǊƪ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ƎƭŜŀƴ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳt 

best practice from multiple sources, but also that they often require many 

confirmatory sources (including trusted colleagues) to triangulate it. Does this 

not at the very least require strategies for introducing research evidence 

through a wider range of media than at present? Should not those who hope to 

impart useful information ensure that it is distributed along more of the 

ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜΧΚέ [p. 200] 

At this early stage in the DPhil this plea led to me thinking that I needed to develop my 

understanding of what those different channels might be for dentists. I envisaged an 
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empirical study in which I would ask dentists to record the channels they used and try 

to build up a richer picture of how they encountered new or confirmatory information 

and experiences. The intention was to collect quantitative data from dentists and with 

that build a picture of those channels most used allowing implementation efforts to 

concentrate on these. So that I would be able to present a comprehensive list of 

options for dentists to select from in the study, I set about conducting a systematic 

review of information and experiential knowledge sources. Having done so, organising 

these into a tool that could be used by dentists daily was more complex than I had first 

thought. There was no existing categorisation of sources that captured the complexity 

of the sources the review identified. Instead, each of the sources I extracted from the 

studies had multiple facets. There was no such thing as a source but, if only implicitly, 

an encounter with a source. For example:  

άhōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎϥ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέ 

άCƻǊƳŀlised supervision" 

ά¢ŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ ƘƻǘƭƛƴŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘέ 

As I write this, and having become more familiar with the dynamic, verbal nature of 

practice and knowing in practice, the facets I described captured, I think, in some way 

the embodiment of social and material knowing that arises through interactions 

between people and things. The facets, in describing encounters according to what 

was encountered, how, through what mode, with whom and where, helped to situate 

the action. They were an intuitive stepping stone for me as I incrementally moved my 
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focus from an epistemic position of knowledge as possessional and representational to 

one of knowing as performative. Being is in action and knowing arises in action. 

 

 Abstract 

BACKGROUND: Implementation science seeks to promote the uptake of research and 

other evidence-based findings into practice but for healthcare professionals this is 

complex as practice draws on, in addition to scientific principles, rules of thumb and a 

store of practical wisdom acquired from a range of informational and experiential 

sources. The aims of this review were to identify sources of information and 

professional experiences encountered by healthcare workers and, from this, to build a 

classification system for use in future observational studies that describes influences 

on how healthcare professionals acquire and use information in their clinical practice. 

METHODS: This was a mixed studies systematic review of observational studies. Data 

sources: I searched OVID MEDLINE and Embase, and Google Scholar using terms 

around information, knowledge or evidence and sharing, searching and utilisation 

combined with terms relating to healthcare groups. Eligibility: studies were eligible if 

one of the intentions was to identify information or experiential encounters by 

healthcare workers. Data extraction: I extracted data alone after piloting the data 

extraction form with my supervisor. Study appraisal: I assessed studies using the 

Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT). Primary outcome: the primary outcome 

extracted was the information source or professional experience encounter. Analysis: I 

grouped similar encounters together as single constructs. My synthesis involved a 
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mixed approach using the top-down logic of the Bliss Bibliographic Classification 

System (BC2) to generate classification categories and a bottom-up approach to 

develop descriptive codes (or facets) for each category, from the data. Using an 

iterative approach of thematic content analysis, I customised the generic terms of BC2. 

I developed facets using available theory and keeping in mind the pragmatic end use 

of the classification. 

RESULTS: 80 studies were included from which I extracted 178 discreet knowledge 

encounters. I developed six classification categories: what information or experience 

was encountered; how was the information or experience encountered; what was the 

mode of encounter; from whom did the information originate or with whom was the 

experience; how many participants were there; and where did the encounter take 

place. For each of these categories I identified relevant descriptive facets.  

CONCLUSIONS: I have sought to identify and classify all knowledge encounters and 

have developed a faceted description of key categories which will support richer 

descriptions and interrogations of knowledge encounters in healthcare research. 

 

 Background 

Well-evidenced interventions intended to improve patient well-being may not be used 

optimally across healthcare professions [17, 93-99] with many barriers identified to 

the uptake of best evidence [96, 97, 100-103] and interventions designed to overcome 

these [104-106]. Implementation science seeks to promote the uptake of research and 

other evidence-based findings into practice [107] but for healthcare professionals this 
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is complex as practice draws on, in addition to scientific principles, rules of thumb and 

a store of practical wisdom [108] acquired from a range of informational and 

experiential sourcesΦ Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ŜǘƘƴƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǇǊƛƳŀǊy care 

clinicians build mindlines found it was rare that medical practitioners searched for 

guidelines [31, 109]. Instead, clinicians drew on multiple sources of information and 

experiences as they cared for patients. Much of the knowledge they acquired was 

tacit, i.e. it could not be put into words [52] as, for example, when someone tries to 

convey to another exactly how not to fall off a bike when riding. The knowledge is 

embodied. We know how to cycle, and yet cannot fully explain it. So, rather than 

conceiving of a single knowable reŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƳƛƴŘƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ άŦƭǳƛŘΣ 

ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜǎ Ŏƻƴtext and 

multiple realities [110 p. 1]. In this way, the knowledge of the practitioner is in the 

moment and in their practice (knowledge-in-practice) in a particular context of space 

and time (knowledge-in-practice-in-context) [31]. Implementation science, with its 

aspiration to change practice, could benefit from a richer understanding of how the 

complex, personal and context-laden phenomenon of knowledge-in-practice develops 

over time.  

Several reviews have sought to collate the sources of information clinicians use and 

the ways in which they seek them [111-117]. These include the information sources 

used by rural health professionals [116], nurses [114], physicians [111, 112, 117] and 

dentists in developed countries [113]. The reviews found that colleagues were often 

ranked as primary information sources and that learning informally was widespread. 

However, none of them attempted to synthesise the research from across healthcare 
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groups, and none attempted to classify the context and other attributes of healthcare 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ, implementation 

research is not yet able to explore what characteristics are associated with the 

information and experiential encounters that matter to healthcare professionals. 

I came to use the term knowledge encounters only after I had collated the data from 

the studies included in this review and was attempting to organise it thematically. 

When writing my protocol, I naively intended to thematically organise sources or 

things (journals, meetings, conferences) in the systematic review until I realised I was 

dealing with practices that involved socio-material experiences with those things. 

Before publishing the paper, I was asked by my supervisor what the term knowledge 

encounter meant. In response, I wrote a blog to draft an explanation (see Appendix B). 

I use the word encounter to describe the occasions when clinicians happen upon or 

discover new information or experience something new or in a new way. The intention 

was to reflect the way in which mindlines [31] appear to be formed. These are through 

experiences that happen in non-linear and unexpected ways, in various contexts, as 

well as through so-called knowledge transfer attempts (e.g. professional development 

courses, publications). 

The more familiar terms in the literature around knowledge transfer, translation, 

exchange and sharing were not sufficient to allow description of the totality of the 

experiences clinicians were reported to have in coming across new information and 

experiences. Elements of these may surface in some of the occasions when clinicians 

come across new information, e.g. as a part of a knowledge translation project they 
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may read some guidelines; they may happen to come across information or an 

experience as someone shares it with them; or they may indeed exchange information 

or experiences with a colleague. But none of these terms alone were able to 

incorporate the multitude of ways in which clinicians come across new information 

and experiences that were identified in this systematic review. Encounter was a word 

that kept surfacing in my mind to describe what I was seeing as I read the sources I 

had extracted from the included studies. 

Encounter ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άan unexpected or casual meeting with someone or 

ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ hȄŦƻǊŘ 5ƛŎǘƛƻƴŀǊƛŜǎ [118]. The Random House Dictionary (accessed 

via Dictionary.com) defines it ŀǎ άto come upon or meet withΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘƭȅέ 

[119]. Merriam-Webster defines an encouƴǘŜǊ ŀǎ άŀ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ōǊƛŜŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴέ ƻǊ άŀƴ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎέ [120]. 

Although these suggest that the encounter is an unexpected event, the second 

definition does not suggest that it is always unexpected. And, although it may usually 

be brief, it is not always. Furthermore, an encounter may be with a person or a thing 

allowing for that thing to be a journal article, a procedure or internal thought process. 

The word encounter also has numerous synonyms or related words that help to show 

the interactional, often unplanned, and serendipitous nature of experiential learning 

in professional practiceΦ DŀǘƘŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ wƻƎŜǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜǎŀǳri [121, 122] 

these include: 

¶ discover 

¶ meet 

¶ meeting 

¶ experience 
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¶ find 

¶ detect 

¶ bump into (happen upon) 

¶ come upon 

¶ stumble (happen upon) 

¶ detect 

¶ feel 

¶ find 

¶ talk (discussion) 

¶ turn up (be discovered) 

 

Encounter is, of course, commonly used in the context of a medical encounter (for 

example [123-125]), which is often a planned event, even if the interactions and 

outcomes within the event are uncertain. Thus, encounter seemed appropriate to 

describe the many ways in which healthcare workers come across, happen upon, or 

plan to discover new or confirmatory information or experiences.  

Tsoukas and Vladimouri give the following distinction between information and 

knowledge: 

άLƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ-based arrangement of items whereby relations 

between them are shown (e.g. the subject index of a book). And knowledge is 

the judgement of the significance of events and items, which comes from a 

particular context and/or theory (e.g. the construction of a thematic index by a 

reader of a book)έ [126 p. 976]. 

Stenmark [127] helped me to conceive of information as a means (e.g. written, oral, 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜύ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ 

lacks the personal, and tacit, understanding that the individual has of the particular 
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phenomenon they describe. Experiential knowledge, on the other hand, is the 

knowledge gained through observations, encounters and other interactions, for 

example, of what does and does not work [128] and is often followed by a period of 

sense-making [129]. Information, from SteƴƳŀǊƪΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǘŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ  

Therefore, healthcare professionals encounter information or experiences but, within 

the encounter, they will make a judgement of the significance of the information or 

experience and, therein, turn the encounter into one of embodied knowledge or 

knowing. Thus, knowledge does not refer to the object of the encounter but to the 

meaning made of the experience.  

Much later in my DPhil reading I came across the experience-based learning literature 

and this statement by Boud et alΣ άΧǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƛǘ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ 

thought and connectedness with other experience ς ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ǎŜƴǎƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘΣ 

ǉǳƻǘƛƴƎ hŀƪǎƘƻǘǘΣ άŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ is always and everywheǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέΦ 9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 

always come with meaning [80 p. 6]. 

Therefore, I came to define a knowledge encounter as an expected or unexpected 

circumstance in which an individual comes across new or confirmatory information or 

experience and, in doing so, makes a judgement (consciously or not) about the 

significance of that information or experience.  

I would alter this now to reflect my conceptualisation of all encounters being 

experiential, whether they be with things or people. A person experiences an 

experience as they feel, read, day dream and whatever else, whether it be with a set 
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of guidelines or an instrument in their hand. A knowledge encounter might be better 

described, then, as a socio-material experience with anyone or anything that has the 

potential to confirm, or develop new, embodied knowing.  

Despite my reflections above about experiences, when designing and analysing the 

study, L ǳǎŜŘ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ and will, therefore, continue to use them 

here. 

The aims of this review were:  

¶ to identify the sources of information and professional experiences (referred 

throughout this chapter as experiences) experienced by healthcare workers 

that could influence their embodied knowledge or knowing 

¶ to build a classification system, for use in future observational studies, that 

describes influences on how healthcare professionals acquire and use 

information in their clinical practice. 

 

 Methods 

3.4.1 Identification of studies 

A systematic mixed studies review was conducted to identify the information sources 

and experiences that health professionals reportedly encounter. Mixed studies 

reviews include quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods studies to provide a more 

holistic view of a given problem [130, 131]. I did not want to use different studies for 

the purpose these authors conceive of them, i.e. to ǎȅƴǘƘŜǎƛǎ άǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎέ ŦǊƻƳ 
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ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ άƘƻǿ ƻǊ ǿƘȅ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪǎέ ŦǊƻƳΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΦ !ǎ 

I wanted to collate a comprehensive list of sources and the way they are encountered, 

there was no reason to exclude one type of study. Quantitative, qualitative and mixed-

methods studies could provide data from which I could organise a typology of 

knowledge encounters. 

Observational studies in English, that sought to identify sources of information and 

experiences, and the ways in which these were encountered, were eligible. 

Experimental study designs were excluded because I was interested in gathering data 

from existing practice rather than a modified one. With hindsight, however, an 

experimental study with a control of normal practice, could have provided data from a 

cohort of healthcare workers not exposed to the intervention. 

All healthcare professionals responsible for human or other animal care were eligible. 

Studies involving mostly undergraduate students were not eligible because I wanted 

the included studies to reflect knowledge encounters for qualified healthcare 

professionals. I anticipated knowledge encounters in educational settings to be quite 

different to those of people in mainly work-based settings. I defined as eligible 

healthcare professionals any clinical professional that fell within the MEDLINE MeSH 

ǘŜǊƳ άIŜŀƭǘƘ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎέ [132]. This includes allied health occupations (e.g. 

occupational therapy), chiropractors, dentists, medical doctors, nurses, optometrists, 

podiatrists, and veterinary practitioners. I included all of these, including veterinary 

practitioners, because I felt that, whilst there are differences in the contexts within 

which information or experiences are encountered, the underlying process of 
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professional learning and development are sufficiently similar across professional 

settings. 

Any information source or experience related to patient care (this includes the care of 

animals in the case of veterinarians) was eligible.  

The following databases and search engines were searched: OVID MEDLINE, OVID 

Embase, and Google Scholar. Embase was searched from the first records in 1974 to 

June 6th, 2014. Medline was searched from the first records in 1946 to May week 4, 

2014, using terms relating to information, knowledge or evidence and sharing, 

searching and utilisation combined with terms relating to the various healthcare 

groups. (For search strategy see Appendix C). The final search was conducted on 

February 2nd, 2014Φ DƻƻƎƭŜ {ŎƘƻƭŀǊ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 

ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘŎŀǊŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ǌǳƴ ŀƎŀƛn on July 29th, 2016, 

to identify studies that included any information or knowledge sources not identified 

in the studies from the original search. With hindsight, the search missed out terms I 

would have included, if I had done this now including, for example, knowing, knowing-

in-practice, learn, learning, experience, experiencing and practice. However, I also 

used reference lists and citation searching so that my intention of gathering a 

comprehensive list of sources (rather than quantifying their use) was hopefully 

fulfilled.  

I carried out backward citation searches for all included studies in Google Scholar and 

forward and backward citation searches in Web of Science for the more 

comprehensive studies [109, 128, 133] and 10 systematic reviews [111, 112, 114-117, 
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134-137]. Bibliographies and reference lists in books about implementation science 

and evidence-based healthcare, that I possessed, were checked for potentially 

relevant studies.  

Potentially eligible studies were identified from the databases and Google Scholar 

searches, exported to EndNote X6 and duplicates removed. I screened titles and 

abstracts of all studies for potential inclusion in the review. Where a study was 

potentially eligible the full text was retrieved, and I made the final decision on 

eligibility according to my inclusion criteria. 

 

3.4.2 Data extraction 

I created a purpose designed data extraction form in Microsoft Excel to extract data 

from eligible studies (see Appendix D). This was piloted by me, with Sharon Mickan, 

using five studies. We independently extracted data and then met to discuss the 

process. We did not feel there were any problems using the form. 

I completed the data extraction alone. From eligible studies the following were 

extracted: author; contact details; citation; year; study design; whether the study was 

reliant on recall, real-time data collection or both; instrument / tool / method used 

and, in the case of quantitative instruments such as questionnaires, the status 

regarding validation and reliability; study period, if longitudinal; participant description 

(number of participants, healthcare profession); setting ς primary, secondary or 

tertiary; sources of knowledge; themes or categories used / developed by the authors; 
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types of knowledge considered, i.e. tacit, explicit or both; and references of potentially 

relevant studies or reviews.  

The final spreadsheet of all studies for which full papers were retrieved, with either 

reasons for exclusion or included data, was uploaded to an open access data 

repository [138]. 

I collated the sources of information or experiences in a single spreadsheet. Where 

descriptions of sources were different, but shared the same meaning, these were 

grouped together as a single construct. 

I wanted to be able to, in some way, assess the quality of the included studies, 

consistent with conventional systematic review protocols.  I realised later that this was 

a very difficult task. At the time, though, I chose to use the Mixed Methods Appraisal 

Tool (MMAT) [131, 139] as it was one of few tools that allowed for qualitative and 

quantitative studies to be evaluated. 

 

3.4.3 Analysis 

My preliminary reading of the literature suggested that information sources and 

experiences, and the way they are encountered, are multifaceted and would benefit 

from a classification system that could accommodate this. Kwasnik states that 

άŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛs the meaningful clustering of experƛŜƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǿŜ 

classify knowledge can assist in the discovery of new knowledge [140 p. 24]. My 

intention was that the classification system I developed help to organise the 

experience healthcare workers have of encountering new information and experiences 
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and, therefore, assist with the discovery of new methods to facilitate the embodiment 

of learning from experiences that could improve directly or indirectly the health of 

patients. 

I chose to adopt the facet classification approach to describe the important contexts 

within which information and experiences are encountered because facet 

classifications recognise that there is more than one way to view the world, and that 

facets themselves are flexible to accommodate new phenomena over time [140]. This 

approach has been used to classify information on the world-wide web [141] and in 

information seeking tasks [142]. An example of a facet classification is the way we 

classify wines using the categories of country (France, Germany, Australia, Chile, etc.), 

grape variety (chardonnay, cabernet, merlot, etc.), alcohol content (0% through 15%) 

and colour (white, red, rosé).  

To describe and organise the experiential and information sources, I adapted the Bliss 

Bibliographic Classification System, known as BC2. This system classifies, for any piece 

of knowledge, what is being done, what are its parts or properties, how is this 

achieved, by what means and by whom, where, and when? [143] and was developed 

from the work of Ranganathan, who identified repeating elements of all subjects such 

as personality, matter, energy, space and time [144].   

After extracting the data, I developed a classification of knowledge encounters 

together with a description of facets that described key elements of information and 

experiential knowledge sources that healthcare workers encountered. I used a 

constant comparative method to refine the classification. 
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My synthesis involved a mixed approach using the top-down logic of the BC2 

classification to generate thematic categories and a bottom-up approach to develop 

facets (or codes) for each category from the data. That is, I altered, added or removed 

the specific terms used in the BC2 classification, for example, ŦǊƻƳ άwhat is being 

ŘƻƴŜέ ǘƻ άwhat information or experience is eƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘέΦ L ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜ-read 

the extracted sources, using the constant comparison technique, to develop 

descriptive coŘŜǎΦ !ǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ Ǿƛŀ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘέ L 

ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǎƻƳŜƻƴŜέ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ άǎƻƳŜƻƴŜέ ǿŀǎ 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άƳŜƴǘƻǊέ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ άǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ 

experiences of illƴŜǎǎέΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ L ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƻƳ 

a healthcare worker might have obtained information in their knowledge encounter. I 

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ άŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƻƳ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƻƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέΣ ǘƻ Ŧƛǘ ǘhe BC2 logic. Then, I re-read my data to generate facets for each 

category. The facets were higher level descriptive codes of the people involved in the 

encounter. For example, from the following raw data I created the facet 

άǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊέΥ άǇŜŜǊǎέΣ άƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέΣ άŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴέΣ 

άǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǎŜƭŦ-ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘέΣ and άŜƳŀƛƭ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘέΦ Lƴ ŀ 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜǘǎ ƻŦ άnon-ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊ όŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜύέΣ άpŀǘƛŜƴǘέΣ άrŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊέΣ 

άeŘǳŎŀǘƻǊέΣ άrŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊέΣ άemploȅŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άsŀƭŜǎǇŜǊǎƻƴέ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘΦ 
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 Results 

3.5.1 Study characteristics 

9,138 potentially eligible reports were screened by title and abstract (see Figure 3.1 

below). Of these 113 were potentially eligible and, therefore, the full text was 

retrieved. 37 of these were not eligible. 76 studies were eligible for inclusion in the 

review from the 2014 search [109, 128, 133, 145-217]. The additional search in 2016 

identified a further 4 eligible studies [218-221]. Their data are included in the analysis 

for completeness, but they did not identify any additional descriptions of knowledge 

encounters and did not, therefore, affect the classification.  

Four studies used a mixed methods design (interviews and surveys), 22 used 

qualitative methods (ethnography, case study, vignettes, interviews, focus groups or 

qualitative questionnaire) and 54 used quantitative methods (survey, observation, 

critical incident technique, or interviews). Of the 80 studies, only 24 allowed for the 

inclusion of knowledge encounters that were experiential or tacit.  

71 of the studies included a single group of healthcare professionals, and 9 involved 

two or more healthcare groups. Across the studies the quality was evaluated by 

MMAT as moderate or low quality. The study characteristics are summarised in Table 

3.1 (see below). Details are in Appendix E. 
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Figure 3.1 PRISMA flow chart of study selection process 
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of included studies 

Study design Mixed methods 4 

Qualitative 22 

Quantitative 54 

Cross-sectional or 
longitudinal 

Cross-sectional 76 

Longitudinal 3 

Unclear 1 

Recall or real-time Recall 72 

Real-time 1 

Recall and real-time 7 

Setting Hospital only 22 

Primary care only 28 

Hospital and primary care 15 

Any setting or unspecified 15 

Country Australia 6 

Brazil 1 

Canada 9 

Denmark 1 

France 1 

Ghana 1 

Germany 2 

Iran 4 

Ireland 2 

Italy 1 

Jordan 1 

Mongolia 1 

New Zealand 1 

Norway 2 

Philippines 1 

South Korea 1 

Spain 1 

Sweden 4 

Taiwan 1 

Tanzania 1 

Turkey 2 

UK 11 

USA 25 

Healthcare professional 
groups included across the 
studies (greater than 80 as 
some studies included more 
than one group) 

Dentists 8 

Doctors 42 

Radiologists 1 

Nurses 31 

Hygienists 1 

Midwives 1 

Pharmacists 1 

Phlebotomists 1 

Podiatrists 1 

Psychiatrists 1 

Rehabilitation & physical therapists 2 
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Speech & language pathologists 1 

Vets 1 

Knowledge sources included Explicit (codified) only 56 

Explicit and tacit or experiential 24 

MMAT quality score 
(maximum ****, minimum *) 

****  6 

***  20 

**  37 

*  17 

 

3.5.2 Development of a classification of knowledge encounters 

178 individual descriptions of encounters with information sources or experiences 

were identified across the 80 studies (see Appendix F). Some of these were described 

simply as nouns, e.g. journal, but there is an implicit requirement for a verb, i.e. to 

read a journal. On other occasions, the verb was recorded, e.g. informal conversation 

with colleagues. Thus, what authors described as sources were often encounters with 

sources that might have been intentional or unintentional.  

I did not begin with an idea of how I would develop a classification or taxonomy in 

mind before collating the data. The process was tortuous, and I sought inspiration 

from several existing classifications to help. !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ /ŀǊǇŜǊΩǎ Ŧour 

fundamental patterns of knowing in nursing (aesthetic, personal, ethical and empirical) 

[86] ŀƴŘ 9ǎǘŀōǊƻƻƪǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ overarching categories of sources used by nurses 

(social interactions, experience, documents, and a priori knowledge) [128]. However, 

both are one-dimensional. I was realising that such an approach would not be suited 

to the complexity of classifying not just the experienced but also the experiencing 

within an encounter. I was also concerned that, as Patrick Lambe has written about 

any taxonomy, it be clear to the end-user [222], in my case the GDPs I anticipated 

being involved in the study to follow. Lambe also addressed the issue of having 
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multiple dimensions, by suggesting the use of matrices within taxonomies, and that 

there are classifications based on facets [223]. This immediately helped me to begin 

making sense of the data I had extracted. To classify both, the experienced and the 

experience, I needed to think of knowledge encounters in a multidimensional way and 

describe the dimensions according to different facets. 

I modified the BC2 classification to add categories where differentiation was required 

and remove others where there were redundancies. In summary, the classification I 

developed included the following six key questions about the knowledge encounter 

(short versions used in Figure 3.2 below are in brackets): 

¶ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘ όά²Ƙŀǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΚέύΚ 

¶ Iƻǿ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘ όάIƻǿΚέύΚ 

¶ What was the mode of encounter (άWhat mode?έ)? 

¶ From whom did the information originate, or with whom was the experience 

όάCǊƻƳ κ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƻƳΚέύΚ 

¶ Iƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ όάIƻǿ ƳŀƴȅΚέύΚ 

¶ ²ƘŜǊŜ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ όά²ƘŜǊŜέύΚ  

I ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ./н ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ άǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛǘǎ ώǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩǎϐ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻǊ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ 

άǿƘŜƴέΦ   
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Figure 3.2 Six categories of knowledge encounters with descriptive facets 
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3.5.3 Facets of categories 

While multiple facets were recognised in the literature, I have organised them to 

describe the important components of the six key classification questions just 

identified.  

What information or experience was encountered? 

This category reflected the knowledge that the information attempted to articulate, or 

experiential knowledge. I reviewed existing models of knowledge (see discussion) to 

help construct the facets of this category (see Table 3.2).  

Table 3.2 A classification of knowledge encounters: knowledge facets, descriptions and examples 

Knowledge facet Description Examples from included 
studies 

Codified knowledge Research, theoretical or practice-
based knowledge subject to 
quality control by editors, peer 
review and debate 

Journal, guidelines, 
textbook 

Individualised 
codified knowledge 

Codified knowledge presented in 
some manner by individuals in 
person 

Informal conversation 
with colleagues, 
seminars, grand rounds 

Procedural 
knowledge 

The individual actions required to 
carry out a given activity 

Observaǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 
practice 

Process or policy 
knowledge 

Local or national processes and 
policies 

Local care delivery, 
national health policy 

Experiential 
knowledge 

That obtained through personal 
experience 

What has worked / not 
worked before, personal 
clinical experience, 
ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ 
illness 

Custom The implicit norms of a given 
healthcare setting or professional 
group 

The way it has always 
been done 

Product or service 
knowledge 

Commercial product and service 
characteristics 

Company 
representative, 
company literature 
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How was the information or experience encountered? 

It was evident from the data that senses, such as smell and touch, were used by 

healthcare professionals as they encountered sources of knowledge, in addition to 

seeing and hearing.  Additionally, there were clearly internal, i.e. non-sensory means, 

of encountering knowledge, such as ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ (see Table 3.3). 

Table 3.3 A classification of knowledge encounters: how the knowledge is encountered facets, 
descriptions and examples 

How encountered Description Examples from included 
studies 

Verbal 
communication 

Through voice either face-to-face 
or via a medium, such as a 
telephone 

Informal conversation 
with colleagues, 
telephone hotline to 
specialist 

Written format Through print either in paper or 
electronic form 

Company literature, 
textbooks 

Visual Through observation either 
directly or through some form of 
print or electronic medium 

Video 

Haptic Through touch The patƛŜƴǘΩǎ ōƻŘȅ 

Olfactory Through smell Reading the patient 
using senses (smell, 
listening, watching, 
touch) 

Internal reflection Through conscious exploration of 
personal thoughts and 
experiences 

bǳǊǎŜǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƴ 
explorations 

 

What was the mode of the encounter? 

It was evident that some encounters took place in person and some remotely, or 

through a medium. Where the encounter was not in person, electronic means were 

dominant ways of bridging the gap. Technology would be used in many settings to 

augment the sharing of information, for example, at a conference, but the distinction 
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here is more to do with whether the individual is present in person rather than using a 

medium to communicate (see Table 3.4). 

Table 3.4 A classification of knowledge encounters: mode of information or experiential knowledge 
encounter facets, descriptions and examples 

Mode of encounter Description Examples from included 
studies 

Using electronic 
technology 

Through any form of electronic 
medium  

Email contact with 
specialist, telephone 
hotline to specialist, 
medical websites 

Not using electronic 
technology 

Through non-electronic media or 
by being present in person 

Conference, local audit, 
hand over, handbooks 

 

From whom did the information originate or with whom was the experience? 

My thematic organisation of the people from whom information originated, or with 

whom there was an experience, resulted in eight facets (see Table 3.5 below). Whilst 

in this table the facets are singular, e.g. salesperson, I conceive of the terms being 

used in the plural, too, e.g. to classify ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ άǇƘŀǊƳŀŎŜǳǘƛŎŀƭ κ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜέΦ 

This will have originated from the company (more than one person) selling a product. 

Table 3.5 A classification of knowledge encounters: from whom did the knowledge originate facets, 
descriptions and examples 

From whom Description Examples from included 
studies 

Practitioner A healthcare practitioner from 
any field 

Colleague, colleagues via 
internet, clinical leaders, 
personal clinical 
experience, journal club, 
email discussion list, 
professional association 

Non-practitioner 
(colleague) 

A colleague who is not a 
healthcare practitioner and who 
may work within or without the 
same organisation 

Social services, non-
medical personnel 
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Patient A person or group of patients 
receiving healthcare 
interventions 

Patients, patient 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΣ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ 
experience of illness 

Researcher A person or group of people who 
have investigated something in 
an organised and systematic way 

Thesis, journal 

Educator A person or organisation 
providing instruction 

Teacher, educational 
booklet, laboratory 
manual, patient 
information 

Regulator A person or organisation that 
directs or regulates some aspect 
of healthcare practice 

government documents, 
health policy 

Employer An individual or organisation that 
employs the healthcare 
professional 

Policy and procedure 
manuals, local guidelines 

Salesperson An individual or organisation that 
sells good or services 

Company literature, 
company 
representative, drug 
company functions 

 

How many participants were there? 

In addition to determining the role of the individual or organisation involved in sharing 

the information, it was evident that some of the encounters with sources might 

involve an individual alone, with one or two others, or as part of a larger group. Social 

learning is believed to be an important element of how individuals acquire new 

knowledge, particularly in practice [73, 89, 224], and therefore I felt that this facet of a 

knowledge encounter was an important one to capture (see Table 3.6). 
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Table 3.6 A classification of knowledge encounters: how many people were involved facets, descriptions 
and examples 

How many Description Examples from included 
studies 

Alone An individual encountering 
information or experiential 
knowledge without others 
present either physically or 
virtually 

Personal development 
of acquired knowledge 
through experience and 
prior knowledge 

A couple Two people involved in the 
knowledge encounter 

Informal conversation 
with colleagues 

A group Three or more people involved in 
the knowledge encounter 

Email discussion lists, 
seminar 

 

Where did the encounter take place? 

For this category I tried to distil from the sources identified a sense of place in which 

the knowledge encounter could occur. The setting was in part determined by the 

intention e.g. whether a meeting was intended to be an educational event or if it was 

intended to be social but where new information was encountered nonetheless (see 

Table 3.7). 

Table 3.7 A classification of knowledge encounters: where did the knowledge encounter take place 
facets, descriptions and examples 

Where  Description Examples from included 
studies 

Work Setting in which the healthcare 
professional works 

Grand rounds 

Educational Setting intended for educational 
activity rather than work 

Conferences 

Domestic Home Online continuing 
education, chatrooms [if 
carried out at home] 

Social A setting given over to social 
activities rather than educational 
or work 

Professional societies 
[when primary reason 
for meeting is social] 
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 Discussion 

I conducted a systematic mixed studies review to identify all encounters with 

information and experiences reported in the healthcare literature and identified 80 

qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods studies that reported on such encounters. 

I then developed a faceted classification to describe what I term knowledge 

encounters using a mixed didactic-inductive process. The classification has six 

categories that describe different aspects of any encounter, i.e. what information or 

experience was encountered, how the information or experience was encountered, 

what the mode of encounter was, from whom did the information originate or with 

whom was the experience, how many participants there were, and where the 

encounter took place. Each category is described by key facets that enable a deeper 

understanding of the actual knowledge encounter. 

 

3.6.1 Discussion of the generation of facets 

Higgs and Titchen [225] describe three knowledge types in professional practice: 

theoretical or scientific knowledge; craft knowledge; and personal knowledge. 

Similarly, Kemmis proposes that there is public knowledge (theoretical, scientific), 

action (as an object of knowing or thought) and practice [89]. Eraut divides knowledge 

into codified (also known as public or propositional knowledge) and personal [88]. 

Gabbay and Le May identified six knowledge types from their work with healthcare 

providers over many years: experiential, research, theoretical, policy, custom and 

practice, and trial and error [31]. I drew on all of these in developing the classification.  
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One source of information that arose from the data was that produced by commercial 

companies, often for marketing. It is not clear whether this has been subjected to 

quality control in the sense of codified knowledge. I, therefore, included an additional 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ, though I acknowledge that there may be 

occasions when the product knowledge truly reflects codified knowledge, i.e. when it 

is based on peer-reviewed research.  

There were multiple roles individuals or organisations could be envisaged to perform 

depending on the context of the encounter. From a relational perspective, a 

άŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻǎŜ άǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘέ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƻƳ ŀƴ 

άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ƘŀŘΦ /ƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǘŀƪŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊ ƻǊ ŀǎ 

ŀ άƳŜƴǘƻǊέ ƻǊ άǇŜŜǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ leadŜǊέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 

ŦƻǊ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ άƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎέΦ  Lƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎŀǎŜǎ, it was not possible for me 

to define the role due to lack of contextual information, but there were sufficient 

examples of different roles across the included studies for me to develop several 

facets to describe the various roles others play in knowledge encounters. 

Given that an individual can perform several different roles I defined this category 

according to the primary role taken by the individual(s) or organisation at the moment 

ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ŀ άƧƻǳǊƴŀƭ Ŏƭǳōέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ 

the interpretations of fellow practitioners, whilst the reading of a research article in a 

άƧƻǳǊƴŀƭέ ŀƭƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ being a researcher.  

There was a challenge in how to classify non-ƘǳƳŀƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƧƻǳǊƴŀƭέ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ 

ŀƴŘ άǾƛŘŜƻέΦ L ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭόǎύ ƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
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creating the information source would follow the same categories as for the in-person 

encounters. Thus, a research article may be written by a researcher who might write 

another article that explains a clinical technique as an educator. These facets could 

also be ascribed to the self or to other colleagues. In such a case, personal reflection 

by a healthcare professional on their practice would be described by the facet 

άǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊέΦ 

 

3.6.2 Limitations 

There are several potential limitations associated with this review.  

The search for studies used a combination of formal search strategy and citation 

searching. It is possible I have missed potentially relevant studies because authors 

have used terms I did not include in the search strategy, and because I confined the 

eligible studies to English. However, as I was not seeking to quantify the encounters 

with knowledge sources I feel that I reached a saturation of both classifications of 

knowledge encounters and descriptions of their key facets in the studies I did identify.  

The screening of titles and abstracts was conducted by me alone. This increases the 

possibility that potentially eligible studies were not included. Similarly, it is a limitation 

that the coding and design of the classification were done by me alone, though it was 

with ongoing discussion with my supervisor at this time, Sharon Mickan. 

The discreet facets identified may not reflect all the facets that a particular knowledge 

encounter could include. Thus, users of the classification will have to make a choice 

about which facet is most appropriate of all those that could be used.  
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I have also identified limitations of the studies included. The literature on knowledge 

sources identified here has been largely dependent on recall of exposure to different 

sources. Apart from three studies that used brief periods (4 hours or half a day) of 

observations [150, 174, 198] all of the quantitative data has depended on recall. This 

review was not concerned with quantifying the proportion of encounters ascribed to 

each source but, due to the impact of recall bias [226], I may not have a complete 

picture of sources of information encountered by healthcare professionals. In the 

qualitative studies, more contextual information was given to understand what the 

encounter with a source meant to the clinician. Finally, several of the closed question 

surveys I identified appeared not to follow a theoretical structure, and I was unable to 

identify one that had all the knowledge source encounters identified in this review.  

I used the MMAT tool to assess the quality of the studies. I value the attempt by the 

authors of MMAT to provide a means for evaluating and comparing the quality of 

different study designs when conducting mixed studies reviews. However, whilst it was 

apparently straightforward to use with individual studies, I found I was unsure what 

the results meant when compared, in particular, to studies conducted within different 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ άǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ Ŏŀƴ ƳŜŀƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ [227].  

 

3.6.3 Implications for Implementation Science 

There is a growing body of evidence to support the assertion that healthcare 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-in-practice ς the knowledge that is used as they practice ς is 

influenced by interactions with a variety of formal and informal sources of information 
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and experience. However, as shown in this review, there has been relatively little real 

time empirical study of the ways in which this happens. I think that, by studying the 

ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘŎŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-in-practice is influenced by what 

they encounter and how they encounter it, we can begin to better understand how to 

work with the grain of practice to promote the uptake of research into practice.  

From their ethnographic work in general medical practices Gabbay and Le May coined 

the term mindlines to describe the internal, personal, and tacit guidance medical 

practitioners used as they went about their practice. Mindlines develop as healthcare 

professionals interact with, and make sense of, multiple sources of information, and 

experiences. Recognising that quantitative methods can rarely develop the rich 

understanding of individual practices that ethnographic methods can, I nonetheless 

think, that the classification described here will allow for longitudinal survey tools to 

be developed that capture rich contextual data of how healthcare professionals 

develop their knowledge-in-practice in a variety of contexts.  

With the increasing availability and functionality of digital means to record 

experiences in real time [228], there is an opportunity to study larger numbers of 

healthcare professionals in any number of settings as they go about their lives. 

Observational methods are limited not only by the large amount of time needed and 

ability for a researcher to be in only one place at a time, but also by restrictions of 

access tƻΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƘƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

encounters are bound to occur. Real time data capture has been used to study a wide 

range of health and social topics [229-232], and I envisage research that explores 

knowledge encounters in a similar way. This could be done qualitatively, with 
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participants recording in their own words their experience of the encounter. However, 

by using a classification to describe the knowledge encounters participants may be 

able to record encounters more quickly and record key characteristics of the 

encounter. Meanwhile, researchers would be able to gather larger quantities of data 

and analyse it much more quickly. Through a better understanding of what, how, 

where and with whom information and experiences diffuse into practice it is hoped 

that we can develop new implementation approaches to promote research uptake 

alongside other information and experience as healthcare professionals develop their 

knowledge-in-practice.  

Further development of this longitudinal approach could explore whether, and how, 

particular facets of knowledge encounters are associated with changes in knowledge-

in-practice, and how these facets change, for example, as healthcare professionals 

mature. Implementation researchers might then develop interventions that leverage 

these facets to help improve uptake of evidence-based practices. For example, if 

knowledge encounters that share the facets of individualised codified knowledge, 

verbal, non-electronic, with practitioners, in social settings and occur in groups are 

associated with more change in knowledge-in-practice, can we adopt, adapt or design 

new opportunities for professionals to experience knowledge encounters with 

research based on these, rather than on facets not associated with changes in 

knowledge-in-practice?  

Finally, whilst classifications function as descriptive and explanatory frameworks for 

ideas or phenomena, they also act, like theories do, in providing the basis for the 

generation and testing of new ideas [233]. I think that by describing what is a complex 
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phenomenon using a faceted classification, implementation researchers may find new 

ways of thinking about knowledge-in-practice, and how to work effectively with it, to 

promote the use of research and other evidence-based findings in practice. 

 

 Conclusion 

Healthcare professionals encounter information and experiences that may change 

their knowledge of patient care in many ways. I have developed a classification to 

organise and describe the complexity of how healthcare professionals encounter 

information and experiences. I have identified six key classifying questions to 

understand the context in which information and experiences are encountered and 

described important facets for each of these. This novel faceted classification for 

knowledge encounters has been developed as a tool for future observational studies 

of healthcare professionals. Future research should explore how this classification of 

knowledge encounters can deepen our understanding of how healthcare professionals 

learn and develop their knowledge-in-practice. Over time, I want to be able to 

facilitate knowledge encounters that improve the uptake of evidence-based practices 

in healthcare. 
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Chapter 4 Design and testing of a web tool to record and 
classify knowledge encounters 

 

 Background 

In the previous chapter I described the development of a faceted classification of 

knowledge encounters. The classification identified six key questions about knowledge 

encounters: what knowledge was shared during the encounter? How was the 

knowledge encountered? What was the mode of exchange? From whom did the 

knowledge originate? How many participants were there? Where did the encounter 

take place? For each of these questions or categories I defined several facets.  

The purpose of the classification was to help organise the sources of knowledge, and 

contexts, within which they were encountered when conducting self-report empirical 

studies with general dental practitioners (GDPs). Sometimes known as ecological 

momentary analysis (EMA) [234] there are several potential benefits to participants 

self-reporting data in real time. These include a reduction in the risk of recall bias by 

participants [234]; the recording of contextual data that may influence behaviours 

[235]; and the collection of data by participants in places and at times to which 

researchers may not have access to [234]. Studies of knowledge sources and the ways 

in which healthcare professionals encounter them have largely been based on surveys 

or observation [236]. Whether the intention is to gather quantitative or qualitative 

data, each has limitations that I hoped the use of self-report would help address.  
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Surveys capture clinician recall of their encounters with knowledge at a single moment 

in time. These are prone to recall bias and rarely able to capture contextual 

information about how those knowledge sources are encountered. Observational 

studies in this field have tended to involve few participants and rarely extended 

beyond the workplace. Particularly for the quantitative observational studies these 

have involved short periods of observation of individual practitioners with a maximum 

of four hours. Real-time self-report offered the opportunity to gather quantitative and 

qualitative data from each participant over several days, rather than hours, and in 

locations not normally accessible to the researcher, e.g. the home or social settings.  

The aim of this chapter is to report on how I have designed and tested a tool to be 

used in ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ D5tǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ encounters using a mixed methods 

approach. 

My objectives were:  

1. To create a web-based tool to collect real-time data based on the classification 

developed in the previous chapter 

2. To create an online training tool to help familiarise participants with the 

classification 

3. To evaluate the ease of use of the web-based tool 
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 Methods 

4.2.1 Development of a web-based tool to record knowledge encounters 

There were several attributes that, from my reading of the literature and informal 

discussions with researchers using real-time self-report data collection, I felt would be 

ideal in a tool for my study. Due to technical and/or financial reasons this ideal would 

inevitably have to be compromised. The attributes were: 

¶ accessibility via mobile telephone, computer or tablet computer 

¶ ability to be synchronised across devices 

¶ ability to record a knowledge encounter in less than 30 seconds 

¶ ability to prompt participants to record data 

¶ secure and immediate data transmission 

¶ ability to download qualitative and quantitative data into a spreadsheet for 

analysis 

¶ free or low-cost (as the study was unfunded) 

¶ ability to include a training element to help participants familiarise themselves 

with the format and classification 

I considered several approaches before determining that I would uǎŜ DƻƻƎƭŜΩǎ ǿŜō 

form. The Ethos App ς ethnographic observation system mobile application 

(www.ethosapp.com) ς had been used in a small study that explored the behaviours of 

22 football bettors reported in a blog [237]. Although the system allowed data 

collection on multiple mobile devices, it was primarily designed to collect qualitative 

data on mobile phones and would have been difficult for me to incorporate the 
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classification system. I also explored using Evernote (www.evernote.com), which is a 

note-keeping application that allows synchronisation across mobile devices and 

computers. It is possible to share folders of notes with others, and I experimented on 

my own using this to record knowledge encounters. However, though it would have 

been adequate for the qualitative descriptions of knowledge encounters, as the 

application is designed for free text note-keeping, there was no way to provide 

participants with the classification choices. 

I had discussions with a developer about the possibility of creating a custom web form 

or application, but the cost of developing this was prohibitive. They did suggest, 

ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǿŜō ŦƻǊƳ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ DƻƻƎƭŜΩǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ L 

required. 

I was already familiar with the suite of online software available from Google Drive 

(drive.google.com), which include online spreadsheets, word processor, presentation 

software and forms for surveys. I, therefore, explored this option further and realised 

that I could develop a tool that would have most of my desired attributes. Google docs 

are provided free of charge once one has created an account, which was important, 

given my lack of financial resources. However, it is not secured like other online survey 

tools (See REDCap, which I became aware of only after conducting this study [238]), 

which would mean that the data captured on it needed to be anonymous as far as 

possible.  

Google forms are survey tools. One designs the form by choosing different 

combinations of text and question types. From my form, I used an open question with 
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a free text box for participants to describe their knowledge encounters (qualitative 

data) and a series of drop-down boxes for each of the facets of the knowledge 

encounter (quantitative data).  

Google forms also allows one to customise the format, so I could incorporate the 

University of Oxford logo and choose a matching background (see Figure 4.1 below). It 

is straightforward to incorporate images, which proved very useful for the scenario 

training I developed for participants. 

As can be seen in Figure 4.1, I included two additional questions to the original six, 

ƴŀƳŜƭȅ ά²ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳΚέ ŀƴŘ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘΚέΦ The first question was intended to identify whether the 

encounter was an intentional one or one that arose serendipitously. The second one 

was intended to ascertain, at that moment, what their intended use of the knowledge 

encountered was. The possible responses were based on Graham Ŝǘ ŀƭΩǎ categorisation 

of research use [239]: 

¶ L ǿƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ 

¶ I will use it instrumentally (do something with it) 

¶ I will use it conceptually (think about it) 

¶ I will use it politically (make an argument for something). Graham used the 

ǘŜǊƳ άǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛǾŜέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΦ 

The form allowed for GDPs to describe each knowledge encounter using six facets. 

Whilst this could never capture the depth of an encounter that a qualitative approach 

might do, it gave some more information about where, with whom and how 
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information and experiences were encountered. At this stage in my DPhil journey I had 

not encountered the generative concepts of knowing in practice and was still heavily 

influenced by rationalistic approaches. 

 
Figure 4.1 Screenshot of web-based tool developed 
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4.2.2 User testing of the tool 

I wanted to test the feasibility and reliability of GDPs using the form and the 

classification system to record their knowledge encounters. Four GDPs were recruited 

via a Facebook entry that explained the nature of the tool development and invited 

GDPs willing to help to get in touch through Facebook. There was no offer of financial 

reward. As the purpose of the study was to develop a tool rather than generate 

generalisable new knowledge as research, ethics was not sought. GDPs, who agreed to 

take part, were sent an email (see Appendix G) with a pdf attached with descriptions 

and/or examples of the facets in each category (see Appendix H). The examples of 

knowledge encounters were taken from those extracted in my systematic review 

(Chapter 3). 

Before they collected data by themselves, I wanted to see the variability of 

classifications when GDPs used the survey tool with several scenarios.  At the same 

time, I wished to give a sense of the interactions that they could record themselves in 

due course. In this way, the scenarios also served as a familiarisation tool.  

For this stage, I developed five scenarios of knowledge encounters based on the 

knowledge encounters identified in the mixed studies systematic review and personal 

experience. The intention was to provide scenarios that could be classified with 

several of the different facets. The scenarios were on sequential web pages, and the 

GDPs were asked to progress through all five, classifying the scenarios. There was also 

a free text box for them to provide feedback or ideas after each scenario. All but one 

scenario included one or more images intended to give more context to the encounter 
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and encourage the users to imagine they were present in it. The texts of the scenarios 

were: 

1. Please imagine you are a dentist looking at this dental journal. 

2. You are attending an implant course. You and three other dentists have 

observed the clinical stages of placing an implant. 

3. You have looked through a discussion in a dental chat forum, a portion of 

which is reproduced below. 

4. During a coffee break you pop into your colleague's surgery because you would 

like to know how they would manage a particularly difficult endodontic case. 

You discuss the case with the help of a couple of periapical radiographs, and 

your colleague shares their opinion of how you should manage the case based 

on their experience. 

5. After arriving back from work, you sit down and read some of the Care Quality 

Commission's "A fresh start for the regulation and inspection of primary care 

dental services" document. 

The first two pages of the survey are shown below (see Figures 4.2 and 4.3).  
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Figure 4.2 Page 1 of the user-testing web form 

 

 
Figure 4.3 Page 2 of the user-testing web form 
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Figures 4.4 to 4.7 are screenshots of the first scenario, which followed the introduction 

above. Although there are several screenshots, it was all on one webpage, requiring 

users to scroll down. On the first page only, I included descriptions of the different 

facets, to help the users orientate themselves. At this stage, I did not include the 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ά²ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳΚέ ŀƴŘ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘΚέ ōŜŎŀǳse the GDPs were not classifying their own 

knowledge encounters. Subsequent pages omitted the detailed descriptions but 

provided an online link to the same list of descriptions / examples of facets in case 

they needed it midway through (see scenario two in Figure 4.8, below, as an example). 

 
Figure 4.4 First scenario in user-tester web form (screenshot 1 of 4) 
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Figure 4.5 First scenario in user-tester web form (screenshot 2 of 4) 
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Figure 4.6 First scenario in user-tester web form (screenshot 3 of 4) 
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Figure 4.7 First scenario in user-tester web form (screenshot 4 of 4) 
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Figure 4.8 Fourth scenario in user-tester web form 

 

I sought feedback about the simulation exercise at the end of the second stage of the 

user testing (see Appendix I for questions) as I intended to use these and other 

simulations in familiarisation exercised with GDPs, who would record their knowledge 

encounters for a longer period in the study that followed. 
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In the second stage, the four GDPs were invited to use a personalised and anonymous 

web form to record their own knowledge encounters over a day, or more, if they felt 

able to. As mŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ǘǿƻ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ ά²ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳΚέ ŀƴŘ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘΚέΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŦǊŜŜ-text box was added to the start of the web form where 

GDPs were asked to describe the information or experience encounter in their own 

words (see Figure 4.9). 

 
Figure 4.9 First page of user-tester personal web form 
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This user-tester web form (see Figure 4.10) included an introductory page reminding 

the GDPs of what they could record as a knowledge encounter. After submitting their 

web form, the form would reload. Therefore, it was removed for the study that 

followed to minimise on the number of clicks. 

The four GDPs were encouraged to record the encounter as close to the time it 

occurred as possible. In the explanatory email I sent to them, I suggested that they 

could use some form of reminder or alarm to help them remember to record their 

encounters but left it up to them whether they did this and, if so, how frequently.  

In addition to the four GDPs who would collect data over 24 hours, I asked eight GDPs 

attending an Evidence-Based Dentistry short course, that I was running in London, to 

trial the web form. I asked them at the beginning of the session to think of a recent 

knowledge encounter, and to classify it using the web form. 
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Figure 4.10 Knowledge encounter user-tester web form 

 

4.2.3 Data management 

The data from the web forms automatically populate an online spreadsheet in Google 

Drive. The data was downloaded and for stage one similarity was calculated as a 

maximum percentage agreement for each scenario and each category. 
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I did not intend to collect the data from the web form used by the dentists, as the 

purpose was to allow them to use it and gather feedback on its usability. 

The data from the feedback web form, the email exchanges and face-to-face 

discussions were noted in an offline spreadsheet. 

 

 Results 

4.3.1 Simulations 

Figure 4.11 shows the percentage agreement between the four dentists recruited 

through Facebook, who classified the five scenarios. Where the score is 100% all four 

GDPs used the same facet. Where it is 75% three out of the four used the same facet. 

50% indicates that two used the same facet. In both cases below, where 50% is 

indicated, two GDPs used one facet and two GDPs used another facet. Overall, the 

agreement provided me with reassurance that the GDPs were not guessing but were 

classifying in a reproducible way. However, it is important to stress that, as there were 

no right answers, a slight disagreement over some categories was expected.   

 
Figure 4.11 Agreement between four dentists on facets used for each category for scenarios 1-5 
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4.3.2 D5tǎΩ ƻǿƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ 

The four GDPs between them recorded 17 knowledge encounters using the web form. 

These are reproduced in Table 4.1 below. The qualitative descriptions are quite 

detailed and rich with contextual information. This was a pleasant surprise, as it 

encouraged me to think that in the study to follow, GDPs would provide sufficient 

information to serve as stimuli for in depth interviews about the knowledge 

encounters.  

Table 4.1 Seventeen knowledge encounters reported by the four GDP user-testers (the table is divided 
into four) 

GDP 1 

Describe the information or 
experience encountered in your own 
words. 
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1. How to improve your endodontics 
in 2 days ( day 1) 
Held at the dental education centre at 
Northwick Park hospital. Hands on 
practical on accessing teeth and 
lecture based using power point on 
diagnosis/restorability of teeth. Also 
visual demonstrations using 
microscope projected on screen. 
Given by 2 DWSI in endodontics to a 
group of 8 GDPs. 
Very informative and a good refresh to 
skills P
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2. Oral health promotion event in 
Hillingdon held by NHS England on 3rd 
March 2015.  
Presentations on dental public health. 
Addressing how to increase access of 
children to dental practices as 
Hillingdon has highest caries rate in 
North west. Discussion of upcoming 
school outreach programmes. P

ro
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s
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r 
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y
 

 

V
e

rb
a

l 

E
le

ct
ro

n
ic 

R
e

g
u
la

to
r 

G
ro

u
p 

E
d

u
ca

tio
n
a

l 

C
o

n
ce

p
tu

a
lly 



CHAPTER 4 

 
90 

 

3. Patient with pain after endo stage 
one LR3. I wanted to know frequency 
of 2 canals and their relative position 
to check for this patient. used google 
to find an article on pubmed. 5% 
lingual  
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4. I want to know why I get a lot of 
people wanting work experience as a 
dentist, including one today who has 
already done 2/52 elsewhere. I was 
busy so didn't bother getting info on 
this  
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5. I was using a new material called 
icon to remove white spots from 
teeth. I followed the instructions but 
the product didn't produce the 
desired result 
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6. Hands on course titles " How to 
improve our endodontics in 2 days" 
Day 1 on 4th March, held at the dental 
education centre at Northwick Park 
Hospital.  
The course was given by 2 DWSI 
[Dentist with special interests] in 
endodontics to a group of 8 GDPs 
They day included powerpoint 
presentations and hands on access of 
teeth, with demonstration on screen 
under a microscope. P
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7. Talk given on access and child oral 
health by Hillingdon LDC [Local Dental 
Committee]. they spoke about 
prevention regimes and how to 
increase access of children in 
Hillingdon, focussing on the fact that 
the children of Hillingdon had 
neglected dentition (evidence from 
dental public health consultant given). 
They also spoke about out reach 
schemes which they wish to 
implement with NHS England and 
asked for practices to put their names 
forward who would be interested in 
taking part. P
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GDP 2 
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Describe the information or 
experience encountered in your own 
words. 

W
h
a
t 

e
n
c
o
u
n
te

re
d
? 

H
o
w

? 

W
h
a
t 

m
o
d
e
? 

W
h
o
? 

H
o
w

 m
a
n
y?

 

W
h
a
t 

s
e
tt
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n
d
e
d
 u

s
e

? 

8. I sat with a colleague over coffee 
and we discussed how to encourage a 
particular patient to wear a splint. He 
continues to fracture cusps off teeth 
and several restorations I have 
provided have failed. We discussed 
what the ethical issues relating to not 
providing further treatment were, 
given the high risk of failure. E

x
p
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9. We attended LDC meeting 
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GDP 3 

Describe the information or 
experience encountered in your own 
words. 

W
h
a
t 

e
n
c
o
u
n
te

re
d
? 

H
o
w

? 

W
h
a
t 

m
o
d
e
? 

W
h
o
? 

H
o
w

 m
a
n
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W
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a
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e
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g
? 
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n
d
e
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? 

10. Discussion of emergency 
treatment of periapical periodontitis 
where there is no spreading infection, 
lymphadenopathy or systemic 
symptoms P
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11. Discussion of what to do when a 
patient asks for records. Discussed 
why a patient would ask, and what 
consent forms need to be signed. 
Discussed the role of having a 
procedure form as a step to step guide 
when this happens 
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12. Discussing re root treating a lower 
right seven before crowning it, 
because it had not been suitably root 
filled and not crowned. This was 
discussed at work with a colleague, 
before sending the referral form out 
to a specialist. C

o
d
if
ie

d
 i
n
 a
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GDP 4 

Describe the information or 
experience encountered in your own 
words. 

W
h
a
t 

e
n
c
o
u
n
te

re
d
? 

H
o
w

? 

W
h
a
t 

m
o
d
e
? 

W
h
o
? 

H
o
w

 m
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n
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W
h
a
t 
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n
d
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e

? 

13. Discussion over the placement of 
clasps on Co/cr dentures with 
colleague.  
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14. Alcohol wipes can cause crinkling 
at the edges of radiograph films.  
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15. The guidelines surrounding 
radiographs being taken and when, 
with a special focus on periodontal 
radiographs. 
Via E-learning for healthcare online (e-
den) - produced by RCS C
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16. Orthodontic paper in the BDJ on 
the use of "short term" orthodontic 
systems in general practice. 

C
o

d
ifi

e
d

  

W
ri
tt
e

n
 

N
o

t 
u
si

n
g
 

e
le

c
tr

o
n
ic 

te
ch

n
o

lo
g

y R
e

se
a

rc
h

e
r 

A
lo

n
e 

W
o

rk
 

C
o

n
ce

p
tu

a
lly

  

17. Information regarding primary 
impression taking for lower completes 
using impression compound using a 
youtube video, P
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V
is

u
a
l 

E
le

ct
ro

n
ic

  

E
d

u
ca

to
r 

A
lo

n
e 

W
o

rk
 

In
st

ru
m

e
n
ta

lly
 

 

As can be seen in Table 4.1 above and Figures 4.12-4.18 below, the GDPs used a wide 

range of facets to describe these few knowledge encounters. Again, this was 
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encouraging as they were recording information and experiential sources of knowing 

rather than just codified sources of information. 

 
Figure 4.12 What knowledge was encountered? 

 

 
Figure 4.13 How was it encountered? 
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Figure 4.14 By what mode was it encountered? 

 

 
Figure 4.15 From whom did the knowledge originate? 
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Figure 4.16 How many were involved in the encounter? 

 
Figure 4.17 Where did the encounter take place? 

 
Figure 4.18 How do you intend to use the knowledge? 
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4.3.3 Feedback 

Feedback via the feedback form, email and verbally was that the web form itself was 

easy to use. Dentists used phones, tablets and computers to record their encounters. 

A couple of dentists found choosing a single facet for some categories challenging. This 

was anticipated as it is evident that such a classification will necessarily force GDPs to 

choose one or the other facet when multiple might be applied. It is one of the 

limitations of using quantitative methods to explore the knowledge encounters. 

There was also a suggestion from one GDP that there be an additional facet for the 

setting category that reflected that someone might be reading on their way 

somewhere. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀŎŜǘ ƻŦ ά¢ǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎέ 

added to the setting category for the study that followed.  

Several dentists noted that, because they may not have been able to enter the 

knowledge encounter at the time it occurred (for example, if they were in the middle 

of seeing a patient), they might forget to enter it later. There was little that I could do 

about this with the web form. Asking GDPs to record the occasions when they come 

across information or an experience will inevitably only represent a fraction of the 

explicit and tacit sources of learning they encounter. However, even at this stage, the 

diversity of encounters reported offered insight into how dentists learn or confirm 

their knowing day to day.  
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 Discussion 

I designed a tool for clinicians to use the faceted classification to describe their 

knowledge encounters. I tested it using five scenarios and asking GDPs to record their 

own knowledge encounters. Agreement between dentists on coding scenarios with 

the same facets was high in most cases. Dentists found the tool easy to use to record 

their own encounters. 

To understand better how we can create knowledge encounters, that could lead to 

greater uptake of evidence-based practice, I think it would be helpful to understand 

ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴǎΩ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ōȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ 

soon after they occur as possible. I could have asked dentists to record these using a 

diary, in which each encounter would be described in their own terms. However, I felt 

that important clues about the contexts of doing so would not be uniformly recorded 

and once more than a handful of knowledge encounters have been recorded 

qualitatively it would be very difficult to analyse them. 

The classification developed previously helped me to describe the contexts that may 

influence the use of different evidences in practice and, therefore, to help organise 

them in a structured way. This could allow the recording and describing of many more 

knowledge encounters by many more clinicians than I could manage using qualitative 

methods alone. 

Any classification system has flaws and will likely miss meaningful phenomena, but I 

feel that in developing a faceted classification I can move the science of understanding 

how clinicians develop their clinical practice forward, even if some of the rich 
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description achieved through qualitative study cannot be produced. The tool 

developed here is a first step in capturing the range of information and experiential 

knowledge that clinicians encounter, how they encounter it and how the resulting 

knowledge is used. 

I do not think that it is possible to validate the tool in a conventional sense as the 

phenomena to be recorded are interpreted by individuals in unique ways. In stage 1 of 

this study I restricted the variation of personal experience by giving limited scenarios 

to check that GDPs were not describing similar phenomena in wildly different ways. 

However, I do not believe this approach is one of validation of the phenomena they 

experience in real life. What the classification can do is to describe the way in which 

each encounter was experienced by the individual. Each encounter is subjective and, 

ŀǎ {ǘŜǇƘŜƴ .ƛƭƭŜǘǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘΣ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ άǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ 

construing, constructing, and responding to what individuals encounter in the world 

ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜƳέ [240 p. 6]. 

Electronic diaries and other electronic tools for recording experiences have been 

developing for many years to help characterise, for example, experiences of pain 

[231], tobacco and drug use [229, 241], and mental health [230]. Real time (or close to 

real time) self-reporting has been advocated as a means of overcoming, in particular, 

recall bias [234]. I am unaware of self-reporting being used to study how clinicians 

learn when in practice. Indeed, most of the studies that I reviewed in the previous 

study, were cross-sectional and relied on recall of information or experiential 

knowledge encounters. Those that rely on ethnographic methods were noted for the 

depth of their descriptions of such encounters but are extremely time intensive and 
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intrusive, limiting the ability to observe a diverse sample of clinicians as they 

experience knowledge encounters in different settings. I believe that, in using a self-

reporting tool that allows clinicians to record knowledge encounters in any setting and 

at any time of day or night, whilst allowing for a more complex description of 

knowledge encounters through the use of a faceted classification, we will be able to 

sample larger populations of clinicians in diverse contexts and generate greater 

insights into how clinicians develop their knowing in practice.  

 

 Conclusion 

I developed a tool to capture the quantitative and qualitative descriptions of 

knowledge encounters. I was motivated to use this approach by previous work on real 

time data capture that explored behaviours such as smoking and betting. As I write up 

this thesis, though, my perspective is that most of what we learn we are probably 

unaware of, and that we come to learn through our experiences with diverse practices 

too complex to capture in this way.  

The tool itself proved to be most useful in capturing the qualitative aspects of the 

D5tǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǊƛŎƘ ǎǘƛƳǳƭƛ ŦƻǊ ƛƴ-depth interviews with them. 

However, developing and testing the tool forced me to learn more about the theory 

and practice of real-time data capture, design of tools to do this, working with no 

ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƭƛǾŜŘ 

experiences. 
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Chapter 5 A mixed-methods study of how GDPs come to 
embody knowing for and in practice  

 

The content from this chapter was presented at a poster presentation in July 
2018 at The Network for Practice-Based Research Session during the 
International Association for Dental Research (IADR) Conference, London 
ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ YƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-in-ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ tǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎέ 
[242]. (see Appendix T) 

 

 Abstract 

Professional knowledge is critical to clinical care. Whilst knowledge translation 

strategies typically assume knowledge to be codified and explicit, other theoretical 

approaches take a broader view of knowledge as embodied, practical, craft-like and 

shared among communities of practitioners (mindlines). The empirical study of 

ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ has, to date, received relatively little research attention. 

I undertook a mixed-methods study of how general dental practitioners (GDPs) 

develop knowing for and in practice, with a view to exploring and theorising the tacit, 

embodied and collaborative aspects of professional knowing. For one week 

respectively, 11 GDPs used the purposely designed web-based tool described in 

chapter 4 to record free-text descriptions of their knowledge encounters, and to 

classify these using a facet classification developed in chapter 3. The data collection 

was followed by narrative interviews with the GDPs to study their knowledge 

encounters over a week. I analysed the classification of knowledge encounters using 

simple descriptive statistics and qualitative data using the constant comparative 

method. I found that GDPsΩ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ developed iteratively from the 

merging of an abstract, plastic component (reflecting the internalised routines of 
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clinical mindlines, case-based knowledge and codified knowledge) with a situated 

component manifested in the actual performance of case-based reasoning, and the 

generation of innovations-in-practice-in-context ς the use of new ideas, practices and 

products to solve a unique here-and-now problem. GDPs drew on diverse sources of 

information and experience in varied socio-material contexts.  

 

 Background 

Research interest in clinical knowing partly reflects its pivotal role in the quality of 

care. Much research on clinical knowing uses a knowledge translation or knowledge 

transfer model, which assumes that knowledge is (to a large extent) codified, explicit 

and directly informed by the findings of research studies such as randomised 

controlled trials [243-246]. However, other theoretical perspectives take a broader 

view of what knowledge or knowing is, both generally [126] and more specifically in 

clinical practice [31, 225, 247]. These perspectives depict clinical work as neither 

science nor art but science-informed practice [248] and consider the study of knowing 

in practice to be central to the analysis of clinical work. However, this knowing in 

practice is often poorly understood, little explored empirically and under-theorised.  

Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ŜǘƘƴƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ 

view of practice that was informed by mindlines ς by which they meant a set of 

unwritten rules and assumptions about good practice that were tacit, socially 

constituted and contextually responsive [109]. Mindlines are an analytical concept, 

whereby internal and personal guidelines form ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ mind. 
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They build iteratively over time through interaction with multiple sources of 

information and experience often garnered from their own practice, but also through 

interaction with professional communities of practice. 

Contemporary clinical practice is not only an individual activity but a complex, inter-

professional and inter-organisational phenomenon. Dentist X links to nurse Y, 

receptionist Z, specialist Q (perhaps in a different organisation), each doing aspects of 

a shared work programme with and for individual patients. Clinical practice also 

evolves through interactions with material objects [249, 250].  

I undertook a mixed methods empirical study of how GDPs encounter information and 

experiences that help develop knowing of, for and in their practice. I had a view to 

capturing the full range of different types of information and knowledge they 

encountered, considered and generated. My focus included, but was not limited to, 

how GDPs access and use research evidence in and around a clinical encounter. I 

sought to explore and theorise the shared, collaborative aspects of professional 

knowing, recognising not just the contribution of other professionals to this, but 

patients and things, too. 

 

 Methods 

5.3.1 Management and governance 

This study was deemed out of the remit of NHS ethics and governance arrangements 

because NHS patients were not directly involved. The protocol (see Appendix J) 
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received ethics clearance through the University of Oxford Central University Research 

Ethics Committee (CUREC), reference number MS-IDREC-C1-2015-088, on 15/05/2015.  

 

5.3.2 Study design 

The study was a mixed methods study. The design was convergent [251], with the 

quantitative data from the facet classifications and the qualitative data from the 

encounter descriptions and interviews synthesized in the theoretical developments at 

the end (see Figure 5.1 below).  

 

Figure 5.1 Convergent mixed methods study design 

 

Both elements were exploratory in nature. The quantitative data was gathered to give 

an indication of what, where and how GDPs encountered new or confirmatory 

information and experiences. It charts the diversity of information, experiences and 
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socio-material contexts of the knowledge encounters. The qualitative elements sought 

to explore in more depth what GDPs experienced during the encounters and how 

these experiences influenced knowing for and in practice.  

 

5.3.3 Sample and setting 

In my protocol, I hoped to recruit 100 GDPs to take part in the web form stage of the 

study. This calculation was based on assumption that it would allow for a diverse 

sample of GDPs and, because of this, a diverse sample of knowledge encounters 

categorised using a wide range of facets to be recorded. Given the exploratory nature 

of the data, it was not based on statistical calculations. 

From these 100, I estimated that I would interview between eight and ten GDPs based 

on recommendations from Creswell [251]. I had intended to purposefully sample these 

using maximum variation sampling [252], the purpose being to identify a 

heterogenous mix of cases based on demographics and, therefore, offer a greater 

opportunity to explore knowledge encounters from multiple perspectives. The criteria 

are in Table 5.1 below.  

I used several different methods to try and recruit GDPs including via dental Facebook 

groups, dental forums, Twitter, personal contacts, and GDP Continuing Professional 

Development events. 
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Table 5.1 Criteria for maximum variation 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Number of years in clinical dentistry 

Regions of the UK 

Dental qualifications 

Number of practices worked at 

Number of colleagues with whom participants come into contact 
each week 

Remuneration models 

Mainly/all NHS 

Mainly/all Private 

Mixed NHS & Private 

Trainee Year 1 and non-trainee practices  

With and without a hygienist working at the practice(s) 

Number of hours of clinical work per week 

 

I created a recruitment flier to post on websites and to print (see Appendix K), as well 

as a three-minute video explaining what the study was about, which was hosted online 

(see Figure 5.2 below). I also created a website hosted by WordPress, called The 

Knowledge Project, where I posted all documents for the study and blogs related to 

the research (see Appendix L). I linked to this from posts I made on Twitter, Facebook 

and in two popular dental forums, GDP-UK (www.gdpuk.com) (see Figure 5.3 below) 

and Dentinal Tubules (www.dentinaltubules.com), with their respective ƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ 

consent. The largest single source of participants was the GDP-UK forum.  
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Figure 5.2 Screenshot of my project blog with explanatory video embedded 

 

The editor of the Evidence-Based Dentistry Journal posted a summary and link to my 

study in the News section of the journal [253]. The use of social media, apart from as 

an attempt to recruit GDPs, also helped to generate interest in the project (see Figure 

5.4 below). In combination with the blog, too, it enabled me to engage people in 

discussion about my research. For an example, see Appendix M. 

When GDPs contacted me I sent them by email the participant information sheet (see 

Appendix N), consent form (see Appendix O) and a registration form (see Appendix P). 

Participants were asked to return these to me via email or post. Confirmation was 

ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hȄŦƻǊŘΩǎ Medical Sciences Interdivisional Research 
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Ethics Committee (MS IDREC) that ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ŦƻǊƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

email address would count as a signature. 

 
Figure 5.3 Screenshot of posting on the GDP-UK forum 

 

 
Figure 5.4 Tweet referencing a blog about the mixed methods study (Permission for reproduction 
granted by Sally Crowe, 21 07 2018) 
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5.3.4 Procedure 

To familiarise participants with the facet classification, and to show them the range of 

experiences that were eligible to be recorded as a knowledge encounter, I developed 

an additional three scenarios to those for the testing of the web tool described in the 

previous chapter, making a total of eight, for each GDP to classify. As with the user-

testers, the free-text box and final question about intended use was not included (see 

Figures 5.5 and 5.6 below). 

 
Figure 5.5 Screenshot of introduction to familiarisation exercises 
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Figure 5.6 Instructions for completing familiarisation exercises 

 

The eight scenarios were: 

1. Please imagine you are a dentist looking at this dental journal. 

2. You are attending an implant course. You and three other dentists have 

observed the clinical stages of placing an implant. 

3. You have looked through a discussion in a dental chat forum, a portion of 

which is reproduced below. 

4. During a coffee break you pop into your colleague's surgery because you would 

like to know how they would manage a particularly difficult endodontic case. 

You discuss the case with the help of a couple of periapical radiographs and 

your colleague shares their opinion of how you should manage the case based 

on their experience. 
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5. After arriving back from work, you sit down and read some of the Care Quality 

Commission's "A fresh start for the regulation and inspection of primary care 

dental services" document. 

6. You are using a new composite to restore an incisor. You initially find the 

material problematic to work with but learn to manipulate it effectively, 

producing a result you are pleased with.  

7. You ask a patient whether they use tobacco in any way. The patient has 

returned from a few months in Sweden and has started using snus - a local 

variety of tobacco in a pouch, which you had not come across before. The 

patient shows you how she places it in the labial sulcus. 

8. A sales rep you have known for years comes to the practice and shows you 

some new instruments. 

The exercise, as well as orientating the participants to the classification and range of 

eligible encounters, also provided an inter-rater agreement score. There is some 

disagreement over the use of this in qualitative research but it has been used to 

explore the similarity of coding between researchers [254], for example, and so I felt it 

was reasonable to attempt to explore the similarity of classification by the GDPs of a 

ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀōƭŜ άŘŀǘŀ ǎŜǘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ 

of how similarly participants classified the scenarios, and to be conscious of the 

variability in classification when the GDPs classified their own encounters. Participants 

were not expected to classify the encounters in the same way, as their classification 

choices are assumed to be based on a personal interpretation of an experience. The 
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classification also forces a choice to be made when alternative facets could be used. 

Thus, if participants felt that two or more facets could describe the encounter, they 

might each select different facets. So, the reliability was measured to explore the 

variation, not to validate the tool. 

An indicative inter-rater reliability or agreement was calculated from the number of 

matching facets divided by the total number of possibilities (11 for each scenario). I 

then calculated the average of these across the eight scenarios (see Figure 5.7). I did 

this calculation just to get a sense of the homogeneity between GDPs in classifying a 

limited scenario.  

 
Figure 5.7 Average agreement between 11 GDPs of facets used to describe knowledge encounters in 
eight scenarios 

 

The least agreement was for What did you encounter? But, otherwise, the 11 GDPs 

chose similar facets to describe the other categories. ¢ƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άǿƘŀǘέ 

category may be due to the greater interpretive nature of the source encountered. 
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The other categories are relatively objective, e.g. how many people, the setting, etc. 

But classifying what the information and experiences are is more subjective. Is a 

journal article describing a procedure codified or procedural knowledge? Is a 

salesperson conveying product or services information or research in their pamphlets 

and presentations? 

Reading the entries that the GDPs made of their own encounters also demonstrates 

that in each encounter, as a complex phenomenon, there were multiple information 

and experience sources only one of which the GDP could code in this study. Different 

GDPs showed a different attentional lens, so to speak. For example, some recorded 

more detail about the patients, others more about their reflection, and yet others 

more about clinical techniques. Projecting that back to these simulations, even as 

highly constrained as they were, would mean different GDPs focusing on different 

aspects of them as they interpreted the simulations in their own way.  

In Table 5.2 below, the coding of the different scenarios (columns) by the participants 

(rows) is consistent for half of them. However, in scenarios three, four, six and seven, 

there is some heterogeneity that includes the use of codified knowledge in a 

personalised form, experiential and procedural knowledge. This heterogeneity is 

understandable given that the interpretations of each scenario will involve participants 

diverse representations and dispositions, generated from a unique history of related 

experiences. 
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Table 5.2 Individual participants' classifications of the "What did you encounter?" category for the eight 
orientation scenarios (listed in body of text) 
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As a reminder, the scenarios (three, four, six and seven) with greater heterogeneity 

were: 

¶ You have looked through a discussion in a dental chat forum, a portion of 

which is reproduced below. 

a. Codified knowledge in a personalised form 

b. Experiential knowledge 

¶ During a coffee break you pop into your colleague's surgery because you would 

like to know how they would manage a particularly difficult endodontic [root 

canal] case. You discuss the case with the help of a couple of periapical 

radiographs and your colleague shares their opinion of how you should 

manage the case based on their experience. 

a. Codified knowledge in a personalised form 

b. Experiential knowledge 

c. Procedural knowledge 

¶ After arriving back from work, you sit down and read some of the Care Quality 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴϥǎ ά! ŦǊŜǎƘ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎŀǊŜ 

dental services" document. [I found it surprising that none of the GDPs coded 

thiǎ ŀǎ άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέϐΦ 

a. Experiential knowledge 

b. Procedural knowledge 

c. Product or service knowledge (once) 
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¶ You ask a patient whether they use tobacco in any way. The patient has 

returned from a few months in Sweden and has started using snus - a local 

variety of tobacco in a pouch, which you had not come across before. The 

patient shows you how she places it in the labial sulcus. 

a. Codified knowledge in a personalised form [This surprised me, but it is 

possible that this was interpreted by the GDPs as the patient having 

read how to use snus (codified knowledge) and then personalised it as 

she showed how to use it.] 

b. Experiential knowledge 

c. Procedural knowledge 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, I was influenced by the literature on ecological 

momentary analysis (EMA). This approach involves repeated sampling of research 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀƭ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 

environments [234]Φ Lƴ 9a!Σ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

experience. Those experiences are of events that might be continuous or discrete 

[228]. Mood is an example of the former and smoking a cigarette an example of the 

latter [234]. It is important to determine what events one is trying to record 

experiences of, as it determines how one samples the experiences. Shiffman, Stone 

and Hufford described how they sampled the discrete events of smoking by asking 

participants to record these as they occurred, and sampling randomly to describe the 

continuous moods [234]. 
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ά{ƛƴŎŜ ŜǇƛǎƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƳƻƪƛƴƎ όάƭŀǇǎŜǎέύ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦ ƪŜȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΣ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ 

to record any episodes of smoking as they happened and were then prompted 

to complete brief assessments of their craving, mood, and activities during the 

episode. On top of this, about five times each day, at random times, the 

electronic diaries also prompted, or άōŜŜǇŜŘΣέ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŀ 

similar assessment. These assessments captured not only the events associated 

with lapses, but the flow of mood, behavior, and events in the hours and days 

ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƭŀǇǎŜǎΦέ [234 p. 3] 

As I designed the study, I felt that, although many knowledge encounters might be 

considered discrete, e.g. discussing a radiograph with a colleague, there are others 

that might seem more continuous, e.g. internal reflections or sense-making after such 

a discussion, over an extended period. I would now not think of any knowledge 

encounter as discrete, as the sense-making that goes on after, and the interactions of 

embodied knowing from previous encounters with others, extends the life of an 

encounter indefinitely. 

However, this was the way I was thinking at the time I designed the study. I toyed with 

using a similar approach to that taken by Shiffman et al above of asking GDPs to record 

the times they were conscious of an encounter and then randomly prompting them 

throughout the day, if there was something they had encountered.  

I explored alternative ways of generating random prompts for participants to record 

their knowledge encounters. These included the use of mobile phone applications that 

randomly remind users to do things, random SMS text reminders and random group 
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emails. However, at the time, I was expecting to have many more participants than I 

did and none of these options were feasible for me to set up or manage on a day-to-

day basis. For practical reasons, therefore, I had to choose ǘƻ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ D5tǎΩ 

recall and to non-randomly prompt them over the week when I had time (I was 

working clinically 3-4 days a week during this period), to record their encounters. 

I had initially intended to ask participants to record their knowledge encounters for 

one week on three separate occasions. My rationale for this, based on my reading of 

the EMA or real time data collection literature, was that it would improve the chance 

of gathering a more representative sample of encounters from each participant. For 

example, if a GDP had attended a conference during the week of collection, this could 

mean that their encounters were unrepresentatively dominated by encounters that 

take place in an educational or research setting. If they recorded encounters at other 

times, they might be expected to gather encounters less influenced by the conference. 

However, I decided to limit the data collection to one week because the quantitative 

element became less important relative to the qualitative due to the low recruitment, 

and because it was hard for some participants to collect the data over one week, yet 

alone two more. 

Once the GDPs had completed the orientation, they were asked to choose a week 

when they would be able to record their own knowledge encounters. There was no 

stipulation which day of the week this should begin, so long as it ended seven days 

later. Each GDP was provided with a link to their own web form. I removed the 

introductory pages so that, as soon as it was opened by them, they accessed the form 

to record their encounter. I wanted to minimise the time it took participants to record 
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their encounters, and after the orientation there was no need to introduce the study 

each time they wanted to record an encounter. 

As well as the web form, the GDPs were offered the form in paper format (see 

Appendix Q). One participant used this, and one chose to record her encounters in her 

paper diary using the facet classification guide to code them there. She then uploaded 

them all onto the web form at the end of the week. The GDPs collected their 

knowledge encounters for one week.  

Descriptions of the knowledge encounters were extracted from the spreadsheet 

associated with each encounter and collated for use during the interviews. 

I arranged a time as soon after completing the allotted week as possible, to interview 

participants. This was usually one week later. Interviews were conducted in person 

(n=1), over the telephone (n=1) or using Skype (n=9). My interview guide was limited 

to asking participants to tell me the story around each of their knowledge encounters 

(see Appendix R). At the start of the interview consent was confirmed and the 

participant was reminded that it would be audio recorded.  

Wherever possible, narratives were not interrupted. If there was a pause, then I would 

probe for more reflection or to clarify descriptions or move on to another encounter. 

Not all knowledge encounters recorded on the spreadsheet were discussed by the 

participants, due mainly to the restriction on time and the narrative format that 

allowed participants to talk at length about individual encounters that were of 

importance or interest to them. Due to the informal nature of the interview there 

were periods when the interviewee prompted conversation with me, for example, by 
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asking what I thought about something, or what my experience was of something, 

they had discussed. This was not resisted but I took care to limit expression of my own 

ǾƛŜǿǎ ǎƻ ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΦ  

An example of using ŀ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳǇǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

narrative is given in Figure 5.8. Interviews were recorded on a digital recorder and 

transcribed by me. All participants were given fictitious names and identifiable 

features of their practices, towns or other indicators of where they worked, were 

removed from transcripts to ensure anonymity. 

 
Figure 5.8 Worked example of using a participant's knowledge encounter to stimulate a narrative 

 

5.3.5 Theoretical framework 

I drew on several linked theoretical perspectives, all of which have in common the 

embodied, tacit and collectively shared nature of professional knowledge, including (in 

addition to the theory of mindlines described above [109]) theories of case-based 

Knowledge encounter recorded by Jason 

άtŀǘƛŜƴǘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜ Ƙƻǿ ǎƘŜ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǎƘƻǿƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
Oral Medicine consultant at the Dental Hospital how to 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ƘŜǊ ǘƻǇƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŜǊƻƛŘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǘǊƻǇƘƛŎ ƭƛŎƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴǳǎέΦ 

Interview transcript 

ώ5IϐΥ ǎƻΧƻne of the things you popped in there was how a 
patient explained how she'd been shown by an oral 
medicine consultant at the dental hospital to manage her 
topical steroidsΦ /ƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ǘŀƭƪΧ could you talk through 
that? 

JASON: yeah. Well this was a lady who got a spasmodic 
ƭƛŎƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴǳǎΧ ώƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ 
below] 
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reasoning, diffusion of innovations, socio-materiality and the sociology of collaborative 

routines. These are introduced briefly here and will be discussed in more detail in the 

results section. 

Case-based reasoning theory takes the view that clinical decision-making is neither a 

science nor an art but a situated, science-informed ethical practice in which the over-

ǊƛŘƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ άǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎtances 

ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΚέ [248, 255].  It involves solving problems by retrieving previously-

encountered cases to compare a new case against; reusing solutions from those cases; 

revising the solutions in the context of the new case; and retaining the solution within 

a case base [255] using understandings of morality and professional judgement [248]. 

Case-based reasoning takes a narrative form in clinical practice and enables clinicians 

to remember and to share learning from experiences, as well as codified knowledge 

sources. 

Innovations were defined by Everett Rogers as ideas, practices or objects that are 

perceived as new by an individual even if not recently developed per se [256]Φ wƻƎŜǊǎΩ 

diffusion of innovations theory proposes (among other things) that adoption of an 

innovation by an individual involves development of awareness (often via the mass 

media) followed ς perhaps some time later ς by persuasion to change, usually via 

interpersonal influence when someone of similar professional and social background 

adopts the innovation [256].  

Socio-materiality theory proposes that the social and the material are best 

conceptualised as interlinked and mutually constituted [257]. Material objects, and 
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their affordances όǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ άŀŎǘέύ, create structure in our worlds and grant 

significance in arguments and deliberations. Ideas (e.g. rules, policies, guidelines) can 

ōŜ ϦƳŀŘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭϦ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ όƻǊ άǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘέύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ 

materiality can be for "those things that are pertinent to the case in hand" [257]. 

Socio-materiality envisages an ongoing interaction between humans and material 

phenomena. Associated with this is bricolage ς the creative, adaptive use of resources 

at hand, recombination of these resources for new purposes and making do [258]. The 

bricoleur, in contrast to the ingénieur (whose knowledge is abstract and generalisable), 

develops their knowledge through personal encounters with objects, ideas or spaces, 

develops know-how and is able to cobble things together [259]. 

Organisational routines theory proposes that much work in organisations (and across 

organisations) involves repetitive patterns of interdependent actions involving 

multiple actors. These routines are a source of organisational stability but (since they 

depend for their execution on the agency and creativity of human agents and are 

inevitably enacted differently each time) they also contain within them the potential 

for evolution and change [70]. Routines are made up of two mutually-constituted 

elements, i.e. ostensive and performative. Ostensive routines are abstract patterns or 

mental schemas, whilst performative routines are the specific actions taken by actors 

in a particular situation [70]. Both differ from the routine that is formally codified in a 

standard operating procedure, guideline or protocol (known as the proxy routine). I 

took the view that the individual routines (or habits) followed by clinicians also have 

an ostensive, performative and proxy dimension.  
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5.3.6 Analysis 

The constant comparative method was used to analyse the qualitative data [260]. I 

read and re-read transcriptions, and themes were generated inductively from the text, 

drawing on the theoretical perspectives described above. The narratives were rich, 

and large sections of a given story were sometimes highlighted as a code or sub-

theme.  

One transcript was independently analysed by my supervisor with an extensive 

discussion about the initial codes and themes. Further transcripts were analysed in full 

by me, with my supervisor analysing selections from them. Descriptive themes of how 

knowledge is used and created were generated from the codes. These were fed back 

to the participants via email and comments sought regarding the fit of the themes to 

their concepts of how they use and generate knowledge-in-practice. Where 

participants suggested greater emphasis on one or more themes, or where greater 

clarity seemed to be needed, this was incorporated into the thematic analysis. 

As the analysis emerged, this prompted me to explore further literature, which in turn 

fed more theoretical concepts back into the analysis. Examples of the analytic 

approach are given in the results. 

As the quantitative data was intended to provide an overview of the diversity of ways 

in which knowledge was encountered, it was analysed using simple descriptive 

statistics. I used an Excel spreadsheet to record all the encounters and their respective 

categorisation by participants. I then used pivot tables to calculate the percentage of 

each facet used for each category. From this data, I produced simple pie charts with 
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the percentages of each encounter. The quantitative data is synthesised with the 

qualitative in the results section to demonstrate the variety of knowledge encounters. 

 

 Results 

5.4.1 Participants 

Recruitment of GDPs was more difficult than I had anticipated. 16 participants initially 

consented to participate in the study but (largely because of time constraints) only 11 

went on to record their knowledge encounters and be interviewed. In the protocol I 

had intended to sample from 100 participants to interview. Due to the low numbers, I 

interviewed all participants who used the web form.  

Table 5.3 Participant characteristics 

Gender Number of participants 

Male 5 

Female 6 

Median number of years in clinical 
dentistry 

14 years (range 1-27 years) 

Highest dental qualification  

Bachelor 10 

Masters 1 

Number of practices worked at  

1 9 

2 2 

Average maximum number of colleagues 
they came into contact with in a week 

12 (range 1-20) 

Dental Foundation Trainee Year 1 
practice 

 

Yes 4 

No 7 

Hygienist working at practice(s)  

Yes 6 

No 5 
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There was a balance in the number of males and females and distribution of 

participants to different regions of England, and Scotland (see Table 5.3 above). 

To help orientation when reading the quotes presented in the results section, Table 

5.4 below lists GDP pseudonyms with a limited set of demographic data. 

Table 5.4 GDP pseudonyms and selected individual demographic data 

GDP 
pseudonym 

Years in 
clinical 
dentistry 

Remuneration UK Region Average hours of 
clinical work / week 

Aaron 23 Mainly/all NHS London 28 

Anita 1.5 Mixed NHS-
Private 

West Midlands 16 

Annabel 9 Mainly/all 
private 

North West 32 

Archie 27 Mixed NHS-
Private 

North West 30 

Claire 14 Mainly/all NHS South East 38 

Gemma 1 Mainly/all 
private 

Scotland 24 

Jane 23 Mainly/all NHS Yorkshire and 
the Humber 

28 

Jason 25 Mainly/all NHS South East 35 

Linda 5 Mainly/all NHS South East 21 

Phil 1 Mainly/all 
private 

North West 32 

Robert 22 Mainly/all NHS London 32 

 

5.4.2 Knowledge encounters 

A total of 100 knowledge encounters were recorded by the 11 GDPs, a mean of 9 each, 

over the week (see Appendix S for full list). The depth that each encounter was 

described in varied depending on the participant. In some cases, the description was 

minimal and in others extensive. Two examples are shown below: 

 άwŜŀŘƛƴƎ 5Ŝƴǘƛǎǘ ƳŀƎŀȊƛƴŜΦέ όwƻōŜǊǘύ 
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άL ǿŀǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƻŦ ǇŀŜŘƛŀǘǊƛŎ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

services. There had been difficulties in contacting the family and trying to get 

them to attend appointments. I was not sure of the University's Safeguarding 

Policy so downloaded from the intranet (at work) and familiarised myself with 

the procedures. After reading the policy document I felt reassured that I knew 

how to raise any safeguarding issues and to escalate any concerns should the 

family Ƴƛǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘΦ CƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭƭ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘΦέ ό/ƭŀƛǊŜύ 

Encounters recorded were diverse and involved coming across (see Figure 5.9 below):  

¶ Codified knowledge e.g. άwŜŀŘ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .5W ώ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ WƻǳǊƴŀƭϐ 

ǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά²Ƙȅ ŀǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŎƘƛldren not brought ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘǎΚέ 

(Claire) 

¶ Codified knowledge in a personalised form e.g. άA dental friend of mine 

phoned for a catch up. She told me about a patient in which she displaced an 

apex of their UL6 [upper left first molar tooth] into the maxillary antrum [when 

extracting the tooth]. She sought advice from the local Oral and Maxillofacial 

Surgery Dept who advised her to refer the patient in to them.έ (Annabel) 

¶ TheƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ e.g. άtƻƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ώŀ ǿƘƛǘŜ dental 

filling material] method alterations - using soflex discs [a type of polishing disc] 

in combination with polishing points resulted in a better overall finish 

[compared] to the composite system currently in use in the practice and 

allowed to introducŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻƻǘƘ ƳƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎȅΦέ (Phil) 

¶ Procedures e.g. ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƻǿƴ ƭŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ōƻƴŜ 

removal.έ (Gemma)  
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¶ Processes and policy e.g. άLearned what the current referral protocol at the 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘŜƴǘŀƭ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ƛǎΦέ (Aaron)  

¶ Products and services e.g. άάLunch and learn" at the practice run by [sales] rep 

from 3M. Explaining about new composites, abrasives and adhesives (and 

trying to ǎŜƭƭ ǘƘŜƳΗύΦέ (Jason)  

 
Figure 5.9 What knowledge was encountered? 

 

The encounters were with information and experiences derived from (see Figure 5.10 

below):  

¶ Educators, ŜΦƎΦ άESE [European Society of Endodontics] lecturesέ (Archie) 

¶ Employers, ŜΦƎΦ άEmail received from the trust to say that referrals are now 

ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ƎŀǘŜǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΦέ (Jane)   

¶ Non-practitioner colleagues, ŜΦƎΦ άScared that I am fitting someone else's 

denture. Support from laboratory requireŘΦέ (Robert)  
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¶ Patients, ŜΦƎΦ άPatient explained to me how she had been shown by the Oral 

Medicine consultant at the Dental Hospital how to manage her topical steroids 

ŦƻǊ ŀǘǊƻǇƘƛŎ ƭƛŎƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴǳǎΦέ (Jason) 

¶ Fellow practitioners, e.gΦ άA study day was conducted presenting multiple 

treatment plans and cases each trainee had prepared during their year. It was 

useful to see what the different cases were and how colleagues went about 

treating the cases, and in particular photographs of thŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪΦέ όDŜƳƳŀύ 

¶ Regulators, ŜΦƎΦ άwŜŀŘ ƎŘŎ ώDŜƴŜǊŀƭ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭϐ ōǳƭƭŜǘƛƴ ƻƴ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŀǘ 

ǿƻǊƪΦ ²ŀǎ ŜƳŀƛƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛŎƪŜŘ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ ƛǘΦέ όWŀƴŜύ 

¶ Researchers, ŜΦƎΦ άwŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀ ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭ ƻƴ aŀƎƴƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƭƻǳǇŜǎ ±ǎ ƳƛŎǊƻǎŎƻǇŜ ƛƴ 

Endodontics surgery in BDJ.έ ό[ƛƴŘŀύ 

¶ Salespeople, e.g. άhǊŀƭ . ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭǳƴŎƘ ŀƴŘ 

learn session in which information about electric toothbrushes and toothpaste 

was discussed.έ όDŜƳƳŀύ 

 
Figure 5.10 Who communicated the knowledge? 
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These encounters took place in groups, in couples and alone (see Figure 5.11 below) 

and, whilst most commonly occurring at work, also occurred at home, in educational 

and social settings (see Figure 5.12 below).  

 
Figure 5.11 How many people? 

 

 
Figure 5.12 What setting? 

 

Encounters occurred verbally, visually, and through writing, touch and internal 

reflection (see Figure 5.13). 
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Figure 5.13 How was it communicated? 

 

  
Figure 5.14 What mode? 

 

Approximately 2/3 of encounters were without using electronic technology (see Figure 

5.14 above), and GDPs recorded that they would use most of the knowledge they had 

encountered either instrumentally or conceptually (see Figure 5.15 below). 
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Figure 5.15 Intended use 

 

Together, these recorded facets indicate the range of ways in which the GDPs came 

across new or confirmatory learning experiences.  

 

5.4.3 Summary of main themes 

As I read and re-ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛǇǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ D5tǎΩ 

knowledge developed in practice, I was struck by several recurring themes.  

First, knowledge encounters were situated and strongly influenced by the local, 

moment-by-moment unfolding of events and actions. My follow-up study would allow 

me to explore this in real time, as I was dependent here on self-reporting.  

Second, much GDP learning occurred from cases seen in the past by themselves or 

their colleagues, which was applied to new cases in the moment of practising.  

Third, the application of knowledge to cases was shaped by the physical and material 

aspects of the case before them and the constraints of time and space.  
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Fourth, much of clinical work followed well-rehearsed patterns (what might be called 

professional habits or, if others were involved, collaborative routines), which were 

sufficiently plastic to accommodate innovation and learning.  

In summaryΣ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǎŜ-base understandings and routines appeared to evolve 

through the interaction of storytelling or narrative, collective sense-making, embodied 

understandings and the materiality of experiences.  Below, I consider each of these 

themes in more detail. 

 

5.4.4 The situated nature of knowledge encounters 

Each dentist encountered the world (and, more specifically, knowledge) from a local, 

situated perspective. If we take context to be the elements of the wider environment 

that human actors perceive as salient to a particular here-and-now socio-material 

situation, recurring elements of context included their experiences of interacting with 

their patients, staff, colleagues and systems; their perspectives on time in its many 

manifestations; the material properties and affordances of the tools and materials 

available to them, and the spaces within which they worked and lived.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ŦŀƛǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŘŜƴǘist can take that tootƘ ƻǳǘΧ ǿŜ 

ƘŀǾŜ ǳƳƳΧ ƻǊŀƭ ς oral-maxillofacial surgery in [town name] in [hospital name] 

hospital. But the waiting list is quite long. Patient has to go there for a 

consultation and then come back again to have an INR done and come back the 

third time to haǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻƻǘƘ ƻǳǘΦ LǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǾƛǎƛǘǎΦέ ό[ƛƴŘŀύ 
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ά{ƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǘ оΥол κ п ƻΩŎƭƻŎƪ ǘƘŜ ƴǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ǊŀǘǘƭƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ƘƻƳŜΣ 

ǘƘŜ ŘƻƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǘǘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴƛǎƘ ƭƛƴŜ ώŎƘǳŎƪƭŜǎϐΣ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ 

ǘƻ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎǘŀȅ ŎƻƻƭΦέ (Robert) 

άΧƛǘΩǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻΧ ȅŜŀƘ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ 

and then trying to transfer that into your personal practice in the NHS or 

ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ƛǘ ƛǎΧ ȅƻǳ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘΧŘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΦέ (Claire) 

 

5.4.5 A practical, case-based reasoning 

My data supported previous research on clinical knowledge and reasoning, in that my 

participants considered each patient as a case which was, consciously or 

subconsciously, compared against a personal understanding of similar cases or what 

might be called a case base. That is, an internalised database of previous and 

comparable cases.  

ά¢ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŀƭ ŎŀƴŎŜǊ ƻƴŜ ς that was ς that was amazing. I think when I 

ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜ ƻƴŜ ƻǊŀƭ ŎŀƴŎŜǊ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŜǊǊΧ LΩǾŜ 

seen about three or four nowΦ !ƴŘ ǳƳƳΧ ŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǿŜŜƪ ǘƘŜȅ 

ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ƳƛƴƻǊΦ ²ŜƭƭΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǳƳƳΧ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻƴŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ 

carcinoma-in-situ and that was fine, that was dealt with but this one was like a 

proper full on fungating growth in the angle of the jawΦέ (Aaron) 

D5tǎΩ ŎŀǎŜ ōŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ƴƻǘ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŎŀǎŜǎ 

but also from the narratives (stories) of cases shared by other GDPs. The GDPs 

generally consulted with colleagues, either face-to-face or virtually, when they faced a 
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here-and-now problem about what to do with an individual patient. They sought 

collective problem solving (what to do about this patient, now, given these 

circumstances) rather than some form of codified knowledge (e.g. a guideline about 

what to do for patients in general). This was a crucial part of their case-based 

reasoning. 

άώ¸ϐou know she was a good wee kid and when she was about four she 

ǎƳŀŎƪŜŘ ƘŜǊ ! ώǳǇǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōŀōȅ ƛƴŎƛǎƻǊ ǘƻƻǘƘϐ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻΧ ȅƻǳ 

ƪƴƻǿΧ ǎƘŜ ǎŀǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŜ ǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ŀƴd keep it bǳǘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜƴΧ ƛǘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ 

ŘƛŜŘΧ ōǳǘΧ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΧ ƛǘΩǎ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦΧ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŜ ǿŀǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴ ƘŜƛƎƘǘǎΧ 

ǎƻ L ǿŀǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΧ ƴƻǿ Řƻ L ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǳǘ ƴƻǿ ƻǊ Ŏŀƴ 

LΧ ŀƳ L ǎǘƛƭƭ ƻƪ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ ƛǘΧ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ {ƻΣ L ƘŀŘ ǘŀƪŜn a radiograph and 

ŎƘŀǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΧ ²ƘƻŜǾŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

ǘƛƳŜ ǿƛƭƭΧ ŎƘŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴΦ {ƻΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘǊŜŜΧ ǘƘǊŜŜ D5tǎΧ 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ±¢ ώǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƛƴŜŜϐ ƴƻǿ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΧ ȅŜǎΣ ǎƻ ǿŜ Ƨǳǎǘ Ǉǳǘ ƻǳǊ 

heads together I ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜΧ ƛǘΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅΧ {ƻΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ ŦǊŜǎƘ 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άǿƘŀǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Řƻ 

ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘƻΧέ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΧέ (Jane) 

Cases were multifaceted, contextualised and developed around problems. In other 

words, in their narrative of a case, the GDPs might refer to different facets such as the 

system within which the case presented, personal characteristics of the patient, 

aspects of the problem itself, the perspectives of colleagues consulted about the case, 

alternative solutions considered, and outcomes of decisions made, and clinical 

techniques used. 
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ά{ƻ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎŀǎŜ ώƻƴ ŀ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴƭȅ D5tǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴϐ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǳƳƳΧ ŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ǉǳǘ photos as well ς posted ς and he 

was walking through the steps of umm repairing umm a fractured ς I think it 

ǿŀǎΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀ ōǊƛŘƎŜ ƻǊ ŎǊƻǿƴ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǳƳƳ ǇƻǊŎŜƭŀƛƴ ŦǊŀŎǘǳǊŜ 

umm on a front tooth. I think she ς the patient ς had a wedding or something 

and she was in an emergency so she really wanted a quick repair and he 

repaired it with some composite. And it looked quite good afterwards, at the 

ŜƴŘ ŀƴŘ LΧŀǎ ƛƴ LΩǾŜ ς LΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǳƳƳ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ±¢ 

year and I asked my trainer and ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƳƳ ƛǘΩǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ōƻƴŘ ǘƻ 

ǳƳƳ ǇƻǊŎŜƭŀƛƴΦέ ό!ƴƛǘŀύ 

GDPs tended to seek the perspective of professional colleagues, particularly when the 

colleague appeared to share a common experience of practice (what Rogers would call 

homophily [256] and others have called peer opinion leaders [261]) or where they 

shared a level of practice to which the GDPs aspired (what Rogers called expert 

influence [256] and others have called expert opinion leaders [261]). 

ά.ǳǘ L ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻnly ask people that you would feel comfortable in 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ ¦ƳƳΧ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ƛƴ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻ ǎǳōŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅ 

ȅƻǳΩǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇƛŎƪƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΧ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǿƘŀǘΧ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦΧ ǳƳƳΧ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ the experience. 

¦ƳƳΧ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜΧ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƎƻΣ 

ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅΧ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ώŀϐ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ L ŀƳ ǎƻ 

ƳŀȅōŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƘŜƳ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΧȅƻǳ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ 

ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘΧ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘǊeated yoursŜƭŦ ōȅΦέ ό/ƭŀƛǊŜύ 
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D5tǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ 

find solutions to problems in which there was incomplete information or experience, 

requiring them to muddle through or not do anything.  

άΧƳŀƪing an informed judgement about what's safe to do gets more and more 

difficult. And you know I saw a patient just this morning who has got a terrible 

ǇǎƻǊƛŀǎƛǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƻƴ ōƛƎ-ǘƛƳŜ ƛƳƳǳƴƻǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎŀƴǘǎΧ ŀƴŘΧ 

ideally you [the patient] need[s] to have a tooth out or root-filled and I'm really 

ƴƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŀǘϥǎ ǎŀŦŜ ǘƻ ŘƻΧ ²Ƙŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ς you know ς what's gonna be 

ǎŀŦŜΚέΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŜǿ ƛƳƳǳƴƻǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǳƳƳΧ /ȅǘƻƪƛƴŜ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘƻǊǎΧ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ.. Nobody 

knows because it's so - it's so new. Nobody will be the first person to do 

ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘŜȅΚέ όWŀǎƻƴύ 

Whilst GDPs frequently discussed such difficult cases with peers either face to face or 

on social media, it was also clear that they saw themselves in some senses as 

independent professionals, taking sole professional responsibility for the decisions 

they made with patients. Such decisions were made within a moral framework and 

necessitated judgements to be made, both key to case-based reasoning [248]. 

ά{ƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ǳƳƳΧǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǳƳƳΧ ŜȄǘǊŀ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ς diploma postgraduate 

studies, all that ς ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ƛǘ ώǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘΩǎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎϐ ōǳǘ ŀŦǘŜǊǿŀǊŘǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ 

pretty much going to practice, like, just the patient, the dentist and the dental 

nurse. ThaǘΩǎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜ ǿƻǊƪ L ǘƘƛƴƪΦέ ό[ƛƴŘŀύ 
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5.4.6 Learning within habits and routines 

What Gabbay and Le May call knowledge-in-practice-in-context (the knowledge used 

as GDPs did dentistry) was manifested as performative encounters with patients. In 

the way that they described them, the personal habits and collective routines of 

general dental practice were performed in a highly patterned way. However, their 

activities also varied from case to case as each dentist responded adaptively to 

individual cases and contexts. This is illustrated by the quote below from Annabel: 

ά{ƘŜ ƘŀŘ ƛǘ ώ.ŜƭƭΩǎ talsy] on both sides ς one of the sides she'd been given 

[topical] prednisolone and that was the side that didn't seem to be affected 

any more. You can't see anything physically and on ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜΧ ǎƘŜ ǿŀǎ 

ǇǊŜƎƴŀƴǘ ǎƻ ƘŜǊ Dt ǎŀƛŘ άƻƘΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴϥǘ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ǇǊŜŘƴƛǎƻƭƻƴŜέ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

bit I looked at [in the BNF] ς ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŀŦŜ ƛƴ ǇǊŜƎƴŀƴŎȅ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΦ !ƴŘΧ 

And it seemed to be the safest of the corticosteroids to take umm so I don't 

know whether she was given that advice because the GP was being extra 

cauǘƛƻǳǎΧ L ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƘŜǊ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƻǇǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

looked at her face properly and I asked her what had happened because one 

side was clearly a little bit more droopy ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳƳƳΧ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜ 

explained she had stopped taking it when she was pregnant however long ago. 

So yeah that came about by me just talking to her and seeing that one side 

ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊŀƭȅǎŜŘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜΦέ ό!ƴƴŀōŜƭύ 

In the above quote, a knowing arises as Annabel interacts with the patient and the 

materiality of the medical history form and BNF. The medical history and clinical 

examination are the routines that Annabel follows, but there are numerous ways in 
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which knowing develops iteratively as they interact in this encounter. She notices the 

difference in appearance on one side of the face, which is a form of aesthetic knowing. 

The patient tells a story that links her prior condition, topical medication, pregnancy 

and GP. Something does not seem quite right for Annabel, she has a form of intuitive 

knowledge that the medication withdrawal is not quite right. Her interaction with the 

BNF and the codified knowledge translated into it, confirm her suspicions.  

Thus, the habitual pǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŜŎƪƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ 

to examine the patient informally (I would presume by sitting in front of her as she 

asked the questions) provided a framework within which Annabel (and perhaps the 

patient) was able to learn.  

The example illustrates a more general phenomenon in my data that is in keeping with 

Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŜƳōƻŘȅ, was 

acquired from multiple sources and progressively enriched as they sought specific 

pieces of information to help them solve cases in the here-and-now.  

My data also illustrated how the case-based learning that occurred within clinical 

routines sometimes included a form of technical learning involving trial and error to 

solve problems or improve solutions (see discussion of bricolage below). This 

sometimes resulted in small innovations ς new practices or ideas that the GDPs 

generated themselves ς which then became routinised in a more general way (akin to 

what organisational sociologists have called ostensive routines [70]).  

ά¦ƴŘŜǊ ǊǳōōŜǊ ŘŀƳΦ LΩǾŜ ŎƭŜŀƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊƛŜǎ ƻǳǘΣ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ƛǘ ƴƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘǊȅ ŀƴŘ LΩǾŜ 

done an initial prep [preparation] on the canals but not to length so that it 
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gives me a little bit of engagement. I cut the GP [gutta percha, a root canal 

ŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭϐ ŎƻƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άhέ п ǘŀǇŜǊ ώлп ǘŀper ς the size of the cone] 

Řƻǿƴ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǇǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ Ƨǳǎǘ Ŧƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛŦƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƴŀƭǎΦ 

Band on [matrix band ς used to hold fillings in place as they set] and then I use 

dual cure composite [white adhesive filling material] filler a bit like Haricore 

ώōǊŀƴŘ ƴŀƳŜϐ ŀƴŘ ǎȅǊƛƴƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƭŀƴƪŜŘ ƻǳǘ ώŎŀƴŀƭǎϐΧ ŀƴŘ Ŧƛƭƭ ƛǘ 

ǊƛƎƘǘ ǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ƻƴŎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǎŜǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ Ǉǳƭƭ ǘƘŜ Dt ŎƻƴŜǎ ƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ 

however many holes left into the canals. I then countersink them a little bit 

because I found that having four separate holes was difficult to seal so it was 

ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴŜ ǇƭǳƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇΦέ ό!ǊŎƘƛŜύ 

These incremental improvements in the technical aspects of dentistry were sometimes 

initiated when GDPs encountered external information that affirmed the change (e.g. 

after attending a course or reading guidance) and were more likely to be incorporated 

into their routines when the changes were relatively small and required relatively little 

adjustment to an existing pattern of practice ς ŀƭƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ wƻƎŜǊǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

innovations with high compatibility (with existing practice) and low complexity were 

more likely to be adopted [256].  

άL ƳŜŀƴ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƘŜ ώǎǇŜŀƪŜǊ ŀǘ ŜƴŘƻŘƻƴǘƛŎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜϐ ǎŀƛŘ ς he said you 

ƴŜŜŘ ǳƳƳΧ с҈ ώǎƻŘƛǳƳϐ ƘȅǇƻŎƘƭƻǊƛǘŜΦ ²Ŝƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ς 

ǿŜƭƭ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ aƛƭǘƻƴ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ н҈ ŀƴŘ ŜǊǊΧ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ς the sort of 

commercial ones you buy at a vŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ 

6% and in fact we were using Milton so just changing that has perhaps made a 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦέ ό!ŀǊƻƴύ 
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What I ǎŀǿ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎΩ 

routines, both within and between practices or organisations. At times this interaction 

was a source of frustration. In the example below, Claire, having read a journal article, 

has developed an ostensive routine for how to manage children who have failed to 

attend more than two appointments, but this approach may be in contradiction to the 

performed routines of the receptionists booking appointments.  

άΧōǳǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀƭǎƻΣ L ƳŜŀƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǘƘŜȅΧ н 5b!ǎ ώ5ƻŜǎ bƻǘ !ǘǘŜƴŘϐ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǳƳƳΧ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǊe off the 

ōƻƻƪǎΦ .ǳǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ LǘΩǎ 

ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΧƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǳƭǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴǘƻ 

ǘƘŜ ŎƭƛƴƛŎ ǳƳƳΧ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻΧ ǳƘƘΧ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

reception team because they follow the [reception] protocols and are a bit 

inflŜȄƛōƭŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǊǊΧ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ 

ǳƴŘŜǊ мс ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ƭŜƴƛŜƴŎȅΦέ  

At other times, the routines were beneficial to all parties, as in this example, when 

Robert describes how GDPs in his area send patients to him to have dental panoramic 

radiographs (OPG) taken: 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ Řo 

that so they send people here for their OtDǎΧ ǎƻ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǿŜŜƪ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ 

least two or three OPGs a day for other people's patients from other practices 

ŀƴŘ ŜƳŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ōŀŎƪ ƻǳǘέ όwƻōŜǊǘύ 
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Individual ostensive routines appeared to be embodied knowing of past experiences of 

practices. There was an embodied knowing bound up within them that could be 

translated into performative routines as they interacted with what others enacted. 

Each participant in a performance attempted to translate their respective ostensive 

routines. In practice, all routines are collective or collaborative as everyone and 

everything interact. As can be seen in the two quotes above, some of the collective 

performed routines worked well for patients and professionals όwƻōŜǊǘΩǎ quote) and 

others less so ό/ƭŀƛǊŜΩǎ ǉǳƻǘŜύ. 

 

5.4.7 Learning was often unplanned and linked to emerging cases 

I found that learning was for the large part unplanned and often serendipitous. The 

embodied knowing of practice would change because of the interaction with cases as 

described above. As such, the GDPs did not know what that learning would be before 

it occurred.  

ά²Ŝƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƭŀŘȅ ǿƘƻ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ǎǇŀǎƳƻŘƛŎ ƭƛŎƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴǳǎΧ L ƘŀŘƴϥǘ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘ ς 

she's ς she's seen in the oral medicine department at the dental hospital and 

they see her about every six months ς yeah - but mainly I help her more than 

ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘ Ǝƻǘ ƛǘ ǎǳǎǎŜŘΦ .ǳǘΧǳƳƳƳΧ {ƘŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 

occasional flare-up and when she does they prescribed her Dermovate cream 

which I suspect is like the equivalent of Betnovate that we used to put on ς put 

on our skin back in the day. And they literally tell her ς which I'd never heard of 
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before - to literally rub Dermovate cream on to her gum and the sore area. 

Which I'd never come across beforeΦέ όWŀǎƻƴύ 

Even when learning was not linked to the management of particular cases it often had 

ŀ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀŘ ƘƻŎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ D5tǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 

case narratives shared by other GDPs and information that they happened to come 

across or were referred to by someone else.  

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƎƻƻŘ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘΣ L ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜ ǳƳƳΧ ōǳǘ 

ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƻǊ ς I mean ς actually my wife had been on 

ŀ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ΨƻƻƘ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊŘ 

ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎΩ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻw. So, you pick up that these things are out there and 

ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǳƳƳΧέ ό!ŀǊƻƴύ  

D5tǎΩ development of embodied knowing of practice was often achieved without 

them being aware of it. This was perhaps not surprising given the dynamic nature of 

working in practice where GDPs encounter multiple sources of information and 

experiences daily. Interviewees might say they had not learned anything after talking 

through several cases, even though it was evident to me that these cases had led to 

new embodied understandings that they had enacted. Aaron, for example, had 

discussed (in the above quote and elsewhere) how orthodontists were managing 

patients differently, how oral cancer referrals had been changed, and the prognosis of 

a patient seen with a colƭŜŀƎǳŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŎŀǎŜ ǎƘŜ ƘŀŘ 

seen in hospital ς all within a week.  Despite the evident ongoing learning, Aaron 

commented: 
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ά!ƴŘ ς you know ς the thing that surprised me in a way was how little of that 

[learning] I seem to do now. I mean you will do ς you will get confirmation of 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǎǘǳŦŦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŦŜŜƭ 

ǘƘŀǘ LΩƳ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ L ƪƴƻǿ ƛǘ ŀƭƭ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ 

what I mean ς you get to a staƎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƪƴƻǿ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ 

ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǊǊǊΧ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ς enough experience ς I mean ς blimey ς LΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

working nearly 25 years ς you know ς ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳŎƘ ŎǊƻǇǎ ǳǇ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΦέ ό!ŀǊƻƴύ 

 

5.4.8 Research evidence: brief encounters on the run 

As the above examples illustrate, most knowledge encounters by GDPs did not involve 

a direct, explicit and targeted search for research evidence.  When the GDPs did 

encounter this kind of knowledge, it tended to be brief and somewhat serendipitous.  

ά{ƪƛƳƳŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .5W ώ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ WƻǳǊƴŀƭϐΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ 

at effectiveness of articaine buccal infiltrations for lower molars [versus] 

lidocaine for IDBs [Inferior Dental Blocks ς a local anaesthetic techniqueϐέΦ 

(Anita) 

When GDPs attended a formal event such as a conference or lecture, they would often 

encounter (and find useful) new learning that was not the primary focus of the event, 

e.g. by speaking to colleagues in coffee breaks or browsing at a trade show.  

Only a small proportion of the GDPs in this sample seemed to actively seek research 

evidence or the products of research (e.g. guidelines, evidence-based drug 
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formularies). In the few instances when they described such searches, it was usually 

linked to a sense of needing reassurance, especially to confirm a course of action they 

had already followed or were about to. One GDP was atypical in this regard: 

άL ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƭƻƻƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .bC ώ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ CƻǊƳǳƭŀǊȅϐΦ L ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

prescription is but I always have to look in the BNF before I actually write the 

ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ǳƳƳΧ L ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǳƳƳΧ ǘƻƴŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ 

ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƳƳΧ !ƭǎƻ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜΧ ǿŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ 

the FGDP [Faculty of General Dental Practitioners] guidelines ς the antibiotic 

ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘΧ ƛǘΩǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ǇŀŘǎ 

ǎƻ L Ŏŀƴ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ L Řƻ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǳƳƳΧέ ό/ƭŀƛǊŜύ 

More commonly in our sample, codified research-based evidence was viewed as 

irrelevant to practice because the research had been conducted in a setting or context 

quite different from theirs. 

ά{ƻ ǳƳƳΧ ōǳǘ .5W ώ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ WƻǳǊƴŀƭϐ ƛǎ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǳƳƳΧ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻǊ ǳƳƳΧ ǊŀƴŘƻƳ ǘǊƛŀƭΣ ŎƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ǘǊƛŀƭΣ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²hich, 

some ς I would say ς some of them are not maybe not introduced in the 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎŀǊŜ ǳƳƳΧ ǎƻ ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ς ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ς as a 

ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘ ǿŜ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΧǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎΦέ ό[ƛƴŘŀύ 

Regardless of whether the GDPs weǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ 

narratives or through more codified sources such as guidelines, I did not detect an 

interest in exploring the validity of the underpinning research. However, the GDPs did 
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express caution towards information from sources they viewed as biased, particularly 

from salespeople or companies with a clear conflict of interest.   

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ώƛƴ ΨǘǊŀŘŜΩ ƳŀƎŀȊƛƴŜǎϐ ƛǎ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ōƛŀǎŜŘΦ 

{ƻΣ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻƳƻǘing their product 

really and it makes out their product is really good. But I can see that. The first 

ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǿƘƻΩǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƛǘ ŦƛǊǎǘΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

perspective of it. Because it might not be the official viewpoint ς ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ 

manufactureǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦ LΩǾŜ 

Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ LΩƳ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛǘΦέ όwƻōŜǊǘύ  

This caution towards some sources of information did not stop the same dentists 

seeking out, inviting and learning from salespeople.  

In summaryΣ D5tǎΩ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƭŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ 

serendipitous and geared towards sources they felt they could trust. Perhaps because 

of time pressures they showed no appetite for validating these sources. 

 

 Discussion 

5.5.1 Summary of findings 

This small study of general dental practitioners has illuminated the nature of 

embodied clinical knowledge and has also begun to demonstrate how that knowledge 

develops and consolidates over time.  I have shown that not only is clinical knowledge 

situated, embodied, case-based and emergent but also that clinical learning is closely 
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ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘΣ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ D5tǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

sharing of case narratives among professional peers.  

My findings have shown that for new learning ς innovative ideas, practices or products 

ς to be retained for use as embodied knowledge, it needs to be accommodated within 

an existing pattern or routine of practice. These routines are plastic rather than rigid 

mental structures, providing support for understanding individual experiences but also 

able to adapt in the light of those experiences. There is a requirement in professional 

practice to stabilise knowledge and practice, according to Fenwick [81], and collective 

routines appeared here to provide this. Case-based reasoning and bricolage (making 

do with what is at hand and the knowledge that is available, even if incomplete) leads 

to small innovations in the moment of practice.  

 

5.5.2 Links with existing theory 

Below I explore how my themes interact with existing theory and suggest some new 

theoretical interpretations of how dentistsΩ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ of practice develops. 

In bringing my themes and existing theory together, I have found it helpful to conceive 

of the knowing that arises as GDPs practice as interacting bi-directionally between an 

embodied, abstract or ostensive, realm and a specific, concrete or performative one. 

Existing and relevant theories refer to these two levels: routines are ostensive and 

performative [70]; bricolage conceives of a bricoleur (a trait of working with concrete 

experience) and an ingénieur (a trait of using generalisable knowledge) [259]; rules 

(abstract) are made material in practice (specific) in socio-materiality [257]; casuistry, 
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a means of understanding case-based reasoning, analyses the particular (specific) so as 

to relate it to general principles (abstract) [108]; and mindlines (abstract, ostensive) 

guide situated actions (specific) [31].  

I ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎΩ embodied knowing of practices develops iteratively from the 

merging of an abstract, plastic component (reflecting the ostensive routines of clinical 

mindlines, case-based knowledge and codified knowledge), with a specific, here-and-

now component manifested in the performative routine of case-based reasoning and 

the generation of innovations-in-practice-in-context ς the use of new ideas, practices 

and products to solve the problems that arise as a part of case-based reasoning.  

The ostensive component develops through the embodiment of classifications of 

knowledge that have tended, traditionally, not to be given the attention codified or 

research knowledge does in the EBM paradigm. The facets chosen by GDPs to classify 

the knowledge they encountered and which, for the most part, they had an intention 

to use in some way, was not from codified sources. Figure 5.16 below shows the ways 

in which the GDPs classified the knowledge and how they intended to use it. The 

shapes indicate that, proportionately, the encounters they classified as codified and 

procedural were more likely to be used conceptually than instrumentally. Those they 

classified as experiential or process or policy, for example, were more likely to be 

intended to be used instrumentally, i.e. in action. This is perhaps not surprising, given 

the proximity of the encounter experience to the actions of practice, i.e. the GDPs 

experience themselves (experiential) or what is of use in their practice (process or 

policy).  
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The greater use of practical knowing instrumentally has also been reported elsewhere 

[239]. The relatively greater intended instrumental use of codified knowledge in a 

personalised form is consistent with the concept of peer opinion leaders or narratives 

as means of providing some form of contextual information, that the GDP can relate to 

and imagine using. This is not something research publications, for example, convey. 

Even textbooks, which may talk through procedures of how to technically do 

something, are unable to provide the reassurance, the uncertainty, the emotional, the 

little tricks, and so on that one practitioner can convey, often using metaphor, to 

another. In chapter 8 I discuss a small project I carried out with a GDP and, 

subsequently, a MSc student crafted to explore the role of a narrative to convey an 

authentic account of changing ostensive routines. 

 
Figure 5.16 Intended use with respect to different knowledge facets 
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My findings challenge the mainstream literature on evidence-based practice, which 

assume that a guideline (proxy routine) can be learnt and stored, more or less as is, in 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ ƘŜŀŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Ǉǳǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛƴ 

the clinical encounter via a performative routine. My data suggests a more complex 

relationship between codified knowledge, internalised or embodied knowledge and 

the knowing that translated into practice in interactions with people and things. 

Ostensive routines appear as repetitive and ƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƛƴ D5tǎΩ 

minds. But ostensive routines are not simple, rigid and linear phenomena like 

protocols. Instead, they are plastic, changing in response to the real-time 

interpretation of new information and new experiences.  

Ostensive routines may be articulated to some degree when practitioners are asked to 

describe and justify their actions, but they go deeper than GDPs can verbalise or 

demonstrate. This is because they are largely embodied, tacit understandings of how 

the GDP has engaged over time with people, things, other elements of materiality, 

time and space. It is possible that the components of ostensive routines, that a GDP 

makes explicit, even to themselves, are quite different from those they embody, and 

which guide their actions. The translation of embodied knowing into the activity of 

internal or external speech, like any other translation of embodied knowing, will be 

dependent on the interactions such an activity is part of. Thus, the explicit is not a 

pure rendition of the agent, but an intra-active, ephemeral and shared knowing.   

However, the embodied ostensive routines, I suggest, are derived in part through 

embodied sense-making of the interactions after the practice. I use the term 

embodied here instead of, for example, cognitive, because the structure we call the 
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brain is, from an anti-cartesian perspective, inseparable from the rest of the body [33]. 

But as routines are repetitive-looking intra- or interactions between people and other 

materiality, the ostensive routine is not the possession of an individual GDP but an 

ephemeral, extra-corporeal phenomenon. What guides the performance does not 

appear ǘƻ ōŜ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ D5tΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀǎ 

dispersed interactions with materiality, time and space. If a GDP sits and envisions a 

future performance (whether milliseconds or days and weeks in the future or in the 

past), they are interacting with the materiality of the current moment, including with 

their own body, their habitus and capital, people and things, space and time. That is, if 

we consider ostensive routines as something embodied and the body as continually 

interacting with material phenomena, then the ostensive routine is not something that 

is embodied wholly by the individual. Ostensive routines, like performative ones, are in 

constant flux because bodies are in constant flux. The body is always acting and 

interacting.  

In the performative routine, what was mostly but not wholly embodied, is translated 

through the interactive sayings and doings of the different actors. Each performance is 

a translation of multiple embodied ostensive actions from the respective actors. The 

ostensive routines are continually reformed by all actors in relation to the interactions 

of the practice. ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǘacit 

understanding of other actors, also described as being with that or being with the 

other (person) [61], is an important component of developing their understanding of a 

patient and their family, the other things in and out of the direct interaction, and of 

adapting their actions in a performance that works for this patient at this time. The 
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quote from Jane above about the άǿŜŜ ƪƛŘέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴƧǳǊŜŘ ǘƻƻǘƘ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ 

this.  

The embodied relational understandings are, perhaps, an important element of what 

YŜƳƳƛǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀǎ άsearching for ǎŀƭƛŜƴŎŜǎέ:  

ά¢ƘŜȅ [experts] search for ways of understanding and acting that will be 

appropriate in addressing the practical problems they meet at any particular 

time, drawing on their life-experience not in a static or rationalistic way, but 

reflexively: changing their reading of the situation as it unfolds in and through 

practice, in the light of changing perceptions, observations and ways of seeing 

the situation, and in the light of changes brought about by seeing how others 

see it, and how they are reacting and responding to changes as the situation 

ǳƴŦƻƭŘǎΦέ [89 p. 392] 

I would suggest being more explicit about the material aspects of practice of which 

GDPs (and other actors) appear to have embodied relational understandings and 

about which they become more adept at searching for saliences.  

Routines are collective and may develop both within and between dental practices or 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ! D5tΩǎ actions are interdependent actions arising as they encounter a 

ƴǳǊǎŜΩǎ actions ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ D5tΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ 

organisational routines, as described in the organisational literature, I describe these 

routines as collective professional routines as they had some sort of order due, not to 

an organisational structure but, to a mutually constructed one by professionals, whose 

actions were interdependent, recognisable and apparently repetitive. The repetitive 
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and interdependent actions within these collective routines store practice knowledge 

accumulated over many years and decades. That knowledge is of systems, of patients, 

of colleagues, of costs, of relationships and much more. To articulate all the 

knowledge that is bound up within a sequence of interdependent actions would be 

impossible. These routines are never fixed but part of what practice theorists call the 

structuring of practice [49]. With the learning from the observational study described 

in chapter 8, I would also suggest that patients and things share in and contribute in 

structuring the professional collective routines. For example, in the example given 

ŀōƻǾŜΣ wƻōŜǊǘΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǘƻƻƪ ǊŀŘƛƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ L 

described this as a professional routine because there were repetitive interdependent 

acǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ όŜΦƎΦ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŀƭ ƴƻǘŜ κ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƻ wƻōŜǊǘΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ 

taking of radiograph etc.). The routine, though, will be performative only, if other 

actors play their part. For example, the patient must be willing, and able, to go to the 

practice; there must be a justifiable need for the radiograph; the radiography 

equipment needs to function; and so on. Thus, the professional routine is less about 

professionals and more about what goes on within a professional field.  

Each patient interaction is in some sense a new case (even if being seen for ongoing 

treatment), and GDPs constantly create problems to solve. Russel Ackoff, writing 

about the management of problems in organisations, suggested that problems do not 

simply appear but are created by managers from messes (quoted in [262]). The 

generation of problems is a primary feature of the reflective practitioner [262]. In a 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ !ƴƴŜƳŀǊƛŜ aƻƭΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊiption of disease as not a single entity but many 

different disease phenomena differently enacted by many different people [62], 
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dental problems are not single defined entities but phenomena that are brought into 

being by the GDPs. This is illustrated, for ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ōȅ WŀǎƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

encounter with a patient on immunosuppressants above.  

For GDPs, the messes are the complex set of symptoms, signs and other issues a 

patient presents with, and results of tests, in the present time, in their personal 

context. From this mess the GDPs (with the patients and, sometimes, others) fashion a 

more specific problem, framed in a particular way to which they attempt to find a 

solution through a combination of case-based reasoning and bricolage as they revise 

and reuse solutions from the case base using the resources at hand.  

New solutions are generated daily as GDPs develop new ideas and practices around 

managing patients, usually through small revisions of previous problem-solution 

scenarios. GDPs worked within the constraints of the context ς its materiality, its 

space, its time and its relations ς to fashion their innovations. They were bricoleurs 

who approached cases using multiple perspectives (e.g. technical, ethical, scientific, 

financial, organisational) and whatever tools that were at hand and which they could 

make use of [263]. Gabbay and Le May described knowledge-in-practice-in-context 

[31] as a practical knowledge which is influenced by, and influences, the context within 

which it occurs. In a similar way, I would describe innovations-in-practice-in-context as 

the use of new ideas, practices and products to solve the problems that arise from the 

mess of the patient encounter and therefore both influencing and influenced by the 

context within which it occurs.  
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Such innovations, where they seem to provide an advantage over previous ideas and 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ D5tǎΩ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜǎΦ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ-in-practice-in-

context are best thought of not as the new ideas, practices or products articulated by 

others and merely adopted by others (as Rogers proposed), but as the GDtǎΩ ƻǿƴ ƴŜǿ 

practices which are full of tacit, embodied knowledge, nuanced understandings and 

knowledge of the dentist-patient encounter within which they occur. I would consider, 

for example, a guideline that incorporates recommendations for new ways of doing 

things (to the GDP) as a product with an abstract idea that might be incorporated into 

an ostensive routine and, should it be accepted as relevant to the case at hand, 

integrated into the performative routine.  

Finally, I wish to suggest that the concept of mindlines explicitly incorporate a motoric 

representation of practice that arises in interactions between GDPs, other people and 

objects. This study demonstrated the rich practical mindlines that are internalised, 

collectively reinforced, tacit and embodied knowledge of skilled practices involving the 

D5tǎΩ ōƻŘƛŜǎ. If, as I argued in chapter 2, the mind and body are inseparable, then so 

too are mindlines. GDPs do a lot of skilled work with their hands and they learn from 

others how they do things, whilst internalising and testing out their own 

representations.  

 

5.5.3 Limitations 

The participant sampling was limited in number, and those who participated, were 

disproportionately recruited through GDP forums. This restricts, potentially, the data 
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in terms of variety and, therefore, the identification of additional themes. Forums are 

by their nature social and, therefore, the GDPs recruited to the study may have 

discussed more than other GDPs occasions of social learning. However, included in this 

study were GDPs who were not regular forum users. 

The method chosen to sample knowledge encounters was designed to elicit these in 

any setting and at any time of day. However, many knowledge encounters will not 

have been obvious to the participants, particularly those that were tacit in nature, and 

will not have been recorded. Thus, by using the knowledge encounters as the stimuli 

for the interviews my analysis has focused on a narrow reporting of experience. In 

addition, the GDPs, for practical reasons, only recorded knowledge encounters for one 

week. Thus, for each GDP the range of knowledge encounters is unlikely to reflect fully 

the occasions when they encounter new information or experiences that lead to 

changes in their embodied knowing of practices. I do feel, though, that across the 11 

GDPs the range of knowledge encounters was sufficiently diverse to allow me to 

theorise about their knowing of practice. 

As the knowledge encounters were self-documented they could not be objectively 

verified. This allows for the pƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎΩ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ 

have attributed more positive behaviours to themselves and negative behaviours to 

others and exaggerated or underplayed certain facets of their knowledge encounters. 

However, this method has allowed me to capture a broad range of knowledge 

encounters, particularly those not amenable to observation using conventional 

methods, e.g. ethnography. For this reason, the next study was planned to triangulate 
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and further develop these findings using observation, albeit in more restrictive time 

and space. 

Apart from one transcript the remaining interviews were analysed by me alone. Given 

this, and my relative inexperience in qualitative analysis, it is possible that additional 

themes may have been identified, if a second, experienced researcher had also 

analysed all 11 interviews. I tried to ameliorate the impact of this by my supervisor 

analysing passages of text that I felt were good examples of the themes I identified 

and through constant discussion of the themes as they arose. 

I cannot ignore the lens through which I have looked at my data. I am a GDP by 

background and, perhaps because of this, have a respect for the ability to make do in 

often challenging circumstances. I have also been heavily influenced by the concept of 

mindlines articulated by John Gabbay and Andrée Le May. This has naturally led to a 

bias towards social learning as a defining factor in how primary care clinicians develop 

their embodied knowing of practices. 

 

5.5.4 Implications for practice and research 

Little empirical work has looked at how GDPs build their embodied knowing of 

practices. My study suggests that GDPs work within the constraints of space and time 

using case-based reasoning and bricolage to generate solutions for individual patients 

in the here and now. I feel that GDPs should be afforded greater recognition for this 

ability than has so far been acknowledged. Whatever those who seek to change GDPǎΩ 

practice would have, in the moment of performance it is GDPs who, with their patient 
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and the things around them, must generate a problem and devise a solution. Case-

based reasoning, bricolage and innovation in practice in context guides this process. I 

suggest that those wishing to influence practice need to find ways of respecting and 

working with this rather than imposing external guidelines. 

My study suggests there could be benefit in seeking ways with dental students and 

GDPs to surface and explore the complexities associated with developing embodied 

knowing of practices and then enacting it in interactions with people and things. Given 

ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎΩ embodied knowing is so influenced by informal ways of learning, I would 

suggest that it is time to explore ways of supporting students and GDPs in identifying 

key elements of the information and experiences they encounter and helping them 

critically evaluate and integrate these into practice. 

 

 Conclusion 

This study has added to a previously sparse literature on knowing in practice and made 

an original contribution by showing that D5tǎΩ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ knowing of practice is an 

ever-developing interaction between existing embodied knowing and interactions in 

practice with other people and things. I have suggested that guidelines, and other 

formal clinical knowledge, may become incorporated as ostensive routines but that 

practice as the enactment of this knowledge is responsive to the interactions of the 

moment. 
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I have also suggested that a motoric representation be surfaced in the concept of 

mindlines to reflect the internalised, collectively reinforced, and tacit embodied 

knowledge of skilled technical work. 

We need approaches to clinical education that acknowledge a broader understanding 

of what knowledge is for the primary care clinician and the central role played by 

knowing that arises in practice in the professional learning process. Whilst this sample 

included only dentists, the findings are highly likely to apply to other clinical 

professionals including doctors, nurses, physiotherapists and veterinarians.  
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Chapter 6 Knowing in general dental practice: anticipation, 
constraint and collective bricolage 

 

The work involved in this chapter contributed to the development of a Hands-
On Workshop at the IADR Conference, Wǳƭȅ нлмуΣ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘΣ άIƻǿ 5Ŝƴǘŀƭ 
Professionals Use Evidence in Their Practical Decision-makiƴƎέ [264]. 

A version of this chapter was published as: 

Hurst, D. & Greenhalgh, T. Knowing in general dental practice: Anticipation, 
constraint, and collective bricolage. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice, 1-
9 (Early View. Online Version of Record before inclusion in an issue), 
doi:10.1111/jep.13051 (2018). (Contribution from my supervisor Professor 
Trish Greenhalgh to publication: review of manuscript versions and discussions 
which contributed to theory development.) 

 

 Abstract 

RATIONALE, AIMS AND OBJECTIVES: Much of the literature concerned with healthcare 

practice tends to focus on a decision-making model in which knowledge sits within the 

minds and bodies of healthcare workers. Practice theories de-centre knowledge from 

human actors, instead situating knowing in the interactions between all human and 

non-human actors. The purpose of this study was to explore how practice arises in the 

moment-to-moment interactions between general dental practitioners (GDPs), 

patients, nurses and things. 

METHOD: Eight GDPs in two dental practices, their respective nurses, 22 patients and 

material things were video-recorded as they interacted within clinical encounters. 

Videos were analysed using a performative approach. Several analytic methods were 

used: coding of interactions in-video; pencil drawings with transcripts; and dynamic 
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transcription. These were used pragmatically and in combination. Detailed reflective 

notes were recorded at all stages of the analysis and, as new insights developed, 

theory was sought to help inform these. 

RESULTS: I theorised that knowing in dental practice arises as actors translate 

embodied knowing through sayings and doings that anticipate but cannot predict 

responses, that knowing is constrained by the interactions of the practice but that the 

interactions at the same time are a collective bricolage ς ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

embodied knowing to generate and solve problems together. 

CONCLUSION: Practices are ongoing ecological accomplishments to which people and 

things skilfully contribute through translation of their respective embodied knowing of 

multiple practices. Based on this, I argue that practices are more likely to change, if 

people and things embody practices of improvement. 

 

 Background 

My understanding of knowledge and knowing evolved substantially during this study. 

Although I had initially planned to explore routines and case-based reasoning 

performatively, based on the previous study, I took a more inductive approach with a 

view to developing ground up a more holistic and collective sense of what was going 

on in practice. The routines and case-based reasoning that I saw in the interview-

based study was too dentist-centric for a true practice-theory approach. I, therefore, 

began to explore more deeply, particularly after gathering the video footage, the 

writing about knowing in practice from the organisational literature.  
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I returned to my literature review and reviewed the literature around practice, from 

Aristotle, through to Marx, Heidegger and on to present day writers. 

Efforts to improve outcomes from clinical encounters tend to take a narrow clinician 

or team-centred approach and focus on propositional knowledge to the exclusion of 

other ways of knowing [265]. As discussed in earlier chapters, knowledge is a thing to 

be learned, retained and applied as these actors solve problems in clinical encounters. 

aǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜǎ ŀ ΨŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-ƳŀƪƛƴƎΩ 

model ς the doctor or dentist is seen as making diagnoses, selecting 

investigations/treatments aƴŘ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŜƭƛŎƛǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ς but 

underpinning all that is an assumed decision tree into which evidence can be fed (e.g. 

[266-270]).   

Through the deeper reading of practice theory, I had begun to develop my 

understanding of the alternative ways to explore what goes on as different actors 

come together in clinical encounters [39]. Practice theory de-centres knowledge from 

human actors, instead situating knowledge, or knowing, in the interactions between 

all actors in practice [66].  

In these approaches, the knowledge is not an object retained within the boundary of 

human beings [271]. Rather, knowledge is performative, generated in the moment, 

situated, interactive, and embedded within unique, ephemeral practices as actors 

perform [32, 38, 68, 272]. Actors do embody representations of practice [273] that we 

might call embodied knowledge but knowing happens in the practice. The actions of 

one actor influence (in an ongoing and reciprocal way) those of one or more other 

actors. Knowing in practice is ecological, one-off episodes of interaction that involve 
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people, things and the environment at large [35, 69]. Knowing is not the possession or 

responsibility of any one individual but is an ongoing, collective accomplishment [272].  

I am unaware of any studies that have explored how people and things generate 

knowing in practice in general dental practice. Thus, the purpose of this study was to 

explore how practice arises in the moment-to-moment interactions between GDPs, 

patients, nurses and things within clinical encounters. 

 

 Methodology 

I adopted a performative orientation where performativity is the constitution άƻŦ 

actors, meanings and roles through socio-ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ [274 p. 444].  

 

6.3.1 Setting and sampling frame 

To be able to recruit dentists, nurses and patients to my study, I needed first to recruit 

research sites. Most dental practices are owned by an individual or a partnership of 

dentists. I developed a recruitment A4-size flier to post on dental forums, send to 

interested dentists and to distribute at talks and other events I attended (see 

Appendix U). 

I created a single site document with all the documentation associated with the study, 

including the protocol, information sheets and consent forms, and ethics and Health 

Research Authority approvals. This was shared with each of the dentists who took on 
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the role of local Principal Investigators in their respective practices (see Appendix V for 

a list of contents). 

I recruited two large general dental practices, providing predominantly National 

Health Service (NHS) treatment, as research sites. One was in a suburb of London and 

the other on the outskirts of a large town near London. The practices were selected 

because I knew the owners and they were willing to accommodate me. They 

subsequently agreed for their practices to be sites within which I could then attempt 

to recruit dentists and nurses in the first instance, and patients in the second.  

I made attempts to increase the diversity of the sample by recruiting sites through 

social media and dental forums. As in my previous study, I used Twitter to try and 

reach interested GDPs (see Figures 6.1 and 6.2 below). However, as is the nature of 

Twitter, mostly I had interest from other academics working in the field.  

 
Figure 6.1 Tweet linking to my knowledgeproject.org blog 
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Figure 6.2 Re-tweet by my supervisor extending the reach of the blog post (permission obtained from 
Trish Greenhalgh for reproduction here). 

 

Using my project website, I blogged about the project (see Figures 6.3 and 6.4 below) 

and uploaded information sheets and other study documents so that those who 

wished to, could peruse them.  

Although two additional GDPs agreed initially to take part, they both withdrew shortly 

before the date previously agreed for recording. One cited problems recruiting 

patients to the agreed date (though we could have arranged another date, he 

withdrew before I could). The other GDP had recently been visited by the Care Quality 

Commission and was concerned that, ƛŦ L ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƘƛƳ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ άǿǊƻƴƎέ 

όD5tΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎύ, I might report him to the General Dental Council (GDC). Despite 

reassurances that raising concerns was in keeping with GDC guidance that it be 

proportionate and stepped (i.e. raising concerns about practice locally first), he 

withdrew. After I had completed the data collection I received an email from him 

saying that he would be happy to take part, if it was still possible, but unfortunately 

the data collection and analysis phase of the study was already finished. 
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Unfortunately, I was unable to recruit any other sites. Nevertheless, the resulting 

convenience sample exhibited a range of features, including years of experience of 

dentists, patient appointment types and nursing experience. 

 

 
Figure 6.3 Knowledge project blog post. 26th January 2017 
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Figure 6.4 Blogpost about observational study. 12th May 2017 

 

As well as sampling participants, I planned to sample appointment types for maximum 

diversity. To do this, I hoped that there would be a sufficient number of consenting 

participants (GDP, nurse and patient) to ensure that for each GDP there was at least 

one new patient check-up, one recall check-up and one brief (<=30 minutes) 
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treatment appointment. All appointment types (e.g. check-up, emergency, treatment) 

were, though, eligible for inclusion.  

The reason for the ideal of maximum variation was so that there was a range of 

different appointment types, that would include among them a range of saying and 

doing interactions between patients, GDPs and things. Different appointment formats 

or types could involve, for example, the examination of the teeth, the taking of x-rays 

or other images, the problematising of signs and symptoms into diagnoses, and the 

discussion of preventive or treatment options. By having a range of appointment 

types, my intention was to be able to explore and compare how people and things 

interacted within different practices. 

To this end, when choosing sessions, I asked GDPs and their teams to include those 

with patients attending for new patient and recurring check-ups (which often include: 

discussions, examination, diagnoses, imaging and preventive interventions), and brief 

treatment appointments (which often include: discussions and treatment and 

preventive interventions).  

Sampling of appointment types was ultimately restricted by the size of, and variation 

within, the sampling frame. The sampling frame for appointment types was the 

appointments that patients consented to on the agreed days. Due to difficulties 

recruiting patients ahead of the study (see procedure below) the sample frame was 

much smaller, though not lacking in diversity, than I had planned. Ultimately, the 

whole sample frame was sampled.  
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6.3.2 Recruitment 

NHS ethical approval for this study was provided by the West of Scotland Research 

Ethics Committee, REC reference 17/WS/0064. 

Before I could recruit participants, I needed to recruit research sites. Until the two 

GDPs withdrew, four sites were recruited. For each I created a personalised site 

document. 

In the first instance, dentists and nurses in the two practices were invited to 

participate. Participant information sheets (PIS) were developed for dentists (see 

Appendix W), staff (see Appendix X) and patients (see Appendix Y).  

After gaining written consent, a session for video-recording was arranged. All adult 

patients with appointments to attend these were invited to participate by letter 

posted two weeks before the appointment with a covering letter from the dental 

practice and a participant information sheet. Patients were invited to contact me by 

telephone or email before their appointment to discuss the study and to consent in 

principle to participate. Written consent was obtained on the day.  

 

6.3.3 Data collection methods 

I was interested in how practices unfold in real time, for which video is the optimal 

method of data collection [275, 276]. The video camera was less obtrusive in small 

clinical spaces than a person, and the captured video could be watched and listened to 

repeatedly during analysis, rather than relying on notes captured in the moment. Over 

four days in August and September 2017, I filmed participants using a fixed digital 
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video camera (Sony Handycam, HDR-CX405) mounted on a tripod. It was placed in a 

position that was unobtrusive to patient and dental team, but which allowed the 

patient, dentist, nurse and computer to be captured in the field of view (see Figure 

6.5). I set up the camera before the patient entered the room, pressed record and 

then left. Once the patient had left the room, I re-entered it and stopped the 

recording. I transferred video recordings to a password protected computer from the 

video recorder at the earliest possible moment, deleted the original recordings, and 

formatted the SD card.  

In addition, I informally observed the goings on in the respective dental practices and 

spoke with staff and patients during the periods of recording. Whilst not a formal part 

of the data analysis, I made anonymous notes to help situate the encounters recorded 

in the videos.  

 

 
Figure 6.5 Example of view of dental surgery when filming 
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6.3.4 Units of study 

Clinical encounters are often multi-layered and complex phenomena, and so I chose 

my unit of analysis to be one or more conjunctures within each clinical encounter.  

/ƻƴƧǳƴŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ άŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ 

a brief or prolonged episode of interaction between actors [277]. It is through studying 

very mundane and commonplace aspects of general dental practice within 

conjunctures that I intended to tease out an understanding of how knowing arose in 

practice.  

 

6.3.5 Data processing and analysis 

Getting in to the video data was difficult. I set out with the intention of exploring the 

ephemeral phenomenon called knowing in practice, which by its nature, was not 

visible. I tried several different approaches to try and make sense of what was going 

on. Before settling on the three methods I describe below, I tried to map all the 

actions, that people and things did, and how these interacted with others. Some views 

of mind maps I created at this time can be seen in Appendix Z and Appendix AA. 

Informed by texts on the use of video in qualitative research [276, 278, 279], I 

eventually used three analytic methods. I used these pragmatically and in 

combination. I recorded detailed reflective notes at all stages of the analysis using 

electronic note-keeping software (Evernote, Evernote Corporation). An example of a 

typical note can be seen in Appendix BB. As I developed new insights, I sought new 

theory to help inform these. After submitting my article for publication, one reviewer 

alerted me to the work of social anthropologists that was highly relevant to my 
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analysis but which I had not come across. This literature was incorporated into the re-

submitted article and used here to enrich my analysis. 

I firstly coded videos to explore the interactions that occurred in the clinical 

encounters and develop a sense of how much each actor was involved. I imported all 

videos into qualitative data analysis software (NVivo Version 11, QSR International Pty 

Ltd). I watched and re-watched each at least four times as I coded the actions of each 

of the three human (patient, dentist and nurse) and non-human actors (e.g. Electronic 

Patient Record, EPR). The coding distribution for the ten codes with longest duration 

from one clinical encounter is shown as an example in Figure 6.6 below. 

 

 
Figure 6.6 An example of coding activities from one clinical encounter. Duration is in minutes, seconds 
and tenths of a second 
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Secondly, I was inspiǊŜŘ ōȅ aŀǾŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǇŜǊ ƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ a video [280] to 

create a pictorial and narrative transcription of how humans and material objects 

interacted in the conjunctures. Goodwin created a drawing from a video still to show 

three girls at play [281], and Mavers used thick narrative to describe how children 

interacted with objects as they learned [282].  

Developing these approaches, I ǘƻƻƪ ǎǘƛƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘǳǊŜ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ 

there was a change in physical orientation, e.g. a dentist turning to a patient. The stills 

were turned into a pencil image using an Android mobile phone application (Photo 

Sketch Maker, Aero Tools) and, to bring focus to the interactions, all aspects of the 

image, that were not involved directly, were removed. The images were inserted into 

vertical consecutive cells in a spreadsheet (Microsoft Excel 2016). A narrative 

description of what was said and done for that section was inserted in the horizontally 

adjacent cell. A section from the transcript is shown on the following page (see Figure 

6.7) and the transcript of a full conjuncture is captured in Appendix CC. The meticulous 

and detailed analysis of video data using pencil drawings allowed me to surface and 

explore in-the-moment interactions as a series of freeze frames, thereby allowing me 

to develop a highly innovative analysis of knowing in practice.  

Finally, as I tried different ways to explore the videos, I kept thinking that the scripted 

methods, even with the stills above, were too static. The knowing in practice literature 

talked about knowing as dynamic and as arising in the moment only for new knowing 

to arise soon after and so on. In putting words and images on paper I turned fleeting 

activity into something that was concrete. I looked at the text and I could dwell on 

them in a way that lost the sense of the ephemeral. I felt I needed an analytic method 
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that in some way represented the brief moments of interaction and the supposed 

knowing that these interactions gave rise to. Gerhardi and others write about knowing 

as the alignment of knowledge elements through interaction [69, 249, 272] and I 

wanted to be able to visualise these elements being shared in the interactions 

between GDPs, patients, nurses and objects.  

 

 

 
Figure 6.7 Excerpt from transcript of one conjuncture showing time from beginning of video when still 
was taken, the stills and associated narrative 

 

!ǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ../ ǘŜƭŜǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ../ wŀŘƛƻ пΩǎ 

Today Programme that used animated text. In them, recordings of people speaking 

were played and some of their words appeared momentarily on the screen and then 
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disappeared shortly afterwards. This gave me the idea of doing something similar with 

the words and actions of the actors in my videos. 

I began to imagine descriptions of the sayings and doings of the various actors 

dropping onto a computer or television screen and combining in something like 

Brownian motion when particles collide and disseminate in random motion. However, 

in this cŀǎŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǎŀȅƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƛƴƎǎ collided, they would give rise to a unique 

synthesis of shared knowing held in that space and time.  

At this time, I had also come across the concept of actions translating embodied and 

embedded knowledge. The phenomena we experience are actions. We never know 

what guides these actions ς what mindlines, tacit knowledge, schema or habitus guide 

them. We can, though, infer what ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŎƻƴǾŜȅΦ So, I 

began to experiment with various ways of representing the actions of the actors in a 

dynamic way and what I inferred they knew (see Figure 6.8 below).  

 
Figure 6.8 Screenshot of early version of creating dynamic coding using Camtasia video editing software. 
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I had used video editing software (Camtasia Studio 8, Techsmith Corporation) for 

several years to make educational videos for dental students, and for recruitment to 

my studies. This software allows one to create videos in which words or images can 

float in and out of screen. I therefore imported the video of one clinical encounter into 

the software. As it played, I transcribed what was said and what each actor did. I used 

different coloured speech bubbles to represent what each person said and a pointy 

circle to represent human and obƧŜŎǘǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ όǎŜŜ Figure 6.8 above) and allowed 

these to remain on the screen for as long as the words or actions were occurring 

(though a minimum of one second was maintained to allow the text to be read). The 

lines at the bottom of this were animated so that they continuously moved to the left 

and I dropped the knowledge I thought the actions translated onto these. They in turn 

moved off and disappeared from the screen to the left. 

This way of representing the collaborative knowing arising in practice was laborious 

because of all the movement that had to be incorporated. I therefore simplified it by 

getting rid of the moving lines and just having the different elements appearing and 

disappearing from the screen. 

Two still images from the final version are shown as examples in Figures 6.9 and 6.10 

below. By the time I had got to this version (version 8) I had come to view the 

translations not of knowledge as knowledge of specific phenomena (e.g. procedural, 

sensory, illness), as I had first inferred, but as embodied knowledge of practices. The 

reason for this was that knowing a procedure, for example, cannot be separated from 

the practices associated with learning that procedure. Those practices are complex 

socio-material phenomena from which the practitioner will embody much more than a 
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procedure, even if part of it is recognisable as a procedure. In addition, what a person 

says, or does as they interact with others will draw on a much broader set of 

experiences, elements of which they have interpreted, inferred, parsed and embodied.  

 
Figure 6.9 Still  image 1 from dynamic coding of a conjuncture. Text in bubbles are enactments. Floating 
text is knowing of practices embodied and translated as inferred from the saying and doing by me. 

 

 
Figure 6.10 Still image 2 from dynamic coding of a conjuncture. Text in bubbles are enactments. Floating 
text is knowing of practices embodied and translated as inferred from the saying and doing by me. 
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These will include much tacit knowledge that allows the interaction to go on at all. 

Therefore, I used the term knowing of X practice(s) instead of knowledge when 

inferring what the actions translated into the ongoing practice. 

I uploaded a four-minute section of this video to YouTube to share the method with 

others, once my publication had been accepted. At the time of writing, the video can 

be accessed at www.youtu.be/33zRuOpUJes. 

 

 Results 

6.4.1 Description of data set 

The data set included the raw footage of 22 appointments that totalled eight and a 

half hours, a single clinical encounter transcribed in full, with stills converted into 

pencil, and another whole encounter transcribed into the video of dynamic coding. I 

recorded the equivalent of approximately 160 A4 pages using digital note keeping 

software (Evernote, Evernote Corporation). 

/ƭƛƴƛŎŀƭ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦƻǊƳΥ D5tǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƘŜŎƪ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ 

dental record on a computer in the surgery either prior to asking the nurse to bring the 

patient into the room or as the nurse was doing so; the patient entered the surgery, 

there was an exchange of pleasantries and the patient sat on the dental chair; the GDP 

and patient then established or confirmed the reason for the visit (e.g. to address a 

problem or to place a filling) followed by a brief or longer discussion about this; the 

patient would then recline in the dental chair and a degree of interaction between 

GDP, patient, nurse and instruments would centre around examination or intervention 
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within the mouth, including the taking of radiographs; the patient would be sat up in 

the chair, and there would be a brief, or long, discussion relating to the prior phase 

including diagnoses and possible interventions; the patient would leave; the GDP 

would ǿǊƛǘŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳǊǎŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊƎŜǊȅ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŦƻǊ 

the next patient.  

What I focus on in the analysis below is not the embodied learning GDPs develop per 

se, which is often the focus of, for example, anthropological studies of apprenticeship 

[283], but on the moment-by-moment interactions to which GDPs, other people and 

things translate their embodied or embedded knowing.  

 

6.4.2 Practice as anticipation 

In these encounters, relationships between people and things were established as 

temporary phenomena through discussion and through prodding and probing, reading 

and writing, seeing and hearing. That is, as one actor said or did something, the other 

observed, listened or felt and, in due course, acted or spoke themselves. This might 

involve listening to a question and responding, or a patient seeing an instrument 

orientating towards their mouth and opening it. 

Bakhtin wrote of the dialogic relationship that was essential to what he called 

utterances. Utterances are only utterances because there is an anticipation of a 

responsive understanding by another [284]. In these clinical encounters, in addition to 

dialogism in utterances, was dialogism in actions. Actors said and did things in 

anticipation of a responsive understanding by another.  
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As a GDP picked up a dental mirror and probe to check gum health, for example, the 

nurse would move to the computer and ready herself to record the results without the 

GDP saying anything. The GDP would then slide their chair and position themselves 

ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇƛƴŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ƘŜŀŘΦ ¢ƘŜ D5t ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŀƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƴǘŀƭ ƳƛǊǊƻǊ 

over the patientΩs face, and the patient almost always opened their mouth with no 

verbal prompting. If they did not, then the GDP might place a finger on the lower jaw 

or, rarely, ask the patient to open their mouth. The GDP, nurse and patient all 

ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ς ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ όŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊΣ ǇǊƻōŜΣ ŎƘŀƛǊǎύ ς 

actions and reactions. This is not to say that all the reactions were correctly 

anticipated. For example, a GDP had asked a patient to lift their chin and the patient 

lifted his whole head forward, essentially tilting his chin into his chest, the opposite of 

what the GDP had anticipated. Nonetheless, the GDP had anticipated an action, the 

patient had acted and, in turn, anticipated a reaction from the GDP (that they would 

continue with the examination). The GDP, though, reacted with another action to align 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ head as they needed it before they continued as the patient had 

anticipated. 

¢ƘŜ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ me that the actors had embodied 

understandings of how people and things had reacted in their experience of historical 

practices. That is, they expected that something would happen, if they did something, 

because they had an embodied knowing of previous interactions in which something 

had, even if it was not in this or any other clinical space.  

Given the speed with which they did so, this was mostly done unconsciously and 

working skilfully to translate their embodied knowing into this practice. They need not 
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have had an experience that followed a similar sequence of interactions between 

people and things. They may have, instead, translated something they had parsed 

from those previous experiences. Marchand has suggested that apprentices parse 

ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ Řƻ ƛƴǘƻ άƳƻǘƻǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƻŦ 

how to do things themselves, which they attempt to enact [273 p. S104]. It seems that 

experience of any other practices might be parsed into embodied knowing, even when 

learning how to act as a patient. This is to say that there will be elements of practices 

previously experienced (in this space, in another clinical space or somewhere non-

clinical) that can be translated in some way into the ongoing practice. For example, no 

ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ŦŀŎŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ D5tΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘ 

almost always opened their mouth. From some experience in the past, the patient had 

come to embody an understanding of how to respond to the appearance of things 

όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ D5tΩǎ ƘŀƴŘǎύ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀŎŜΦ 

!ƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΦ Lƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ 

I have called this dialogism, but in relation to objects, the anticipation is of how the 

object might be used, what Heidegger would call being ready at hand [46]. A GDP, for 

example, picked up a dental mirror, which is normally used to mirror teeth and other 

tissues that the GDP cannot see directly. On this occasion, though, he anticipated its 

potential to elicit pain from around a tooth by turning it through 180° and tapping the 

ǘƻƻǘƘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƘŀǊǇ ƪƴƻŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƴŘƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ άƻǿΗέ ŀƴŘ 

the task of the conjuncture came to focus on working out why.  

The anticipation of a response and the response (with its anticipated response, and so 

on), whether mediated through the spoken word, through touch, sight, sound or 
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smell, through things or not, gave rise to an interaction in which shared knowing 

appeared to exist for the moment. In the interaction between them, the GDP, patient 

and dental mirror handle, generated an act of knowing. If the GDP had not anticipated 

there might be a response from tapping the tooth, he may never have applied the tap 

to the tooth. If he had not anticipated the patient responding (e.g. if she were under 

general anaesthesia) the knowing shared in that moment, that something was 

άǿǊƻƴƎέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻƻǘƘ, would not have arisen. If the patient anticipated that 

soƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘŜǊǊƛōƭŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛŦ ǎƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ άƻǿέ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ did not, then the act of 

knowing would have been different. Conjunctures, in which knowing arose, went on 

through multiple actions that anticipated ς but could not predict ς reactions.  

The embodied knowing I inferred could be analytically (and only analytically) 

separated into that which is closely aligned with the ongoing conjuncture, similar to 

what Greenhalgh and Stones called conjuncturally-specific knowledge [285], and that 

which is less closely aligned with the conjuncture, but which nonetheless translates 

into it, which they called general dispositions and Bourdieu called habitus [55]. 

Whether the embodied knowing was conjuncturally-specific or not, the translation 

almost always was. Each person or thing, in doing or saying something that interacted 

with others within the conjuncture, translated whatever embodied knowing they had 

at that time in a way that meant the conjuncture went on.  

I illustrate this with Figure 6.11 below. It shows a dentist about to take a photo of a 

ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƛƴŎƛǎƻǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ŎƘƛǇǇŜŘΦ bƻǘ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘ 

about taking the photo. He had just finished looking at the tooth, edged the dental 

chair back a fraction and then reached for the camera. As he brought it over the 
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ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƻǳǘƘ the patient bared her upper teeth by raising her lip, the nurse moved 

her right hand to the computer mouse and, as the dentist did, turned her head to the 

monitor above the patient. At this moment, each of the people translated their 

embodied knowing into actions that meant their respective knowing aligned, the 

photo could be taken, and the conjuncture could go on.  

 

 
Figure 6.11 A still  image showing a dentist about to take a ǇƘƻǘƻ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƛƴŎƛǎƻǊ 

 

6.4.3 Constraint and power 

The practice and, therefore, the knowing arising in it, was suffused with power or 

influence [74, 75] as the different actors attempted to translate their respective 

embodied knowing (including of influencing others) into the ongoing practice. 

People and things did what they could do within the interactions, which were bound 

by space and time. However, the relationships established through the interaction 

moment-by-moment constrained the possible translations of knowing that could 
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occur. For example, at one moment in the conjuncture about dental pain mentioned 

earlier, the dentist was facing the computer as the patient described her pain. She had 

not mentioned where it was but pointed to the upper right side of her face. Because 

the dentist was not looking at her, it meant that the knowing her action attempted to 

translate failed. ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ 

the in-the-moment relationship between her, the GDP and the computer. Similarly, in 

an encounter involving another GDP and patient, the GDP had set the chair in motion 

to go supine. The patient had been complaining that a previous filling was too high. He 

lifted his head from the dental chair rather than lying supine as all other patients did, 

ŀǎ ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǇǊƻǘŜǎǘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 

dissatisfaction was constrained by his interaction with the chair and the GDP. The 

D5tΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ όǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻn of another tooth) was 

constrained by his interaction with the patient and the high filling in his mouth. A final 

example was the bodily positioning of a patient who looked at the wall rather than the 

GDP as she explored his oral hygiene habits. Her confidence in addressing this 

appeared to wane. This was in stark contrast to the next patient who turned in the 

chair and attended to her with evident interest as she explored his oral hygiene habits.  

Most of the time the constraints did not manifest so obviously, but all appointments 

were constrained by interactions with the other people, the equipment, the space and 

time. Actors were constrained by their environment. This, I consider to be part of the 

situatedness of action. Whatever the representations the different actors embodied 

about these practices, what we could call ostensive practices, were quite different to 
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the situated performed practice because of these constraints and the reactions of 

others.  

Translation of knowing of practices inscribed in, for example, the computer software 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘǳǊŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŀ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜ ƻŦ 

questions from NHS England that was embedded within the check-up page on the 

computer software prompted some dentists to ask several questions about the 

ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ Ƙŀōƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ƻǊŀƭ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎ, e.g. their sugar, tobacco and alcohol 

consumption, and oral hygiene regime but did not prompt others. The dentists who 

read the list out tended to be more focused on the computer than the dentists who 

did not but who attended more to the patient.  

The template from NHS England is an example of an expert system, which is a 

άŘƛǎŜƳōŜŘŘƛƴƎ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΧ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘέ [286 p. 28]. Through it, members of that and other 

organisations attempted to constrain the activities of GDPs. Sometimes the 

interactions allowed this other actor to induce different actions (one in which a dentist 

asked questions about behaviour) whilst others did not. Through their direct 

(discursive practices and touch) or indirect actions (via intermediaries such as 

artefacts) each actor attempted to influence the ongoing interactions, induce different 

knowing to co-exist and, therefore, to shape the unfolding practice.  
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6.4.4 Collective bricolage 

Practice was accomplished through the adaptive translation of knowing from the 

different people and the things they interacted with. People and things did what they 

could, given the interactions between them, and generated actions (e.g. creating a 

problem, creating a solution) for the conjuncture to go on, to come to an end (at least 

for now), and for the constellation of actors to disperse. Like the bricoleur who, with 

their limited skill set and tools, solves problems as best they can [259], together 

people and things generated and solved problems in a collective bricolage. Patients 

used the words they knew from non-dental experiences, for example, to describe their 

dental experiences. They offered focused reflections on experiences they had, such as 

taking medication when they should not because of a medical diagnosis. They offered 

up proposals of what could be wrong, of what prior treatment they had received that 

might be relevant, of their habits and their symptoms. GDPs observed and listened, 

made suggestions of diagnoses and treatment approaches, used the instruments and 

materials at hand in different ways (the mirror handle mentioned previously, a probe 

designed for screening only to make diagnoses), took radiographs. All of them, 

working together, using their respective capacities, created the practice in that 

moment.  

An example is the way in which a problem was fashioned within a check-up 

appointment to create a conjuncture related to relieving a denture that was pressing 

ƻƴ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉŀƭŀtal mucosa (the skin on the palate). The patient mentioned that 

there was a sore patch under her denture, which she believed related to the denture. 

The dentist listened and, as part of a check-up, looked at the denture and the mucosa 
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under it. After a few moments he suggested that a tooth on the denture was pushing 

into the mucosa because he could see a red area that related to the position of the 

underside of the tooth. He explained he would adjust the denture, which the patient 

acceded to, picked up a handpiece with a bur designed to trim the acrylic from a 

denture and removed the offending part as the patient watched. When replaced, she 

said it felt fine. Each of the actions were attempts to translate embodied knowing as 

best they could so that they could generate the problem and solution collaboratively. 

The skill was in the respective and ongoing translations of knowing within the 

interaction by each actor. GDPs did not act alone in their surgeries. They enacted 

practices with the patient, nurse and things.  

 

 Discussion 

This study of eight GDPs interacting with patients has shown that knowing in general 

dental practice occurs as transitory interactions between humans and things within 

clinical conjunctures. The relationships between people and things within these 

interactions allow for a temporary shared knowing to co-exist. Each relationship was 

soon replaced with another as participants acted and reacted over time and space. 

The possible translation of embodied or embedded knowing through actions was 

constrained by the ongoing interaction. Thus, the knowing that could arise was 

dependent not only on the embodied knowing but on the translation of this in such a 

way that it could contribute to the collective knowing in practice. Finally, the various 

participants worked together to solve the problems and create solutions as best they 

could in a collective bricolage. 
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In this study I sought to build on previous work that suggested healthcare workers 

require many more sources of knowledge than that provided by research [287] and 

are guided by internal, tacit and socially constituted guidelines, or mindlines, and that 

knowledge in practice is the use of this complex knowledge in the clinical context [31, 

109, 225]. The concept of knowledge in practice differs from the social 

anthropological, organisationaƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ knowing in practice [32, 

38, 68]. The former seems more concerned with some-thing, a practical knowledge 

used by clinicians as they practice. The latter is more concerned with some-doing and 

stresses the socio-material, ephemeral, provisional and collective nature of knowing in 

the practice. As Marchand wrƛǘŜǎΣ άΧŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ 

necessarily realised in interaction with others and with the worldέ [37 p. S11]. Practice, 

and the knowing that arises in it, is ecological. This paper contributes to the literature 

of clinical practice by suggesting that for conjunctures to go on (i.e. for clinical 

problems to be generated and, hopefully, solved), multiple temporary relationships 

between people and things need to be established in such a way that knowing 

relevant to the conjuncture can align. This shifts the focus from concentrating on what 

a clinician knows to the knowing they play a part in generating, which is situated in 

their environment and with the people and things there. Harris, writing from an 

anthropological perspective, implores us to remember that knowing is bound up with 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ 

she iǎ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέ [38 p. 1]. GDPs, patients, nurses 

and things, I suggest, only know in the moment-by-moment unfolding of clinical 

encounters. They may leave with a representation of this encounter as they may an 
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encounter elsewhere, with an interpretation they come to embody, but they only 

know this practice as they interact with each other. 

Relevŀƴǘ ƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƭǎƻΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ IŀōƛǘǳǎΦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳ ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ άΧŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ 

history, internalized as a second nature and so forgotten as history - is the active 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ [55 p. 56]. Actors acted based 

on their embodied or embedded knowing of multiple practices across time (or history) 

and space. I do not think of Habitus as a product but a dynamic embodied 

ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜǎ άǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ǉŀǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ [55 p. 

54].  

I have intentionally offered a description of practice that makes it complex, even when 

addressing routine and mundane clinical decisions and interactions. Evidence-based 

healthcare intended to bring research, clinical expertise and patient values and 

aspirations together but has tended to focus on getting practitioners to change their 

actions, or patients to change their behaviours, to be more aligned with what 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŎŀǊŜ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ 

other outcome of interest. I think, based on my findings and the epistemology of 

practice to which I contribute, that there is a need to pay much more attention to the 

complexity of practices, and to recognise that what people translate into ongoing 

practices is not propositional knowledge but embodied knowing of practices they have 

either experienced personally, observed or, as the previous chapter suggested, 

through vicarious experiences, ƛΦŜΦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ  

The role of the GDP in practice is one of several who together shape the conjuncture, 

in contrast to traditional decision-making models in which the professional is often the 
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only one conceived as bringing (a usually scientific) knowledge to an encounter so that 

they can diagnose and treat problems. Several authors have suggested ways of 

thinking about professional knowing that are an alternative to this. Montgomery, in 

How doctors think, wrote that whilst scientific information can help reduce 

uncertainty, ultimately medicine is still a practice [248]. Mol, in The body multiple: 

Ontology in medical practiceΣ ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ōǳǘ 

one of several. The patient, the pathologist and others with a stake in living with, 

diagnosing or managing a disease each had their own knowing of that disease [62]. 

Billett, argued that knowing in practice is the construction of knowing in a social world 

rather than knowledge as a cognitive thing. Practice in a given situation requires 

knowing that arises in the situation that can influence the way in which skills are 

enacted [68]. I want to emphasise that whilst the dentist brings an embodied knowing 

to the encounter, so too does the patient, other people and material things. 

Professional knowing is more than that which is embodied by the professional. It is 

instead a dynamic, reflexive and ongoing activity to which the patient, other people 

and many things, each translating their respective knowing, contribute. Professional 

knowing cannot exist out of the performance of professional practice or without the 

patients and other actors that are central to that practice.  

If we are concerned with the quality of clinical care, we need to think beyond 

propositional knowledge, which takes the form of research publications, systematic 

reviews and guidance. The care that arises (or not) in practice is one that arises from 

an embodied knowledge or knowing and is translated into interactions that constrain 

it, on the one hand, and generate other knowing, on the other. Whilst communication 
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is an important component of the interaction between people and things, there are 

other interactions that interfere with or promote the translation of actoǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎΦ 

Practice is ecological ς it takes place in an environment where people and things 

interact through restricting, touching, pushing, prodding, smelling, marking 

(instruments), images and sounds. And people learn to act within practice much as 

apǇǊŜƴǘƛŎŜǎ ŘƻΣ άǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƳƛƳŜǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜέ [36 p. 247]. 

Clinical care arises through the non-propositional translation of knowledge embodied 

or embedded in bodies and things. The embodiment of learning from multiple 

practices, each in their own environment and with all the parsed learning they take 

from that, is what GDPs, patients and nurses draw on to act and react in ways that are 

relevant to the ongoing conjuncture. If the practice of clinicians and teams is to be 

evaluated, this ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΦ ! ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ 

activities cannot be evaluated out of relation to their environment.  If we want to help 

improve practice, rather than focusing on disseminating propositional knowledge in 

the form of guidelines, we should focus on finding ways to allow dental teams, 

patients and things to take part in and contribute to practices as they improve. Or at 

the very least, offer vicarious experiences in the form of narratives of how others 

practicing in similar ecologies improved their practices [288]. They may then come to 

embody knowing of practices not as accomplished good practice but as the active 

phenomena they are. As others have shown with apprenticeship, we learn to embody 

knowing of practices by observing, having a go, and correcting what we do. I suggest 

that practices are more likely to improve if we embody knowing of practices of 

improving.  
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During this research into how knowing in practice manifests, I have reflected on how 

mindfulness meditation has, as one of its intentions, the development of the ability to 

be present in the moment [289], to develop awareness of what is happening now. 

Over the last three years, I have been meditating and cultivating a mindful awareness 

for personal well-being.  Part of this ongoing work has been a greater intention to be 

mindfully present in my interactions with patients, students, other staff and the 

objects we all interact with, when I am on the clinic. However, I think that the greater 

awareness of the contributions we are all making to the ongoing, moment by moment 

practice, has surfaced from my reading and the analysis presented in this chapter. 

There is a potential for mindfulness to help clinicians be attentive to their interactions 

with patients [290]. Ronald Epstein wrote: 

άMindfulness informs all types of professionally relevant knowledge, including 

propositional facts, personal experiences, processes, and know-how, each of 

which may be tacit or explicit. Explicit knowledge is readily taught, accessible to 

awareness, quantifiable and easily translated into evidence-based guidelines. 

Tacit knowledge is usually learned during observation and practice, includes 

prior experiences, theories-in-action, and deeply held values, and is usually 

applied more inductively. Mindful practitioners use a variety of means to 

enhance their ability to engage in moment-to-moment self-monitoring, bring 

to consciousness their tacit personal knowledge and deeply held values, use 

peripheral vision and subsidiary awareness to become aware of new 

information and perspectives, and adopt curiosity in both ordinary and novel 

situations.έ [291 p. 833] 
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It seems to me that, if those involved in a practice are to do so in a way that is in some 

way optimal for them, then they may benefit from developing a greater awareness of 

their own and otheǊǎΩ ǎŀȅƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƛƴƎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴ-the-moment. 

I observed that clinicians, patients and nurses were apparently attentive to the sayings 

and doings of the others much of the time. However, the interactions were frequently 

interrupted, and the actors distracted, or the actions of one suggested they had not 

really been present to the knowing the other was attempting to translate into the 

interaction. This meant there were missed opportunities for knowing to be shared 

and, as an ephemeral phenomenon, the opportunity then passed for a richer practice 

to arise.  

WǳƭƛŜ /ƻƴƴŜƭƭȅ ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ άǿŀƪŜŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴŘŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

happenings of the moment; it involves thoughts, ideas, images, emotions, sensations, 

ŀƴŘ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎέ [290 p. 420]. I think there is an opportunity from my perspectives as 

educator and clinician to explore systematically how or whether mindful awareness 

could improve the shared practices this thesis has been concerned with. 

 

6.5.1 Limitations 

I was the only person to analyse the data in depth. Sections of video were analysed 

with my supervisor and interpretations of what was happening discussed regularly 

throughout the analysis. The concept of practices taking place within a nexus of other 

practices and the translation of an embodied knowing into an ongoing practice, means 

that the practice of interacting with the data involved translating into it an embodied 
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knowing of other practices. I, as a dentist, had an embodied knowing of some dental 

practices that were very similar to those being observed, whereas my supervisor, as a 

non-dentist, embodied a lifetime of GP practices and of theoretical writings relevant to 

practice. Thus, the detailed analysis and interpretation of the data was appropriate for 

me to do alone, with my supervisor bringing a critical perspective to the findings based 

on her theoretical and GP experience. 

 

 Conclusion  

This chapter reports how I went about attempting to explore the phenomenon of 

knowing in practice. As an ephemeral phenomenon, how to represent, analyse and 

articulate it proved very challenging. I found it frustrating at times to get into the 

videos so that I could analyse how knowing arose in this collaborative space, but this 

frustration gave rise to two novel ways of representing knowing in practice for 

analysis.  

I theorised that knowing in practice arises as anticipation of the sayings and doings of 

others, that it arises in constraints imposed by the interaction and shifting power 

within them, and that practice is an ongoing accomplishment that arises through a 

collective bricolage. As such, I have suggested that, rather than focus solely on what 

clinicians know, we should attend to the knowing that they play a part in generating. I 

have suggested that there is a need to pay much more attention to the complexity of 

practices and the translation of embodied knowing of practices, rather than 

propositional knowledge, that the actors attempt. 
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Given the in-the-moment nature of practices, I have drawn parallels to the stated 

intention of mindfulness and suggested that development of a greater ability to be 

present in the moment by all actors, could help improve the quality of practices. 
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Chapter 7 Discussion and Conclusions 

 

Content from this chapter influenced the design of this study: 

Papakostopoulou M, Hurst D. Disseminating research evidence: what matters 
to general dental practitioners? British Dental Journal. 2018;225:413. (The first 
author was a student of mine. My contribution consisted of: guidance on 
development of protocol, development and recording of a narrative of change 
with a GDP and editing of article.) 

An invited opinion article I wrote based on the discussion about complexity and 
evidence-based practice in this chapter was published in the British Dental 
Journal: 

Hurst D. Practice, complexity and evidence-based practice. British Dental 
Journal. 2019;227(1):12-4. 

 

 Summary and Synthesis of Findings 

This thesis has explored the many ways in which GDPs encounter new or confirmatory 

knowing from information and experiences, how knowing used in practice manifests 

and how knowing in practice arises through socio-material bricolage. It also describes 

and critically evaluates my understanding of EBD, practice, knowledge and knowing at 

different stages of my studies.  

I began by introducing the rationale for undertaking this work, which was to gain a 

more nuanced understanding of the practice that we seek to make evidence-based. As 

a clinician and teacher, I appreciated the argument that research can help improve 

decision-making but was also aware of the large gaps in research and the many 

sources of knowledge derived from other sources on which I drew. I then described 

the personal, professional, educational and regulatory contexts within which I 

undertook the research. We teach and work in an environment in which evidence-
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based practice is promulgated by our professional regulators, amongst others, but 

there is relatively little written about how research evidence is to be aligned with all 

the other types of evidence and knowing that clinicians draw on as they interact with 

patients and other people and things. I described how I struggled to adopt the top-

down concept of implementation, and how I discovered Gabbŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ 

ethnographic study that led them to describe mindlines. This articulated so well my 

personal experience that it acted as both reassurance and as a guide for the DPhil. 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature pertaining to knowing and practice. The 

literature spans the clinical, organisational and anthropological fields, which have all 

contributed to a concept of knowing as being in-the-moment, embodied and 

transitory. Thinkers such as Aristotle, Marx, Dewey and Heidegger, Wittgenstein, 

Bourdieu, Schatzki and Orlikowski have argued that knowing and doing are not 

separable but that knowing is in, and generated through, action. More recent thinkers 

have tended to emphasise the interactional nature of knowing as existing in temporary 

relationships between people and things. As my understanding of practice morphed 

over the period of the DPhil, I came to appreciate much more this socio-material 

perspective of knowing and to draw on it in my final study.  

In chapter 3 I reported on a mixed studies systematic review that I undertook to 

explore the range of sources of information that healthcare professionals encounter, 

so that I could design a classification for GDPs to use with their own encounters. This 

research arose directly from my reading oŦ Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

mindlines and my interest in exploring how GDPs tend to come across new 

information and experiences from which they might learn. Conducting the review and 
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developing the classification meant exploring facet classifications that, whilst common 

in the information technology world to classify complex phenomena, have found little 

application so far in classifying complex healthcare phenomena. The facet 

classification, though unable to capture the depth of qualitative methods, was a novel 

use of the method. Whether, ultimately it proves useful in this or a developed form to 

describe contextual elements of how information and experiences are encountered, it 

provides an example of how other complex phenomena might be classified in 

healthcare and professional learning.  

To use the classification developed in chapter 3 with GDPs, I developed a web tool 

using this in combination with free-text so that I could capture quantitative and 

qualitative data that described their information and experience encounters. My hope 

at the time was that I could use such a tool with many dozens of GDPs and, in doing so, 

gain greater insight into the many informal, as well as formal, ways in which GDPs 

come across new or confirmatory learning. I learned much at his time about real time 

data collection and, through experience, how to test such tools with the intended 

users. This preparatory work enabled me to improve on the design of the tool, gain 

experience of administering the tool and get a sense of how GDPs would get on with it 

in the empirical study to follow. 

Chapter 5 describes the study I had initially conceived of before working backwards to 

develop the classification and web tool. 11 GDPs gathered 100 knowledge encounters 

between them over a week, respectively, and demonstrated that professional learning 

is acquired from encounters with complex knowledge types in diverse contexts. The 

qualitative component built on this by exploring the narratives GDPs told of those and 
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related encounters. From these interviews and the qualitative descriptions of the 

encounters, I theorised that the knowing in practice, for GDPs, arises from the situated 

interaction of ostensive and performative knowing (see Figure 7.1 below).  

 
Figure 7.1 Discussing my findings from Chapter 5 at the IADR conference 2018 

 

As my first primary study, I learned how difficult it was to recruit and retain 

participants. On the other hand, from the analysis of the qualitative data, I developed 

a deep appreciation for the practice the participants were engaged in. As my first 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ L ǿŀǎ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ 

Chapter 6 reports on the study that was designed to triangulate the findings from the 

mixed methods study with those from an observational, ethnographically-informed 
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study. By this stage, I had shifted from wanting to map where GDPs acquired their new 

learning to exploring in greater detail the concept of knowing in practice. What did this 

phenomenon look like in action?  

The analysis of 21 clinical encounters involving eight dentists, was a complex and 

challenging exercise. However, using novel methods that I developed for the purpose, 

I was able to show how knowing in practice arises from the dialogic of multiple 

knowing entities, is constrained through the shifting power relations that arise within 

it, and that practice is accomplished through a socio-material bricolage. As well as 

these theoretical proposals, the description of novel methods of analysis has 

broadened the methods available to those who wish to explore interactions in practice 

using video. 

¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ D5tǎΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ 

science or quality improvement interventions try to change, is a complex, situated and 

ephemeral phenomenon. I began this study thinking that research evidence could be 

inserted into general dental practice in a direct and uncomplicated way. My empirical 

findings suggest that such thinking was naive.  

The research presented in this thesis contributes in several ways to the developing 

field of practice theory. This theory is broad and includes thinkers and researchers 

from several disciplines including, but not exclusively, from organisational, social 

anthropological, social psychological and healthcare fields. The emphasis of this vein of 

theoretical and empirical research has been to shift the focus of action from single 

agents to that which arises through social and material interactions. This field, in 
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.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴȅ Ƙŀōƛǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ Ƙŀǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ 

dental practitioner.  

I think, though, that this research has demonstrated that the field is much more than 

social, which is what Bourdieu emphasised. The field is material too. In keeping with 

writers such as Tim Ingold [35] the studies presented here show that the social and the 

material are inseparable. GDPs, patients, nurses, dental chairs, mirrors and dental 

handpieces interact or, as Barad suggests, intra-act and, in some senses at least, 

generate each other through the practice (see examples in the pencil stills in Figure 7.2 

below). The human players in this field have embodied expertise, and the material 

players have inscribed expertise, but this expertise becomes knowing when, and to the 

extent that, there is an ongoing interaction on which it can be brought to bear. The 

person who articulates sensations in response to questions from another 

demonstrates an embodied knowing of these phenomena for them. The questioner 

demonstrates an embodied knowing of asking. Each interacts with materiality, for 

example, with the lighting that allows them to see each other or the surfaces on which 

they sit, and which constrain their physical alignments with each other. And 

materiality embeds its own ability to act ς to be agents. A computer that does not 

ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀ D5t ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǳǇ ƘŜǊ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ 

information to hand. Instead the GDP improvises through interactions with the nurse, 

pen and paper to record the interactions she makes with a probe, the patient as a 

whole (i.e. as a being that coordinates their actions, feels and bleeds) and their gums. 
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¢ƘŜ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘΣ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀǘ ƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊΣ ǎŀȅǎ άŎŀƴ 

you just turn this way for me please 

[patient]?".  

 

 

¢ƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘ ǎŀȅǎΣ άǎƻǊǊȅϦ ŀƴŘ ǘǳǊƴǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ 

he is sitting side-on on the dental chair.  

Figure 7.2 Two pencil still images from a conjuncture showing the GDP and patient interacting with 
materiality e.g. the computer and the dental chair 

 

 Implications for evidence-based practice 

This thesis has proposed that the knowing people and things embody arises from their 

engagement in practices. In some manner or other they translate this into other 

practices through their sayings and doings. Knowing in practice is the knowing in the 

actions and reactions between people and things. Gabbay and Le May suggested that 

we find ways to work with the grain of practice to bring research evidence into it. This 

thesis arose from this pragmatic suggestion. I have come to embody a sense of 

practice being much more complex than the one that I imagined and the grain with 

which to work, more difficult to identify.  

Although I did not realise it at the time of developing my facet classification (chapter 

3), when I introduced a verbal element into my exploration of sources of information 
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and expertise that healthcare workers encountered, I suspect I was beginning to 

conceive of them as practices. Healthcare workers interacted with different sources of 

information and experience, whether this was at drug company functions or from 

patients' experiences of illness. Each of these were complex socio-material practices 

that, mostly surveys, had reduced to a thing. The faceted classification recognised that 

people and things interacted in the encounters. Healthcare workers interacted with a 

person whose knowing was translated through words, actions and so on. The 

interactions were sometimes mediated through artefacts. The interactions might 

involve other people and occur in different spaces.  

Dŀōōŀȅ ŀƴŘ [Ŝ aŀȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƘŀŘ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǊǎŜǎ ƛƴ 

medical practices engage with and how these became embodied as mindlines [31, 

109]. The systematic review built on this to suggest that there could be many more 

practices that GDPs might be interpreting and embodying. With hindsight, I think that 

we do not encounter information and experiences but only experiences. We 

sometimes experience a practice that involves someone or something saying or doing 

something that has the potential to be interpreted by us as new or confirmatory 

information. In any case, we experience a practice that conveys, tacitly, more than just 

information. In listening to another person speak, for example, we will have 

experienced how they do so, our response to it, the things we and they interacted 

with, and so on.  

The implication for evidence-based practice is ǘƘŀǘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴǎΩ ƛƴǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŜeling that 

they cannot draw directly, solely and unproblematically on research evidence when 

ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜƴǘƛǎǘǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘΦ  
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5ŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘge of relevant 

research evidence.   

Another implication for evidence-based practice is that the application of research 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ D5t ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ όƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ DǊŜŜƴύ άǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǊǳōōŜǊ ƳŜŜǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘέ, i.e. at the bedside and in the clinic, not in abstract classroom 

settings [292 p. 134]. This means that a key area for new-paradigm research is through 

direct observation and video recording of real-world encounters. We need to study 

EBD or EBM in its context of application. 

Publications of research and knowledge products derived from them [239, 293] are 

not dissimilar to protocols as proxy routines [70, 79]. As people and things interact in a 

general dental practice some actions may bear resemblance to these routines to an 

outside observer. However, the performed practice arises because people and things 

are translating knowing of innumerable other practices into it. The nexus of performed 

practices are both concurrent as the actions arising from one practice interact with 

people and things in this practice, and historical as embodied or embedded practices 

are translated into this practice.  

My detailed analysis of moment-by-moment interactions between patients and 

clinicians has challenged the popular depiction of clinical practice as a linear sequence 

of events punctuated by more-or-less algorithmic decisions. Instead, clinical practice 

has been revealed as a highly complex and non-linear socio-material interaction. Not 

only does practice respond to complexities, it also generates complexities. 
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The interactions that I have described as arising in practice are not chaotic but nor are 

they ordered in the way of protocols or plans. Instead, I have argued, they involve 

deep and rich embodied knowing of innumerable historical practices translated into 

the ongoing practice. They go on with a large amount of ignorance ς of the others 

involved, of ourselves, of the consequences of our interactions. They include great 

variety ς of symptoms and signs, of values and wishes, of dexterity and cooperation, of 

medical histories and medications, of characters and attitudes, of responses and 

responsiveness [294]. Quantity, ignorance and variety of interactions are often 

associated with descriptions of complexity, a commonly used, though much-contested 

and difficult-to-define, term [295]. In addition, complexity tends to be associated with 

decentralised power, even if there is a nominal authority [296]. As I noted in my third 

study, power and influence constantly shift, dispersed among the people and things 

interacting with the GDP, the nominal authority. Practices also cannot be 

decomposed. They arise from the interaction of these people and things at this time in 

ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀŎŜΥ άbŜƎƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ώŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳϐ ƻǊ ǎŜǾŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

usually irretrievably destroys essentiaƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳϥǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƻǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ 

[296 p. 149]. When practice is reduced to simple or complex linear models, most of 

the essential components of practice are left out.  

¦ǎƛƴƎ /ŀǎǘƛΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǎƛǎΣ [296] we could define complexity in 

dental practice as ongoing, contingent practices arising from the interactions between 

people and things. From this perspective, complexity is not a substantive thing, e.g. a 

complex root canal treatment, a complex medical history. Instead, it arises and 

disappears within interactions and with each participant perceiving the complexity in 
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their own way. In this way, complexity is not something out there but, like beauty, is in 

the eye of the beholder [296]. 

In complexity science, the term system is used to denote anything from a cell to the 

universe. Humans, therefore, are systems that involve ongoing physiological, 

emotional, or psychological interactions. As systems, we interact with other systems 

[297] ς patients, colleagues and non-human systems like computers, wheel chairs, 

handpieces and medications. Practices share several common properties articulated 

by complexity science authors, which include [298]:  

¶ Their non-linearity, e.g. we interact with other people and things in ways we 

cannot predict we will at the start 

¶ Their lack of a single measure that will give a true answer of what happened, 

e.g. there is no single measure of success within a clinical encounter 

¶ Their sensitivity to the initial states of the parts of the system as they interact, 

e.g. clinical encounters are sensitive to the states of us, our patients and other 

staff, plus the states of our equipment and other objects when we begin the 

encounter 

¶ Because these parts cannot be controlled perfectly, they tend to become 

unpredictable, e.g. whether we and the patient cooperate sufficiently to do 

treatment 
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¶ Their continuous feed-back loops and as a result, systematic behaviour arising 

from innumerable interactions, e.g. we and the other people and things 

respond in the moment to what the others say or do. 

Whilst some aspects of an encounter may seem linear and even simple, e.g. the 

administration of local anaesthetic infiltration, and some linear but more complicated, 

e.g. anaesthesia followed by surgical removal of root, suture placement and analgesia 

prescription, [299] these interactions are situated within ongoing practices that are 

complex and unpredictable. Procedures, even when presented in complicated linear 

steps such as surgical protocols, do not exist outside of a practice that is complex. 

The reason for this exposition of practice as complex is to foreground complexity in 

this discussion about evidence-based practice (EBP). EBP is a paradigm that has 

adopted a simple linear model of practice: research gets generated, practitioners 

identify research, appraise it, put it into practice and evaluate it [300]. However, for 

me there is a paradox: the research, and the guidelines it informs, usually conclude 

with simple or complicated linear models of practice, sometimes called knowledge 

products, [239, 293] that are best represented by order in Figure 7.3 below.  

Practice, as I have described it above though, is anything but ordered. The linear 

ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀƴ άƛŦ · ǘƘŜƴ ¸έ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ Here are some examples: if a child 

patient is at high risk of caries, apply fluoride varnish 3-monthly [301]; if a patient has 

a BPE of four, do a full mouth six-point pocket chart [302]; if a patient is taking 

warfarin, actively consider pack and suture following extraction [303]. As propositional 

statements, these recommendations are based on research, but they do not represent 



CHAPTER 7 

 
206 

 

the unfolding, contingent, paradox-laden practices they are intended to be enacted 

within. They are not situated in the time or history of the practices, not sensitive to the 

states of people and things as they interact, do not include the variety of phenomena 

or actions of an unfolding practice. They are not complex.  

 
Figure 7.3 My representation of order, complexity and chaos 

 

Mindlines [31], I think, guide varied, non-linear, unpredictable and sometimes 

paradoxical interactions. Actions also appear to be interpreted and guided by the 

ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ or habitus [55], ŜΦƎΦ ŀ ŎƭƛƴƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ themselves as 

ŎŀǊƛƴƎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ [285, 294]. 

The practices, in which patients and dental teams engage, are always contingent on 

the events that precede them, by history, the space in which they occur, and the other 

people and things involved. How do we deal with the paradox that the output of 

research is linear and practice is complex?  

Order Complexity Chaos
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Gabbay and Le May showed that the linear actions, that research suggests lead to 

better outcomes, can be incorporated into practices in some way, despite the 

complexity of the practices. By focusing on interactions, I think this thesis brings the 

focus on what a clinician and the patient can accomplish together at this time and in 

this place, given their respective experiences of other practices. I called this collective 

bricolage in chapter 7 ς the various people and things interacting in a space and a time 

to generate and solve problems in the best way they can [294]. This will involve 

paradoxical interactions when what seems right to do here in this situation is at odds 

with what the guidelines recommend we do. But that, I think, is OK. Practice is 

complex, and paradoxes are expected in complexity.  

This is not to suggest that practice cannot be systematically evaluated. Instead, I 

suggest, that although practices involve paradoxical interactions, they still need to be 

open to external scrutiny. That external scrutiny, though, should not evaluate the 

practice on the basis that it is ordered, but complex.  

The ways in which clinicians care for patients will need to improve in some contexts. 

To find ways of adopting, in some way, the findings of research may help with that 

improvement. But, as this thesis and others have shown, the practice will need to also 

draw on non-scientific evidence to improve. Just because practice is complex does not 

mean we should not ask whether we could improve it in some way. But, as I argued in 

my discussion in chapter 6, the evaluation and improvement should be situated in 

practices and include exploration of the values, meanings and other phenomena that 

arise as people and things interact. To some degree, GDPs do this informally through 
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discussions with colleagues about cases, when observing each other and with the 

norms that develop implicitly in different practising spaces.  

Stories, or narratives, involve plots and, importantly, meaning, with the narrator 

attempting to make sense of the complexity of events [298]. However subjective this 

is, the narration articulates the attempt of the narrator to make sense of complexity 

and is made available to others to interpret and to learn from, given their experiences 

[31, 304-306]. Chapter 5 suggests that narratives provide vicarious experiences that, as 

well as practical tips of how to do, also convey meaning and value. They engage with 

the emotional and the imaginal that Heron described (see Section 7.3.1), not just the 

conceptual and practical. The work that my MSc student conducted with GDPs 

suggested that narratives may allow for a richer, ecological form of knowing to 

become embodied by others working in similar contexts [288]. Other formats, such as 

applied, or forum, theatre [307] may help to bring into the open the ways in which 

people and things interact so that they can be felt, meaning made of them and, 

potentially, challenged in a constructive way. These forms of exploration, unlike those 

usually involved in scientific research, offer the potential to explore the complexity of 

aligning the knowing from research with other knowing in ongoing collective 

accomplishments of practice. 

Peer observation of clinical practices, which usually involves individuals observing and 

being observed and the provision of feedback, may be the basis for a critical reflection 

of how research and other forms of knowing are translated into practices. I would 

propose that the actions research suggest are held as an equal alongside the actions 

other knowing suggests, and for the observed and the observer to explore how these 
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do or do not align in their respective practices. This is like the concept of the critical 

friend [308]. Neither, as far as I am aware, has been incorporated formally into the 

continuing professional development options for qualified dentists. And yet, as a 

teacher, I am required to be observed and receive feedback from a peer annually to 

help improve my teaching. 

 

 Personal development 

In conducting the reading and research to complete this thesis I have journeyed from a 

positivist assumption about knowledge and the ability to somehow measure where it 

comes from, to a practice-based view of knowledge in which knowledge is knowing, a 

much more ephemeral, transient, collective and interactional phenomenon. Aside 

from contributing in a small way to the development of our understanding of how 

knowing develops, and what it looks like in general dental practice, I have been able to 

apply my learning to my practice, to my clinical teaching and to discussions within the 

dental school where I teach about what knowing we are helping our students to 

develop, and how we facilitate this.  

The activity and the interactions involved in the collective practice of DPhil-ing, has 

given rise to embodied understandings of much more than the content of the 

research, which I have been able to make explicit in this thesis and associated 

publications.  

The DPhil allowed me to explore many fields that, as a general dental practitioner and 

even as a clinical teacher, I had not had the opportunity to explore. As clinicians and 
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clinical teachers, we are very focused on the practical, on what is best to do for the 

patients we or our students are managing. There is, of course, a wealth of knowing 

that we acquire as we do this but what I had not appreciated until reading and 

researching for this thesis, was how much we do. Thus, my knowledge development 

has not just been about the literature relating to practice and knowing, or the 

methods used to research. Instead, my knowledge is of engaging in a collective 

practice with other researchers, with research participants, with patients, with 

technologies and artefacts, with distant ethics committees, other bureaucracies and 

with family, friends and colleagues. Each of these are engaged in other practices and 

have translated into those with me what they could, given the situation in which we 

interacted.  

My conceptual and practical learning has, as I will describe in another context below, 

been underpinned by imaginal and emotional learning [309]. My emotional states 

have influenced my ability to imagine, which has influenced my ability to learn 

conceptually and, in turn, practically. The embodiment of a sense that, whatever other 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŜ ƻǊ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƛƴǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜ Ƴȅ ƛƴǘǊƛƴǎƛŎ 

worth, for example, has meant that rather than restrict my imagination, I have been 

able to expand it and to imagine new ways to explore data. But the emotional and the 

imaginal learning, whilst embodied by me, have nonetheless arisen through collective 

socio-material accomplishments with other people and with things.  

As I near the end of the DPhil and see the ways in which I can now speak to others 

about practice and knowing or write articles that suggest new ways of imagining 
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practice and disseminating research, I realise how more effective this process has 

allowed me to become.  

Preparing the article that reported on my final study, I was asked to give a very brief 

three-slide presentation about feedback to colleagues. In doing this, I realised how 

much I had learned about knowing, practice and how we might help students develop 

their embodied knowing. Feedback in clinical education, which I focused on, is 

feedback on practice, on this ephemeral phenomenon that goes on as students 

interact with patients they are seeing. If we feedback on a socio-material practice, we 

need to help students develop an awareness of their actions within it, and those of the 

other people and things who take part. What is the context in terms of time and space 

and what is going on emotionally and imaginary as well as conceptually and practically 

as they perform in this context? Most of this we cannot articulate. Thus, we must 

recognise that we, as tutors, need to find ways to help students relive their bodily 

experiences as they acted and reacted, and to help them develop their own embodied 

sense of what is more likely to result in a recognisable set of actions we call 

competent. Feedback, I think, is about how to help an individual to develop their 

ostensive and performative knowing so that as they interact with people and things 

together they accomplish social and material outcomes that resemble increasing 

competence. 
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7.3.1 My related activities influenced by this work 

In 2014 I was asked to run an Evidence-Based Dentistry (EBD) course for Foundation 

Dentists (FDs) in North East London. I initially refused, because the plan was to have a 

single day of instruction in how to do EBD. I had run Continuing Professional 

Development (CPD) courses like this for several years with members of the dental 

team and concluded they were a waste of time because they were too abstract from 

practice. 

However, Health Education England (HEE) was persistent. I explained that for the FDs 

to learn how to improve practice using research, they needed to do improvement 

practice over the course of their FD year, and this was accepted enthusiastically.  

I initially drew up a detailed proposal for a comprehensive hybrid of traditional EBD 

content including epidemiological study designs, critical appraisal and implementation 

models, and application through the quality improvement projects in their own 

practices (see Appendix DD). This was a bit too ambitious and, instead, we agreed to 

do the following over the course of a year: 

1. Run a seminar-based study day that covered the basics of EBD with the FDs at 

the beginning (September) 

2. Run three seminar-based days with their trainers as I felt the trainees would 

need support (September ς December) 

3. Support the FDs using Google Hangout discussions and email contact to 

explore their ideas for QI projects 

4. Have the FDs conduct and evaluate their QI project 
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5. Get them to present their results in poster format to give them this 

experience (June the following year) 

In 2018 the 4th cohort of FDs presented their results and, at the time of writing, we are 

about to begin the 5th.  

The focus in this programme was to embrace practice and the embodiment of the 

non-propositional, situational knowing that is crucial to learning. Denis Postle wrote: 

ά[ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ !ǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ 

experience appears to lead to the generation of realistic, useful and relevant 

knowledge dirŜŎǘƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎΦέ [309 p. 33] 

The experiential knowing that the FDs developed in interacting with people and things 

as they attempted to shape them, I hoped, would enable them to attend to the whole 

tacit, emotional and creative knowing that is needed to flourish.  

Postle described the emotional and imaginal underpinning that John Heron, as part of 

his model of multi-model learning, thought necessary for conceptual and practical 

learning (see Figure 7.4 below). Practice as a complex unfolding of interactions 

between people and things is also, fundamentally, underpinned by the emotions and 

the imaginations of those involved. It was common in the discussions with the FDs for 

them to surface some of their emotions as they engaged with the projects, e.g. of 

frustration when a trainer did not support them, for example, or a sense of excitement 

at a new computer template created to improve diabetes referrals. The projects also 

encouraged the FDs to imagine and generate theories about how to change actions 

ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻΦ LŦ IŜǊƻƴΩǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 
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learning about the conceptual and practical learning from these experiences will be 

supported by the emotional and imaginal.  

 
Figure 7.4 Heron's model of multi-model learning 

 

The work in chapter 6 showed me how important narratives are in enabling GDPs to 

influence the performative routines of practice. I hold back now from suggesting the 

narratives can change the G5tǎΩ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜǎΣ ŀǎ L do not see routines as a personal 

phenomenon. However, there are routine-looking interactions with other people and 

things, which they may influence through their translation of embodied knowing. I had 

been wondering how one could combine narratives with research or best practice 

information and the effect this might have on practitioner behaviour. That is, I wanted 

to add context to guidance, to take some of the nuances that get relayed when 

practitioners discuss their management of cases and experiences and combine it with 

information from codified sources so that it was more understandable, feasible and 

practical to embody and enact. I wanted to produce an account of practice that was 

authentic and trustworthy. 

Action 
(practical)

Conceptual

Imaginal

Emotional
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In October 2016, I came across the following post on a GDP discussion forum: 

άLϥƳ ƭƻƻƪƛng to introduce blood glucose screening particularly for perio cases 

and have bought a kit with strips/lancers etc. Does anyone have any 

ǘƛǇǎκǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ƻǾŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜǎǘ ǿƻǊƪǎΚέ  

άL ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ from someone at the BSP that blood obtained from gingival 

inflammation has been found to be just as effective as finger prick. 

άLϥƳ ƴƻ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ƻƴ ŘƛŀōŜǘŜǎ ōǳǘ L ŀƳ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘƻƴǘƛǘƛǎ ŀƴŘ 

diabetes has a bi-directional relationship (i.e. treating one makes it easier to 

treat the other). Accordingly, the plan is to use it as a screening measure [sic] 

with onward referral to GP to investigate any unusual findings and of course 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪǎΦέ 

This was a GDP just about to try and bring about change in the way he interacted with 

a group of patients. He was naive to at least some of the actions this would entail ς 

both his and those of the people and things he interacted with ς and was seeking 

ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ learn. He selected not a group of experts in 

diabetes care, but those who are expert in the field όǘƻ ǳǎŜ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǘŜǊƳύ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

he played.  

The forum offered a lot of discussion about the role of GDPs in screening for diabetes. 

Despite some sharing of experiences by those who are diabetic themselves, nobody 

appeared to be doing testing routinely with patients and, therefore, could not offer 

any of the experiential knowing that the GDP was seeking. 
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On the forum I expressed my interest in how the GDP might operationalise the testing, 

and we ended up discussing this using the private messaging function. We spoke on 

the phone and I asked, if I could keep in touch and ask him questions periodically as he 

began to offer to test patients. He was very happy to do this. We also agreed that we 

would write up his story in due course as a way of sharing his practice. 

After a month I emailed with the following questions, intended to explore his 

interactions between people (the GDP, patients and staff) and things (TePe interdental 

brushes, the blood glucose meter): 

¶ Have you been able to sample blood from the TePe brushes?  

¶ How do patients respond to your suggestion to test? 

¶ Roughly what proportion of people you would want to test, do you test? 

¶ What do you do when you get a high test? 

¶ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ άƘƛƎƘϦ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΚ 

¶ How do you choose who to test? 

¶ How do other members of staff react? Do they respond to patient questions 

about it? 

Between us, the GDP and I crafted a narrative from what he had said but also added 

references to the NICE guidance and other information that had been shared in the 

dental forum (see Appendix EE). The information we incorporated had informed the 

GDP, even if he could not recite it all in a narrative. We also added a graphic of blood 

test being conducted and a video that he had watched about how to do it. 
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At this time, I was supervising a MSc student, who wanted to explore what affects the 

way GDPs interact with research [288]Φ ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ D5tΩǎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΣ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ used an 

audio recording of the story made by me as one of several artefacts in her interview-

based study. The response to the narrative was very positive. Although some of the 

participants would have liked to see the GDP who was narrating too, the format 

seemed to be attractive. I quote from the published paper: 

άΨLǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ƛǘ ώǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜϐ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘΣ 

ƛǘΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƭŜŀǎŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊ ƛǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ǎǘƻǊȅΦΩέ [288 p. 415] 

The audio-narrated story, we concluded, was perceived as more relevant than an 

(audio) podcast that recounted research findings with participants more engaged with 

this artefact than others and finding themselves sharing common ground with the 

narrator. The quote from the paper below speaks to their shared field and similar 

habitus. 

άL ŦŜŜƭ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘƻǊȅǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ώΧϐ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿƘƻΩǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜ ǘŀƭƪ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻΩǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƘƻŜǎΦέ [288 p. 415] 

A detailed analysis of the use of narrative in postgraduate GDP education is beyond 

the scope of this thesis. However, the example above illustrates that at least some 

aspects of embodied practice may be successfully narrativised and usefully shared 

with peers. In my current teaching practice, I am also taking this work further by 

recording narratives of practice change as FDs go about improving various aspects of 

their respective practices.  
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 Conclusion 

Practice is a much more complex phenomenon than I had imagined when I began this 

thesis. Through my studies, both literary and empirical, I have come to embody a 

different understanding of what it means to be doing clinical practice. I have come to 

view practice not as something that a GDP does but as unfolding interactions between 

people and things in complex, unpredictable and non-linear ways. Practice is not 

ordered, and neither is it chaos. Instead, ostensive practices or mindlines, generated 

through previous interactions with historical practices, and the participantǎΩ respective 

habituses, guide complex performances of the moment. If EBM or EBD is to fulfil its 

goals of incorporating research with patient and clinician expertise and experiences, 

then more attention needs to be given to that other knowing and ways found to help 

GDPs align these multiple sources in their moment-by-moment interactions with 

patients, other people and things each of whom is engaged in other practices. The 

actions each performs are momentary translations of an embodied knowing of these 

practices at this moment. Practice does not arise from the GDP but is a collective 

bricolage ς a socio-material accomplishment, in which they play but one part. We 

need to think of many more innovative ways to help students, inexperienced and 

experienced clinicians, develop awareness of the knowing they are partaking in 

generating, and to find useful ways to distil and share this with others. 
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