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Abstract B
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Flofio and Walsh describe the development of their relationship . .
. ) o \

as researcher and teacher. As their collebgugship developed, they _ L

w

provided each other with new insights and ways of looking at the '

. . . : o ‘
classroom and teaching. - .
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"diverse classrooms. -

®

' : . N :
The Teacher as Colleague in Classroom Research_l’2

N . ‘e

Susan Florio and Martha Walsh3-. .

.

Classrooms dre social places. During the school day, teachers and

N ~ . " . !

children engage in talk and movement that is subject to interpretation

from moment to moment -- at play, during iessoﬁs, while cleaning up,

. at lunch. A considerable part of the teacher's work involves decision

making about the social and academic growth and readiness of children

< Lo . . <N

based on such interpretations of talk and movement. Typically, however,

people. do not need to plan in advance of to put into words their

interpretive prdcedures, nor do they necessarily share them, particularly
with others from different Lultural and 1inguistic traditions This '

state o{ affairs can complicate teacher decision making in culturally

¢

It is one of ethnography's aims te-describe the interpretive

.

- . 14
procedures operant among members of fartfcular social groups by means

1Paper originally presented as part of a gymposium on Studies of the
Soclal Organization of the Classroom at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, ,San Francisco, 1976. It will
appear in Trueba, H., Guthrie, G., & Au, K. (Eds.). Culture and the

. Bilingaal Classroom. (in press)

¢ Z'I‘he research reported here was supported in part by a Spencer Founda-
tion grant awarded to Frederick Hrickson. The.authors also wish to acknow-
ledge the cooperation of the }nstitute for Research on Teaching at Michigan
State Unlversity and the Newt6on Public %cﬁools, Newton, Massachusetts. The
authors accept sole responsibility for the 1deas expressed in this paper.

; ¥
Susan Florfo: is coordinator Gf* IRT's Writing Study. Martha walsh is
a kindergarten/first-grade teacher with Newton 'Public Schools, Newton,
Massachusetts and a member of the IRT Advisory Board.
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of observation of and participation in the ways of life of those groups.

. : ] .
In this process, group members can become {fnformants to the extent that

i’ L]

they are called upon to step outside the ebb and flow of life, and com-

K

ment upon 1it. “When- a classroom 1s the social- setting and a\tegcher is
]

the informant, such commentary to an interested researcher'allows the

teacher to reflect upon practices of daiiy classroom life usually taken®

+

N -

for-granted.
Thig paper traces the evolving relationship of a teacher and a

researcher who shared life in a kindergarten/ffrst—grade'classrobm.for an

. ) oy
academic year. Their relationship became the basis for new ways of

thinking abouf the social and académic competencies of children in the
{ ‘ 3 -< . _

L ¢

classroom, and for new ways of thinking about the aims and conduct of

classroom research.

.

!
: Setting the Scene

» . .
The colleagueship between teacher and researcher evélved during

a pllot study of classroqm'interaction. 1In the 1974-75 academic year,

AY

reseahers at the Harvard Graduate School of Education.initiated a

.

study whose history reflects several years of thinking about -- and trying ==

out -- methods for producingﬁethﬁograﬁhically valid accounts of classroom

communication., In many ways, therefore, 1t is a history of trial and

error —— and of “Insights that could not be ahticipated. ..

The researchers sought an experienced primary school teacher to join
- 5

~

them 'in a study of the socialization of young children to the ways of )
behaving and making sense in the classroem. They hoped that the teacher
would be willing to have praduate students videotape periodically in her

1 .
classroom and to watch and!discuss the tapes with the research team dur}ng

the school year. A kindergarten/first-grade teacher, Martha Walsh, was .

-

6

v N o

.




‘reputation of dillingness'to try new things. 'Ms.

[ ' i
3 he o :

at his suburban Boston Title I school for severn years, but because she

* /
Walsh typically taught

a kindergarten/firét~grade class, and the majority of her 5&udents came

from blue collar, Italian-American families.

. From<:;:\hq£?et,'the study was intended to depart from traditiohal
. vt ’
studies of teaching. The data analyzed were\videotaped samples - .

- -
.

of naturally occurring classroom activities. The samples were taken

-,

at sz beginning, middle, and end of the school year.:? The study was an

ethihography in that analysis of videotaped talk and movement was used to

learn about the social organization of Ms. Walsh's classroom and the ’>

3

processes by whichgkindergartners became ‘accustomed to it. As such, 1it.

resembled othfr, more traditional ethnographies. Theory about face-to-

-

face interaction guided the formation of'initia} research questions.aﬁd

’ o

data collection, bug-ext?nsive viewing of the tapes was required to dis-
. ) . » .
cover what the functionally relevant ways of behaving might: be ﬁorlthose

involved .in the scene. As a result of this early work, subsequent major.

L]

modifications were made in research questions and data collection '

procedures, f . : ~

+ In the first. year of the study in Ms. Walsh's-class}oqm, careful
: ). . C )
recording of retrievable slices of classroom life for detailed analysis

-

was done. Howgver, this recording only scratched the surface in obtaining

a gense of the shared understandings of the teacher and class members

gutding their interactions. The study did not provide for long-term,
systemat ic observation of and participationin classroom activiiy by a

[}

fleld worker. Although it was possiblé to construct models of the

N BY - -
organization of activities in the classroom on the Pasis of videotape

-

L)
Coo /4 ' .
'
' ' ' .
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analysis and conversations with-the teacher,-the researchers- lacked -a

sense of the schoollaqq netgﬂbothood as they impinge on-life in the

classrbom'and,'most‘%ignificantly,.they had little direct experience of the
. s v T ' )

everyday life in the lessrodm’they.had sb.faithfhlly recorded' on tape.

> Thus, to gain closer actess to' the general patterns of 1ife to which

kindergartners become accustomed upon‘joining Ms. Walsh's clasé,"
" participant observation was an obvious addition to the study.

In the fall of the second year of the study, Susan Florio joined Ms.'

¢ ° ~

"Walsh's class as a field worker.“Ms. Florio was an advanced doctoral

-

student who, pfior to entering graduate school, had been a middle school’
L

.

&

¢ teachgr'of_language arts. With the added perspective that fieldwgrk;made

A

‘possible, *the research team acquired -an enriched ethnographic fr?mewdfk‘
‘ . . , o o
in which to view and analyze the videotapes. Aldb, because of the

N

colleagueship that developed between teacher and -researcher durihg,this

L

phase of the study, it was possible to give serious consgideration fo

ways in which classroom interaction research can articulate with and

be.msed in the service of the daily needs, and goals of tehchers and

»
children. s
‘ ng}gning the Fieldwoék
Both‘teagher and reseaféher held several unanalyzed.and.precbn—
ceived assumptions about the-nature and purposes of claégroom r$seath
~at the outset of the pilot study. . 4 C ’_ -

. R [ \ R ,

The teacher, for example, did not initially. see the research project

as a learning experiénce. She¢ volunteered to part{cipate feeling that

-~

she woulll not be changed in the least by the experience} However, among

her unstated assumptions were that teachers often do things wrbpg and

that outsiders -- researchers —-- come in'to fix or criticize them; and

= v
I

¥ y | o




that educatiohal researqh is. carried out typically where .and when a

[N A ! v c

setting is in need of altering She' was confused abput the actual

L]

- B
’% rpsse of the stud v Her ini!ﬂal questions were; "How did they £ind R
F by _ g

/
e’" and "What can I do for them that-someone else couldh't do better?"

»
.

. & Her decisipn regarding the study ‘was that she would ?lo what she had Hone ’

. for the past seven years im her classroom and that "they".yére welcome

to obsgrve. 1f 'they learned_frdm“hsr‘or*liked what they saw, great! \' .fh
. : o : , SR
But'she‘was not going to worry about any negative implications of her
. involvehent. * , ¥ © ' o7 . ‘_“" r
- + . The field(researcher;‘entered the classroom setting with assumptions
-

about educational resedrch as, well Thése.arose out of her introduction

L}

- n

A}

(to the study of teaching."Although attempting classroom participant

1}

observation,’ she assumed, for example, the followingf“

<

[
~

v» 1. Educational research is typically conducted in the context’
of "proof." THat 'is, outsiders’observe phenomena in order ‘ .
to evaluate needs, prescribe treatments, and then to measure
tye effectiveness o6f those treatments. :

2. It is possible to observe a setting as complex as a.class- -
room easily, systematically, and "objectively;" and thereby
to arrive at a description and understanding of the setting.

. 8

3. . The needs and questions of a classroom reséarcher probably { ‘s
) do not bverlap or articulate with those of a classroom teacher. -
< y ]
. . . ) ) - . q
< Changes of Perspective ' - © K

[ 1

In the study's first year, $1assroom videotaping without participant

observation left little time for communication between.the teacher and

L}
L]

the research team. Data collection took on the aspect of traditional

. -'\ .
classroom observational research. The researchers gathered data —-
R

eyes glued to cameras or éars tuned to headphones. They would tape,

take notes, packup, ang leave: Though'not put off by them, the

teacher did not feel particularly included in or informed about what

-
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, _The,sessiqns held at\thq university in. whieh she was invited to
‘n, V.." ’ .
‘viey- and discuss tapes ‘made in her classroom gave the teacher and
-— -\ K

researchers their first chance to get involvedrwith each other. It

: |
was through these sessiods and small group discussions that Ms, Walsh'
r.& . S0 - . , '_. "\4

' Jperspective began to change, she began to see herself as a member of the

u‘

Lo

team. Naturaliy the process ‘took time. At first, although told to

ot -.‘(

v \

watch and_comment freely,\ she .wag not clear about what was expected
v e, COTRER Reitd -

\

‘eof Hér. Thé SESsions were very open-ended, but she still saw hersel £

i as an object of - investigation, unable to generate any. of the questions

-

ot
’ v t - ~

and capable of providing only "right" and "wrong" answers to the

researchers. Although the tapes began to be valuable to her at this
‘ \ S [ .
‘time. as a “tool for awakening her thinkfng about ‘her ciassroom and

’

students, she wag unsure of what others wanted’ to et from them or in
1 g

what Jight she should comment while viewing

. R B
A NPT

v K - .

Z3

pod

‘A great deal of the-teacher s discomfort'was occasioned by the = ¥
researcher's own vague ideas of how to proceed at’this point: Unlike.f
many scientists, they-had not generated explicit hypotheses about ﬁs;
:Walsh's classroom a priori. Instead, they generated guiding questions

or "working hypotheses'as they went (Geer, 1969).  They attempted to'

base these hypotheses on what they were seeing in the classroom tapes. -

From an ethnographic perspective, they seriously intended their open-

ended questions. Yet~asking questions such as "What's happening here?"
h 4 . L.
and "What do X_u see in tHe‘tapes7" communicated an uncomfortable ‘

message to Ms Palsh.* After all‘ they were supposed to be the "experts."

Gradually, the teagher and researchers developed a ‘sense of trust,
* a persondl rapport, and -~ not surprisingly -- a more clearly defined

set of research questions. They came to know, one another as individuals
. . ‘r » PH
t' -
\ . -
. | e | ,

Y

o R

»

’
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. A . e

in the classroom, at .the viewing sessjons in university officea, and

‘e v .

at informa1~dinners. And, in the process, they came “to know a great
deal more about classrobm interaction research as well ! 7o

Py -

Research in the Contexffof Discovery —- The Joint Enterprise * -
A DR/ AT .

of the "Particigant dbgerver" and .the "Observant Particigant"

-

\‘-Q’S\)

In the study s second year, the participant observer entered the class-

" room with the rather vague and naive idea that by means of various
o / v )
research strategies,‘she copld learn something about what went on in

the classroom, share her insights with the teacher and therebytleave

> .

her with something that would make a difference in her day*to-day
classroom problems. As it‘turned out,, this process was’ to/he but a .
by-product of the fieldwork research, a way of repaying Ms.

A\

Walsh for_her participatfbn.. It was not the heart of the parIicipantl

N 4
-

observer's study. , : _ C .-
1 - - - - . \

Based on her initial experiences’as. both participant and observer
in the classroom, the fieldworker was forced both to'feconsider the\\\
complexity of the dlassroom phenomena she had hoped to’ document and

-

perhaps influence, and to make explicit and question critically "her
~assumptions,about how and why one engages in classroom research. Despite
‘a backgrognd in.the literature of classroom interacpion and experience

‘as a nonparticipant\classroom observer, the researchéy found her;:5¥‘*
"just teaching' as she spent more and more time with the children

in this class.wHer awarenessvof sociilinguistic issues did not automati- .
cally change anything that she could seeffr feel in her own behavior

as she engéged in daily activities with the children. She was not very )
different in this role.than she had been as a teacher in her own

ciassiggy'beveral yéara before.

’




sensitive the dynamics of everyday classroom lif% She “also had

‘ . . : t

‘What was different, however, was the kind of disciplined veflec-

tion. she forjEd herself to engage in after each school day " As g B «

field nesearcher, she was Anclined to tﬁgﬁk hrough the day s events L

«

in light of what she waa'reading and thinking\gggut the functions of ” o e

- _ " -
language and nodyerbﬁl behavior in social ‘contexts (e.g., Cazden, John, &

4o
4 -

Hymes, 1972; Gumperz, 1971; Hymes, 15345. Theé reseafCher also had the - .-

advantage o uideotapes of typical daily activities. . Thus she wag able

R . ' - . .
to step out of the thick of events'and take-a_second Kand often a"thitd)
& . : ¢
look at, the kinds of everts that- tr?nspired in the room and the roles At
that peOple played in them. ‘ ( ‘ : b

Gradually, the researcher realized that iflhér experidnce as a
participant obskrver was different at all from fhat it had be

a teather in her own classroom, it was bécause she was becoming more, . .

v L]

more tithe and tools available for reflection about classroom events~ —-
the formation and'disbanding of groups, ‘the eruption of»arguments, the ,
. ) ° 1
. -~ N ° . . y
management of interruptions, the ,demonstration of the mastery of

academic skills. The following anecdote reported in her early field

notes illustrates the experience.
[ was playing Candyland, a board game, with a- group of B |
.students. It was the fourth day of school and the first
where I was nof p eoccupied with videotaping. "During
the taping of the First, three days of school-and in ,
\conversation with the research team that had been ithere_
for' the taping, K and now -- most noticably -- during the-
game, I was unable to refrain from forming strong im- .
prg¢ssions of most of the children. One of the boys - | o
in’ the group (Harry) seemed td me to be manipulative. L .
At cleanup time, he did not join  in, and T attempted to *
- get +him help'in the efforts Uncertain of\py authority
{n a room where I was not the teacher, and tharefore )
- hesitant to lssue an Imperative, °'I deliberately said -
instead, "Harry, will you help iis put away the.game now?" -
He replicd simply, "No." At that poing the teacher, having ‘
overheard the exchange, said "Alright, Harry, go over and
help them clean up.. ﬂ

- ‘lz- - 4 . - . pr
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: fhia 1ncident ean be thought about in a npmber of Ji%p.. _-. e
L oy It may be that, in fact, Harry, being new both to me and . .
2 "7 to the kindergaften, misunderstood the discourse- function - .
: . of my utterance and responded to it as a yes/no quéstion o \
e rather than a command. However, 1t .is also possible (ard

- .something +in my teacher's intuition says more likely) that.

- heg'fully understood what I had mgant put was 'q teaable to, « .\

. tdke advantage of ~ my wmcertain pogition bf auttiprity ' ( k
(expressed egpecially in my lingpistic: choice¥ and was

almost successful ir op{ing but of the cleanup job. ']{»1 ' _.f'\\\kk‘ S

In any case,-;hinking about the event‘and about,the
‘intuitions that I already haye about Harry and where they'

may have come from, it octur§, to me that my theoretical
perspective and field methods may not he able to alter the
way people act in: .sbcial .encounters,. ‘but they may. at least
put sbmejextra’ scephah eén- those social encounters. and the

) ways we think an& feel '&Bout students. wlf teaching is’

‘ . largely a matter of forming -and testing hypotheses about . -

-

" children, then¥i# seems like a good idea- to have as huch »*
. “data. avaihable as pogﬁible -- to have many ways 9f thinking _
about’ and achuntdng for what wetobeerve, experience, and . -
do with: chil:a,ren. (Field Notes, 9/9/75) . T

. v . . ..

. «  The researcher\began to speculate that the change of perSpective
: -~ & . W e

*she was eXperiencing might also happen te the teacher if she were

¢

invited‘to-become more intimately engaged in’the reséarch procésb. The

.;early insight was critical fo;\zhe researcher in defining, with the ;~’
o )

teacher, both what the néture of their relationship.and the goals of

.
e -

the research might be.

. As the researcher spent'more time-in the classroom, the tgg?her"

- .

felf more cdnfortabie and better informed.’ . The teacher fell that she

‘n
> B

& was beginning to have a definite hand in tke research, . She realiged

that, a]though teacherq "do not hava time to be ethnographers in their

. ' L

they~generated new insights andhquestions whith Ms. Walsh chepked 6ut
by observation during and reflevtion after teaching.. These activities

<« o . “

enab}eq her to become &pparb.of'the process, notfjusthaISOurce\of data._

IR ¢ - , ' "
. ~,.-Q o | . . 4 - i ’

own classrooms, they'can become more observant panticipants. Together
. - . * . ]

-~

kk




)

*

* Lesearch team.

- converqations than the' viewing sessions had.’

Jstili remained days“when, busy with tasks specific to their separate

©

“roles concerned the {dea of educational "change."

B

* dValogue almost “from the outset,

‘received a salary.

" be meant by

The researcher put great effort into incorporating the teacher-

¢’ »

into ;Le research plan. Constant contact vdth the research process
heiped the teacher ao'see‘herself as an"important member-of'the

o . -

During the second yd&% of the pnoject, she~plao'

.
. .

This was a tangible demonstration of her member-
' . .
ship and'provided additional motivation for her to take an actiVe role.

Also- during the prgject 8 second year, her views wexe 8ctively sought.

.. .

Claasroom participation by " fhe researcher allowed more time for . -

.

«While in contact with ‘
N

the children during the echool day, the distinetion between teacher.and

. Lt ) .
| ~ - . "

Observations and questions could be

reséarcher was” often blurred.
I :

C L 3

shared on the gpot” or . during release time and 1unchﬁ,'Howeve;, there

AR
. . -

-

roies,ﬂailwthat teacheréand researcher could manage were a "Hello" and

“w
w

a "Good-bye." .

s '

The Blending of "Roles

.«

One’ of the‘firet ardas of joint ﬁiscoye}y for teacher and

researcher as they began to experience the blending of ﬁheir'respective

-

The.issue'of

t .
)

‘whether the research intended to change anything in the classroom was

a problém for both® Since so many etrangere1enter.elaSSrooms to . v
engage in gome sort of intervengion, the researcher's rofegof partici-
o [ A s !

pant'obeerver implied that change might be one goal of the project.

Hquver, {deas about the complexity of .behavtor and about whattaight

.

"change'" grew and were reflnﬁﬁ in the treacher/researcher
. . (N - ot . ’

~ .
.In fact, thoughts @bout change be-

came more modest during the course of the study than they had been

N - 1
- M

at the beginning.
[}

\\

The teacher wag not seen as someond In need of
- ' ) 1 li “ <

. ’ ' o
. - :

e

L

-y

- ¢ oy




from' field notes, ‘ : o R

,. I ' .
STt <
.
‘ \
. .. . N S . L . » N
. ‘ . , . ’
A ~ N ¢ . .o N \_ e M % -
. . .

"treatment," and the gseearcher, who became in time 1aﬂs an’ . - . L
‘ ~ P L. o S
outsider,-was not seen as a conVentional agent of change. . Cult e

. .y
] - X N \
. .. N .

.-, Like any“teachbr,'Me;'Walsh had perticular classrobm prob}ema; | e

-~ L - . .

"4nd like ‘any researcher, Ms. Florio had a personal agenda of research

\ - . . . .. '..({4 .-.
questions. However, it was interesting to discover just how much these *e

. ' F

two problem domains overlapped. Since each hoped to be helped with e
her 1ndividual concerns by sharing the diverse perspectivke and kinds

5
of.expertise brgught to the experience, each was in some sense changed"

by the other durlng the course of tha rJLearch experience. An example

v

e

of how the teacher's thinking was, affected by_hqr‘inVOlv enp with' -
. . ) ~: .

the research effort is demomstrated in the foi}owing‘hnecﬂqte taken '
. ¢ C T - e

Tt
v

(™
. . o Lot 0t a .
.

There are specific probléms thch might be addressed )

with videotapes and analysis Ong of these is ) \i
the question of Jerry.and “the isgue of whether he is = ¢
suffering or benefitting from his remedial, bilingual
tutorfal help. « SN o . ey .

N t

“

>N v ¢ . b

. The 1ssu¢ of interruption and speculation about the
‘pros and cons of taking.children out of the classroom
for extra help has been discussed before by the
teacher. gpd the researcher. Some children clearly
benef it from the helP, and {t Beems worthwhile to
sacrifite*their classroom time and place them' in a N

- new soclal setting with .yét another adult/evaluater L
“In the interest of mastery of some fundamental skill,
However, for other 'students, like Jerry, the added
social complications of special, help may, in fact,
interfere with the mastery of those skills. ' 2t

¢ ¢

In Jerry's case, .the tutorial help doesn't seem to be. .
working. The tutor manifests a differemt'style
than the teacher. It appears that the tutor encourages N
Jerry's dependence on her. H¢ can't functfon when
he returns to the regular,(lass. ‘

4

LJ

The teacher has raised the problem in ¢onversation wit
the researcher. They have noted that the ethnice {dentity
of- Icrry and- the Itallian teacher, combined:with the
. tutar's lack of expgrience In classrooms, and finally
combined with her obvious temperanmental differences from
the ragular ¢ lassroom teacher may make learning w}th
the tutor a very different kind of “experience than "
s+ learning with the regular clagsroom teacher.® 4 "

> - R ;.l .
4 : : ¢

\,
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* ., N . 2 . ‘ *, . o ‘
The teacher has sugiegted than an examination oOf '
thé ways in wh{ch tutor and ¢lassroom teacher o )
behave diffetentlx»might he uaeful 1in both. under~ ' ' '
. -, + standing and creatively: solving the problem, She~. ‘
g " has suggested that each profgssional obsger¥e and/or
view videotapes of the other in an_ attgﬁpt to dis- .
. - cover how_their own behaviors, differ ap ho‘ Jerry - s
' works ‘differently with them.' (Field Motes, 2/4/76) o

a , ey

: A ®
. : . The task for the researcher,. Qn gfie other hand, was to become — . >~

more and more a part of the sceqe /’She was continually aaking,,ob—

~ servdpg, and being with the chil
/

ren. Yet, it was important for her

to bt both "stranger and frie (Powdermaker, 1966), preserving a .

| N  kind of qeuble vision tﬁaﬁ in;bled her to- account in some 1arger ' - .
| arena for hew aﬁd‘why thingslmade sense to Fhe clgssroom members 1n - :- ' w. .
" the ways ‘they did. s :‘ R “ E Y j oo
' ) ‘ For the teachefi‘the task Qas curieuslylreversea.‘~3he wa; ~_ J-& ?
o ) ‘ conttnuall} 1mmersed in tLe fray, and 11ke many other teachers, < T
experienced loneliness andqfrustration in that immersion. She le&rned "
L ] gradidally ta look at her classrqom probigms ‘not only‘in thd company of \
yer researcher colleahue,but to refler% on those problems using more of . _
. the perspectLVQgend techniepes eer cqileague demonstratedu. She
. reflected on what she- thought did, aﬂd absolutbly.knew about Her
N ¢lass. She was an 1nsider gﬂinln? gome :Internal distance from her role,
ghe wnslrhug able,” at certein-mohents;'@o dee the familiar in a.fresh,
2 new way. “ | . ‘i‘ ' oL .
. ) ;4 -
U
) v Procedure for Requrch Toow ' ?
) Cencrorely, thig curtous hlend d# roles eggendered a'procedgre
for classroom research in which both dQuchervandireseercher worked ot v
vt “closely ‘In posingureaearohnble qeegt;;ng; formularink hypothesee,_andk ; ’
gathering ;nd analyzfng dnta;: rhcylegreed early on that ‘classroom

’ 3 B




resaarcn,oughﬁ to.address the daily boncern?uoﬁ teachér and’-

-

‘children apd not-mérely_be descriptive or preac?iptive' They were

intarestéd not only i‘kaddiessing questiops about classroom interaction,
bdt‘in axamining;'as a phenomenon in itsfown'right, the process of

. ‘ D 1 i ' T
change of perspective and c&hagiousnesa'that'both expefiénced.

' .
-

~—

The research procedure had four components: particbant.oﬁhervatibn

selective videotaping of classroom activity, joint viewing sessions, and -\

.some microanalysis of taped segments.

*

Research qﬁeations’wéfe generatéd in an ongoing manner. . They came

from manynaqqﬁcéa:\ the.pfableﬁaAQf'indiQiduai chiidfaa;mfhé.éffééféwa
roo&,organihation, the diaruptiaﬂa that occyrred and their possible .

- L

. causes and othera. Once a queBtion Qf mutual interest was selected,

b

) ~

dLhe teacher and reéq&rcher went back through videotapes and

'field notes previoualy (olle(ted and’ made new Rapea and obaervati}ns.
The téam tried to find, inatancea o? the particular prohlem raised and-

L

‘; then hegan ta generate hyéztheaes that might angwer the question.

- . v

" Finadlly, by‘ﬁjewing and micraanalyaia\of segments as vell as focused -
. ) - . .

clagsroom obgervaflion, they attempted to locate in actuai béhayior

‘the souréea of the issues raised:aad thareby test their informad
“hunches. They diascovered that\dorking this way served both to provtde
a, rich ethnogruphl( contexhggd;)microanalyala and‘ to diffuse the anxiety
uqually 1aq0(ldted with self- dnalyslq by meansAof videotape. ® :

a .
. v
¢ L \ .

D T O VS <

Ml(roanulysia is deflined for the purposes of this paper as the
careful viewing of selected behaviors —~“verbal and/or nonvarbal --
s they occur across time in an a(ﬁgvlty. In this paper a sample of
microanalysls . of soclal interaction 18 pwesented. It.1s in part By
means of microanalysls that teacher and rescarcher alike can galn

v ingight hita the behavioral sgources and correlates_ of the thoughts and

feellngs that thpy have aboit the qO(inl situations ln which they are
part{cipants or anvrvnra
¢ ¢ ¥

L]




»

unique approaches ahd analyses, and the ways perspectives were modified

/ In making the collaborative process a subject for study'aa well,

-

the team carefully do\ﬁmented meetings, trying to keep track of insighta,

as a result of dialogue and joint inquiry. }7- = g . v .

< £

As a final component, the team ad‘empted to think a?out|and monitor

o “at

instances of behavioral change - spontaneous and/or, delfjerate -- that

N
i

» occurred in the classroom as a result of the joint etu&yr

L
1

3

. . .
v . L

A Casge Study
. This case study 18 intended as ‘an rllustratioq of the research o

’! . . Q'
method. In it, the teacher and the researcher arrived at.the

KA
L

“ ) “ b
problem for study in sevegal ways. The teacher had meiitioned one day
, ) : > g _ . | "
over cbffee that she was curious about why one firdt-grade student .

ad ! . i ‘ . ~
(Arthur) was ,able to 'get to her" in-a way that another student (Louise)

’

- was not. The researcher recorded this commen t in her field’ notes. About

a month later, they were again engaged in casual-- conversation about \

a-
-

the classroom when the teacher repeated her question about‘Arthur and

Louise.. She was surpnised to 1earn thatzthe researcher had previouslyl

noted It as one of\herwconcerns. They decided-to bursue the question

»
1

. 8ince 1t had energéd‘as salient for both of them --» Arthd?\and Louilse

4

being children frequently discussed by the teacher And.appearing_often

n the researcher's fleld notes... -
. v < \ -

The regearch process began with<a directed conversation about the
u;‘ - Tre .
N

two children:" The teacher and researcher discussed gimilarities
. & -

“and differencds between Louise and Arthur. The children were hoth =«
=

firthgraders who tended to talk a great deal, yet they-seemed to> be
treated veéry' differently by theirwpeers. Arthur wag a leader and
Louise was an ?bjcct of teaslné and, exclusion. They akso had differential

success In gaining the ftoor as they attem%ted to talk 1n large class

. ~ ’
. . v - v ) . ¢ .
. ' . ¢ ] 8 ’ i 4 ' v .
LN




e .,meetings called‘"circles" (see Figure 1) {'l .
. i . e
With these-obeervations in mind,,\he teacher and researcher went’ - n:‘

N

back thraugh videotapel collected duning the very firat weekg-bf ‘ f' -

.

g +

school They chose to, look A% circles because they were dontexts in .

which both of the children appeared and in which teacher and peers

were also vigible. The following regular%ties\ylre noted in viewing
. - - . ) . L
these tapes: f ' ) : _ . . B .
.- ‘-. N ~ > .
1. Loulse and Arthur tended to dominate the' cirrle .
times. They talked and moved a great deal ‘and ¢
were,noticed often by the teacher.

. : " P . | |

' ' 2. Louise and Arthur seemed to be doing the same : S | v
/ " things ip their attempts to gain the floor,,but N
"t Arthur clearly had.a great .deal more success_ . . cio

than Louise.’ . . _ : .
" * ' e s

3. The similar behaviors of Arthur and.Louise in—'
cluded sitting 'on the outer edge of the group, _
raising *harids, shifting from sitting to kneeling ‘ _

.. positions, moving toward and away from the <

" teacher, 'and verbalizing a great deal. .. _ : R

. [ . . v e

The research team theh selectively taped the entire class during

A

another typical circle:to determine whether these regulatities were

>

. ‘ _ L .
still occurring some six months, into the school year. “Team members-
watched the tape without sound hoping thus to pay primary attention

L -to th@ large—scale movements of Louise and Arthur and not to be distracted
. K \ R &
fon _the moment by speech. Even«wirhout microanalysi;, certain behaviors
again emerged as common\to both of the .children, incluaing kneeling/
itting: raising/waving of hands, and leaning forward or away from .~ ' 1 ; -
. - , L . ’

" e the teacher. These behaviors were chosen-for microanalysis simply )
' ' . ‘- e % i . .
because they were so obvious to the viewers from the tape. They 8eemed -
° b . )
. .

to be the major ways inm which thése children were expending energyA

in tr}ing to get a turn to talk (Pike, 1971).

k2h
..
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For the purpogee of microanalyaia the team carefully watched a

L4

"four-minute segment at the begfnning of the circle, noting variation v

y ! : ! EN .
. in the. behaviora m/ntioned They looked for peginnings, endings, and

. v
J . \

changes’of-intenaity. A fourth category - presehce or absence of Com
¢ .

» ’

" talk —- was added <o. the analyais; but the content ‘of that talk was

é
excluded for‘the purpose of this analysis.,
\

~Upon charting variations in these behaviors,” the team discovered

_ that, indeed, there were similarities between the betaviors of Lousié

and Arthur. Yowever, there were some important differeﬁcés in what

]

might be called the eﬁficiency with which the two children manifested v

those behaviors (qee Figure 2). It appeared that when Arthur wanted to talk,

»t
r o . -

hé¢’ employed all four of the noted behaviors almost preciaely at once.. He
\ .

.presented a unified front to the teacher making it clear that he intended

_ other hand, seemedcenigmaticrto Ms. Walsh. She was of large physical °

o

teacher.

- < P
to get ‘the floor. This picture of his behavior seenred to be consistent
. !

‘with the teacher's characterization of him as & leader among the

children and as an active participant in the circle. Louise, on the
1}

be! v
ko . (¥

size, and the teacher described feeling that Louise "crept up on her"

4

duripg circles. When looking at the graphic represéntation of Louise\
1!:/

as clear that she often moved up and down and in and oyt simultaneously.
.0 . 2

Since no hand movement or verbalization generally accompanied such
’ 1 3 ' ' ’

movement , i('was difficult to tell 1if Louise was attempting “to gain.

L4 A

the floor or not. What did efherge, howevér, ‘was a snake-like pattern b%

of movement In which Louise seemed.to be, indeed, "creeping up" on the

\

Arthur talked, in quick .bursty and moved more often during the four

minutgs analyzed. Loulse,'on the other hand, held the floor only, once.

4

‘She talked for a very long time and was eventual]y cut off by the teacher.

<&
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’ a " ’ -
v “l . .0 ‘l' . B . ) ( .
~ She did not move ‘4 great deal while'talking. A <
The teacher's behavior during those first four minutes was-also :n - -

anaiyzed Again, salient movements were .charted ‘~- head apd hand _f‘i

A

movementa, gaze direction, and-: the presence/or absence of talk. The Y
: SN . ’ ' P
claas group seemed to divide naturarly into thirds - 1eft, center, aﬁd '

‘ right ~- in receiving her gaze. However, the’ teacherwlooked at the -

center section almost- half of the time and at the right hand section
- . ' . - M @ . .

(containing Louise and Arthur) nearly all of“the rest of the time (see

.- " . -
. v .

-Figure 3).

Ky

For the purposes of contrast, the team decided to take e{microanalyticai
\ ,

look .at. one of the atudents from the third. of the group receiving the .-----.

TS

\ -t -

1eaat of the teacher s gaze Lee, the student on which the team focused, i
- ~ r " . : . ’

« showed few of the behaviors of Arthur and Louise. He was chosen in part L
* ) . e e ' * ©

L3

[

. . ! ' T
because he shared some traits with the other two students: he was of

1arge ghysical aize, a first- grader, and a student who often sat on «

- ——

the outer rim of the circle. However he differed from both of them in

T

that he was very quiet and did not move quickly. In spite of Lee's
quietness, the teacher never seemed to doubt that hé was paying attention. . = |

| . o . . 2 » v _/'

*She referred to him as "academic" and felt no need to check up on him

by calling on him.  In charting his behaviors, the team'reaiized that i Q

most of the behaviors’'gelected for Arthur and Louise simply did not
. 4 .
- apply for Lee. He never apoke alone or raised his hand, but he did
\ ’ T4
move -his head and move in and out slightly. It is ihteresting to note, J

N -

that he moved most while the teacher was talking, perhapa behaviorally

demonstrating to her that, :ﬁthough'virtually silent, he was a person. "-

>

who 'l1istened and paid attentien during circles. - .~ .
¢ ¥ ' 2. ' . -'

.\Q 13
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The implication of this brief and cursory look: at how spme - simple

o M,

microanalytic techniques were applied in addressing a teacher*s assess~

The teacher and researcher hoped to.léok in more detail, fo g

N
function of.gaze‘diréction.

-~

]
/

They hoped to consider amount of- ta)k

paralinguistic features such as pitch loudnesﬁ%and rate of speech'

e

<o

]

-

' s

ment of, or difficulties wiqh, particular children is that thergazeally
!seem to be eaSily spotted behauioral eorrelates ta-the nays a- teacher‘ﬁ"i A,
. feels about children. Perhaps these kinds of data are lmpor;antu; B ‘LK q {**
( . . o D e
ingredients in ajteacher s,assessments'of children or in.his/her decisions _ 'i" E
" about how and mhypactivities are orgapized. 'Furthermore,'if.téachega" e
wish to'intervene in their own settings, they have. the meana to»documentf ;‘~”.
the nays in which ‘thdt intervention might change actual. behavior —-. .l :
something more concrete.and perhaps lej.'%hreatening than feelings, .;: ,
" and something that lslcritical to the genesis of thOse feelings. T ’ ' ﬁ;gg;kA
The early analytic work on‘this segment suggested Further research ”fww ”ég
Vi B

the-

P

and other nonverbal behaviors that appeared no Co-Vary with them. Finalljr -

\.

A

of{behavlor that took place at avlow leyel of inference back to thev

-~

. - \

.feelings and problems that had initially prompted the question. In

this way, the team hoped to d19cover hou_the ways 1n which children

used speech and movement helped

I
<

\

Y

themselves and locate them in théir-ﬁeépective places in the larger

social order.of . the classgroom.

N

Rationale for Colleagueship Betweert Teach
H ‘."x

and Rdsearcher

.There are ethical, epistemological,_and pnagmatic reasons why

it 18 worthwhile and important to adopt such a collegial,ethnographic

)

method of research in classrooms.

4 . s NN

A

This method treats .the teacher and

[}

‘.’r
the. team hoped to return-to the original question, linking, the anmalysis.

to create particular impressions of A

%-




_ ~theories qf treatments to apply to manipulate the 9xparience of

. chdldren not ss objegts oﬁ study, but ss active subjscts of great .

v v \ (.
Interesc and importance. The teachér s opinions are: valued and B/ﬁe ‘

\ d \ » ' L 3
is seen as a. vital member of the research team. In fact, teacher -«

% .,»

cooperation and insight sre essential to the prodhss of inquiry. The

> »w . 3

entire .research Operation becomes more congenial, and the“findings ’
* : Cot v . " . J ] R ]
are more benefioial to all involved . e a

.‘ Bl
v '1 . e »

Vﬂ‘ \ . “ o 11. &

an outside consultant, but to the people who, 'in many ways, possess

+
[}

the most direct and explicit poWer“and responsibility to do things in,

. ..w\y\

" the setting. In this study, ‘the ethnographer did not merely achire
data in the setting and depart, nor did she generate, in isolation,
N [ 4§

_’_xm
1 -

This :System essentially delegates the agent of.'change \role not to' -

class m bers. She was an integral pant of * the scene, b h gathering ';:

)' '-" - V“ I .
information of use and interest in the development oﬁ~a uﬁiffﬁ@gtheory

~ »

of classroom interaction,.and faoilitating, by meaoﬁ of her‘aupertise

.,L-«uﬂrr

in certain research methods, ways for the teacher to gain a nEW’kind*of

L}

perspective on het role and her atudents. ~ - .
<

. .There is a néed for inservice work and'continuing'education courses

T B

individual self-esteem and awareness. For example, the staff develop~'

v ! . *

~ which will help teachbrs share experiences and solutions “and raise

4

T4

¥

s - . * "

ment literature in- .recent years has heen replete with argumehts for .

.revolutionary forms of inservice training thst would give teachers the

4 a L4 v . »e

E4

_ major role in determining the nature and direction of their professional

.

development.. In this light this method of field work could be modified
v

to benefit most public schodl/systems on“a larger scale. The method

4

. proposed would usa twQq resourcesifrequently not® fully exploited In

schools -- the videotape equipment which almost every school system has

, ey

and often uses only minimally, and the teathing teams and friendship

>
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T rglationship among small groupq exist Qn,many faculﬁies.

"a imilatq

\
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groupa that exiat among classroom tcachera in any givan building(

v,

Faculties have tended to become more stabilized 1n the past

L4

few years.. Pre—established familiarity, trust, afid a working

g

Many schools have, curricula, grﬁge levels,‘and classroom

. 2 ~
¢ . vy o . . . "

settings based'onfgn establishéd team approach. Rather. than hﬁving a
fullétime’ethnographér.fallow an individual teacher, the-emphasié
“here would be dh‘helping the members of a team of teachers to become

b

inside change agents, cooperating with’ their peers in pgofessional

o,

..
at

o
d “

‘developmen;:. Teachers workin as participant‘bservera in’ their peers'

classrooms could congtitute a source of energy and impetus for idea

’
.

'exchangé ahn dialogue unusual in many schoola.f

< N L3 L 4 [

This method of field work also confronts the pro%}em of the lone—

~ﬂiness experienced by self contained classroom teachers (Sarason,

L4
v

1971). ?eachers have friends among their colleagues but rarely get

. - ' ) . ’ . ' ’
to shfre-individuai»prd?Epsicnal techniques, problems,.or experiences

with one another. They are assigngd, or perhaps ‘confined, to tn%ir

respectiye rooms, students, “and areas of expertise. .They often feel
. - ¢ ~ Q
;?olated, defeated, and overwhelmed by their own problems, which they

tend to internalize or -tgnore due to their iéUTntion. They often do-

not‘admit to difficdlties or share their innovktions and successes, |
h A

feeling, "Who really cares?" or "It'sme —- with or against these /

25 children.’ , -
.+ \In research in the context of discovery rather than proof, the

social scientist is the instrument pqtting'her/himself through changes

' 1 = . . s -

~in.order to learn about the phenomena of interest. S/he.ddes not

’ '

»
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;about it, how it functions, and what kinds of breakdowos can and do '

occur;//Byfgazihg the teacher a co*researcher it is possible for the -

Lo

¢ Yo
. ) .

. . . e
A
(S : :

| manipulate the envirOnment bpé'fdcuaes rather on ieoIatihg describing,

-

or discovering the dynamica of that environméht -- what is predictable

same  thing to happen to him or her. It is in this way that a teacher's_

behavior can be said to:be changeable -~ by having a new experience in
/ ) . . }f‘ ' -
a tamiliar setting 1f teachers were to'share in the process of
€
classroom inquiry in the absence of a trained ethnographer, it is not

. d1fficult to imagine that they could become eyes and ears for each other

+

on a*éohﬂghuing basis, using thelir knowledge and the techniques of :

L

field research. They would work together as peers, ‘avoiding the

awkward tendency for researcheérs from the outside to take or have' o

s.

, . € * B : ,
uttﬁibuted them more power or authority than the teathers'with whom

4

they work. eachers working together could become sourcgs of idea '

classroom problems.

4%
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