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COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH”

Seatrice A. Ward
Williem J. Tikunotf

Introduct ion

In August 1975, we proposed that persons conducting research or.
teaching might profit from utilizing other research and development
(r and d) strategies in addition to the linear strategy which was
predominant at that time, The tasis for this recommenation built
from demonstrated inadequacies of the characteristics and outcomes

of the linear strategy.

in, the conduct of classroom instruction--as Corey (1953) indicated,
by "professional students of educition not by practitioners” {p. 3).

sons other than practitioners. These products then are disseminated
and applied to improvement of schooling programs.

Such an apprcach wss advocated during the period of educational
reform in the 1960°s (for example, see Clark and Guba, 1967) and by

ent that the linear r and d strategy had not been 23 successful 3s

sess of the strategy. tsing a linear aparoach, research on teaching

- pased teaching seldom took this 1nforution'gin_to nccount. -Likewise,

>
——————————

*lnvited paper, The Implications of Research on Teaching for Prac-
tice Conference, February 25-27, 1982, sponsored by the Mational
Institute of Education, U.S. Department of tducation, The opin-

_fons expressed in this ptper do not necessarily reflect the posi-
tion or policy of the Institute and no official endorsement should
be inferred,
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Within Vinear r and d, improvement of education, particularly im-
provement of educational activitfes and processes that occur in class-
rooms, is perceived a5 2 *goods”-oriented process. Research generally
{s conducted, by perscns knowledgeable about, but usually not involved

Products applying This research 1ikewise are deve argely by per-
to the practitioners, und eventually are assumed to be adopted by them

1975 had become the primary mode for conducting & considerable portion
of educational r and d. However, after some ten years and the expend-
{ture of milliens of dollars on r and d efforts, it was apparent par-

hoped. 1In 2 1976 paper, we pointed out several strengths and wedknes-

had identified several ways n which teaching could be improved &nd had
indicated that those apsects of teaching that were related to student
performance most often included combinations; sequences, or chains of
teaching skills and/or tiacher student interactions rather than single
teaching skills or competencies, But teacher training and r.lassroom-

1arge numbers of teacher training products applying research findings
had been developed, but these products were being used Only by a few-
local education agencies and institutions of higher education, Fur-
ther, since it had taken eight to ten years from the time of the orig-
inal research to develop, test, and disseminate these products, those
research findings that did find their wy inte classrooms frequently
were out-of-date and/or irrelevant to the improvement of educational
opportunites for teachers and students given the societal conditions
and educational expectations of the current decade.

Guba and Clark (1974), looking at educational r and d from an his-
torical perspective, also criticized the Yinear approach which they
had earlier advocated (see Clark and Guba, 1367). Moving from the use
of 1inear r and d to a new concept, knowledge production and utiliza-
tion (KPU), they noted that:

The inadequacies are embedded in the conceptual view of
educational KPU that has been adopted, even if only im-
plicitly, to undergird these policies [the reference is
to policies for improvement-oriented change in education-
al practice], f.e., an engineered “systems view" of edu-
cational r and d which presupposes and/or attempts to ef-
fect a linked set of productive agencies following the
R-D-D-A [research, development, dissemination, adoption]
continuum to achieve a commonly agreed upon (or implicit-
1y understood) goal of production, (p. 2)

They suggested that such 3 view had ignored the goals of individual
XPU practitioners and {ndividual KPU agencies in the total educational
community and, instead, had established unachievable aspirations,

in a later restatement of the need to consider altermative strat-
egies for conducting r and d on teaching, we noted that conceptualiza-
tion of the teecher 33 & passive consumer at the end of the r and d
process could atcount, in part, for the failure of many educational
innovations (Tikunoff, Ward and Lazar, 1979).* Further, we suggest-
ed that separation of each r and @ function {e.g., research, develop-
ment, dissemination, adoption) produced constituent groups, €ach re-
sponsible for a separate aspect of the school improvement process and
each isolated from the others, In r and d on teaching, this imposed
separation, reinforced by increased specialization within each r and
d area, was seen s escalating the feeling of isolation reported by

———

*The assertion of such concerns {s not nex. For example, advocates of
action research (e.g., see Corey, 1949, 1952, 1953; Wann, 1952; Wright-
stone, 1949; Chun, Cook and Harding, 1948) and cooperative studfes (e.g.s
see Herrick, 1948) stated similar concerns as the rationale for moving
to alternative r and d strategies, Simflarities and differences among
these strategies and today's collaborative research approach are dis-
cussed later in this paper,

()
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teschers who merely were tsked to adopt and use r and d outcomes rather
than be involved in the process of school {mprovement from the incep-
tion of an r and d 2ffort, As 2 result, we contended that teachers
frequently were given answers to questions they never asked or problems
they considered less than critical, In addition, when “required” to
apply research findings in their classrooms, we suggested that teachers
found language common to the specialized r and d communities to be
largely vnfanil{ar and uninterpretable.*

As alternatives to the Vinear r and d strategy, 3 number of recent
educational efforts have utilized approaches that involve teachers and
other practitioners in various stages of the r and d process. The pur-
post of this paper is to present tnformstion on several such collabora-
tive research efforts and to dizcuss the contributions to advancement
of knowledge and improvement of schooling practices achieved through
the collaborative research on instruction that has been conducted with-
{n the last few years. In addition, the paper begins with a review of
the various definitions given to collaboretive research (historical as
well as recent) followed by 3n expanded discussion of the reasons col-
1eborative research on teaching is needed {n order to advance knowledge
and improve practice in the field of education.

Definitions of Collaborative Research

Attempts to define ard utilize research strategies that involve
practitioners have been part of the educatfonal miliey for a consider-
able period of time, although the extent to which collaborative stra-
tegies have been utilized in the conduct of research has varied at dif-
ferent points in time, Hence, definitions of collaborative r and d un-
der a variety of labels may be traced over the past few decades, For
exsmple, in 1948 Chun, Cook and Harding provided a definition of “ac-
tion research:”

{Actfon research] s a field which developed to
satisfy the needs of the socio-political individ-
ual who recognizes that, fn science, he can find
the most relfabie guide to effective action; and
the needs of the scientist who wints his labors
to be of maximal soctal utility as well as of
theoretical significance. (p. 44)

They went on to Specify that the action researcher must deal with prob-
Tems that are of finterest to the community in which the findings will
be applied and must define the problems fn.Such a manner that they
became amenable to investigation in an extsting social setting, They

*The word "required” ts placed within quotation marks because research
on adoption, adaptation, and util{zation of educational {nnovations
suggests teachers wmploy a high degree of {ndependence in determining
whether they will, in fact, apply new knowledge, new processes, ctc.

3
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suggested that four varieties of action research might be conducted:
(1) diagnostic, in which the existing situation is described, diag
nosed, and recommendations made regarding remedial measures; (2) par-
ticipant, in which the people who are to take .action are 1nvolvedEﬁi
the research, process from the very beginning; 3 %gtricn. {n which
something {s done and a record is kept of what was done and what hap-
pened over 2 period of time; and (4) experimental, fn which more than
one way to accomplish something is tried and information collected and
:mga'red regarding what {s done and what happens under the various
echniques.

Corey (1953) fndicated that the expression “action research”
;m from two sources, One was the work of Collier (1945) in which
e stated:

« « o since the findings of research must be car-
ried fnto effect by the administrator and the lay-
man, and must be criticized by them through their
experience, the administrator and the layman must
themselves participate creatively in the research,
zmpey’?; as it s from their own ares of need.

Pe P

The second was the work of Lewin (e.g., see Resolving Social Conflicts,
1948) and his students, which also stressed cooperlfive work by scien-
tists and'what Lewin termed "men of action.* Corey stressed that ac-
tion research involved the cooperative study of problems, He used
Lippitt's (1949) criteria to specify the requirements of cooperative
study. These were that “the potential consumers of the data are
collaborators {n the planning, the measurement operations, and the
analysis and {nterpretation of the data® {p. 9).

Thus, although the action research to which Corey and others re-
ferred focused largely upon curriculum rather than teaching {ssues,
the underlying premises and the requirements of the action research
conducted some 30-40 years ago were similar to those applied in the
more recent collaborative research efforts that are the, focus of this

paper.

However, during the fnterim between the early 1950's and the late
1970's the definition of action research appeared to change. The cri-
teria that scientists and practitioners wo together to study and
solve problems in a rigorous scientific manner seemed to be raduced to
inquiry done by the practitioners themselves, For example Good {1963)
stated, "Such research . « . {3 3 program conducted by teachers as part
of their teaching activity, usually with the advice and cooperation of
research specialists® (p. 322). Borg (1965, p. 319-322), in an edrly
edition of his research methodology text, further implied that action
research was conducted by teachers snd that it was not as rigorous or
difficult an approach to research as *traditional” methods.

In part, such shifts in the definition of action research mey be
explained by the move to emphasis upon application of Vinear r and d
procedures to education problem solving. MNonetheless, the research

ERIC -
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atilization {ssves which pervaded the original development of action
research continued to pose problems for the educational research com-
munity and the advancement of knowledge about teaching pointed out
even more strongly the fmportance of teacher participation in the re-
search process ?sn next section of this paper for further discussion).
Thus, as noted earlier, beginning in the mid-1970's, new and expanded
views of collaborative research in education began to appear.

-For example, in 1976 we proposed a research and development stra-
tegy which we termed Interactive Research and Development on Teach-
fng (IR8DT). As defined in the study of the implementation of this
strategy that subsequently took place,

R80T places teachers, researchers, and trainer/
developers together to inquire 3s 2 team, be-
ginning with the initiation of the r and d pro-
cess, into those questions, problems sii¢ con-
cerns of classroom teachers, An IREDT team {s
charged with conduciing research and ‘concurrent-
1y develeping training based on both Their re-
s€arch findings and the research methods and pro-
cedures employed in their study. Decisions are
made collaboratively. For IREDT, this means that
each member of the team has parity and shares
equal responsibility for thep'{ﬁnls decisions
and actions from identification of a question/
problem through compietion of all resultant

r and d activities. (Tikunoff, Ward, and Griffin,
1979, ». 4)

. Building from this general definition, we advanced six features
that must exist in order for an™r and d effort to be judged inter-
active, These are: (1) the team minimally {s composed of a teacher,

2 researcher, and a trainer/developer; (Z) decisions regarding re-

search questions, data collection procédures, materials development,
etc., are a collaborative effort; (3) the problems to be studied
emerge from the mutual concerns and inquiries of the team and, above
all, attend to the teacher's problems; (4) the team attends to both
research and development concerns with knowledge production and use
bath receiving attention from the beginning of the r and d effort;
(5) the r and d effort attends to the complexity of the classroom
and at the same time maintains the irtegrity of the classroom; and
(6) the r and d process is recognized and used s an intervention
(professoinal development) strategy, while at the same time rigorous
as well as useful research and develcpment are carried out. Within
these requirements,

« o o COllaboration is viewed as teachers, re-
searchers, and trainer/developers both workin
with p-rit* and assuming equal responsibiTity to
entify, inquire into, and resolve the problems/
concerns of classroom teachers, Such collabor-
stion recognizes and util{zes. the unique insights

@

. 5

and skills provided by each participant while, at

the same time, demanding that no set of capabil-

{ties s assigned a superior status, It assumés

a work_with rather than a work on posture--the ° e
latter, In the opinion of the authors, being more
frequently the modus operand{ when teachers are

asked to join researchers or trainer/developers

in a 1inear r and d endeavor. (Tikunoff, Ward

and Griffin, 1979)

0ja and Pine (1981) added to the definition of collaborative r
and d by describing what they termed "collaborative action research”.
They suggested that six elements characterized such research. These
characteristics combine features of the research effort itself with
the professional development outcomes required of or attained by the
participants. They are:

1. Research problems are mutually defined by prac-
titgners ar! researchers.

~nN

+ University faculty and classroom teackers col-
Yaborate in seeiing solutfons to practitioners'
problems,

“a

« Research findings arc used and modified in solv-
{ng problems,

-

« Practitioners develop research competencies,
skills, and knowledge, and researchers re-
educate themselves in fleld-based and natur-
alistic research methodologles.

§. Practitioners as a result of perticipating in
the adaptation process are more able to solve
*their owm problams and renew themselves pro-
fessionally,

6. Practitioners and researchers co-author r
search reports. (p. 27) -

Little (1961) outlined three features of collsborative r and d
in education that fncorporate many of the notfons posed above. These
are:

1. The connection between theory and practice is
accomplished at every stage and not attempted
orlycas an afterthought upon presentation of
findings.

2. The interests, questions, and curiosities
that emerge from local experience are repre-
sented {n the reszarch design, along with
{nterests, questions, and cur{asities drawn
from theoretical and empirical literature.

19
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3, Sustained collegial work involving research
and schoo! personnel provides the opportun-
jties for a reciprocal working nhtionsMg

* petween research and practice in which bot
gain opportunity for reflection and.for un- .
e(xpe:tied {nsight into situational realities.

Pa

Fisher and Berliner (1979) svggested yet another form of collab-
erative research which they labeled wclinical inquiry.” in describ-
ing the essence af clinical inquiry, they quoted 3 statement from
Dewey (1929) in which Dewey noted that the mode of {nquiry-to be
adopted in education had to be one in which "educationd ractices
provide the data, the subject satter; which form the grobﬁem'. of In-
quiry, [Moreover, these practices have to bel . o 4 the final test
of valwe of the conclusions of all researchers® (p. 3).

Fisher and Berliner went on to point out that cooperative work by
the teacher and the researcher can generate knowledge about 2 broad
range of teaching/1earning phenomenon while the team also is working
on & specific classroom problem situation, They noted that open dis-
cussion betweem the clinician and the teacher, and mutusl *negot{ated”
sqreement on the goals of the {nquiry and acceptable evidence for
change were essential components of clinical inquiry. The combination
of rigorous research and clinical practice was proposed as a medns for
studying educational phenomend that are complex, dynamic, and extend

over time.

Using the sbove definitions of collaborative r and d, three fac-
tors seem to undergird the current work in this area. First, re-
searcters and practitioners work together, Second, they focus on “real
world" as well as theoretical problem. Third, the participants gdin-
mutual respect for one another_and grow {n their insight into and un-
derstanding of instruction, In addition) Tikunoff, et al., and Little
add a fourth requirement--is concerted attention to development and im-
plementation issues from the beginning of the r and d process.,

Some aspacts of this definition are consistent with two defini-
tions for collaborative given {n Webster's New World Dictionary, Here
collaboration is defined as: to work Jointly with others esp. in an
{ntellectual endedvor, and to cooperate with an agency ar instrumental-
ity with which one is not ismediately connected. (Hopefully, 3 third
Webster's definition -- to cooperate with or -assist, usually willingly,
an enamy of one's country and esp, an occupying force -- does not ap-
ply to collaborative research efforts in education,)

Mowaver, te carry out collaborative research and development
that meets the above criteris and at the same time produces rigorous
as w1l as usefu) outcomes at reasonable cost is not 2 simple task.
Mergendolier (1979) outlined several factors that must be given par-
ticular attention in order to accomplish successful collaborative re-
search, The factors revolve around the composition of the team, As
Mergendoller states:

|

Tk

It 1s important to recognize the very real dif-
ferences which exist in their [e.g., teachers,
researchers, trainer/developers) ways ‘of think-
{ng about the social world of schools, and not
to sweep under the rug an important -- and ulti-
mately productive -- distinction between the con-
cerns and expertise of these individuals, . .
Although the members of the collaborative team
may make sense of the world as 2 result of dif-
fering epistemological stances (MacKay, 1978),
they are skilled professionals with their own
distinctive capabilities, This diversity s to
be celebrated, for the outcome of the effort to
labor together has the potential to exceed the
sum of the individual contributions. (pp. 3-4)

>

Having pointed out th? strengths of the muitiple ‘rol'es represent- =

“ ed on a collaborative research team, ‘Fergendol ler indicated that dne

factor that must be considered is the possibility of conflict #mong
team members, He emphasized the importance of ironing out such con-
flicts based on a desire to achieve goals that had been established
mutually by the team, He stated,” "No set of capab:lities held by any
{ndividual can be considered superior to those capabilities held by
the others, and the concerns of each team member must receive the at-
tention of the remaining members” (p. 6). Me then suggested that the
researchers and teachers on the team will talk“differently and talk
about diffe:ent things. = As noted by Greene (1979) he indicated that
words. 11ke "variable," “practice,” and *evaluation® will gain special
mednings depending upon the context {n which they are used and the .
training of' the individual who uses them, and -suggests that:

{n noncollaborative research and development ,
conceptual communication between researchers

and teachers is often strained, or nonexistent,
Common 1inguistic conventions are not establ ish-
ed, and a research design which has been careful-
1y constructed by the researcher may 1ook 1ike

so much gobbledygook to the classroom teacher. R

Given tiis natural breach of tanguage, andymore

{mportantly, the thinking it represents, a col- 4
. laborative research effort must take special

pains_to ensure that the different members of the
collaborative team use the same language and un-
derstand each other’s concerns. (p. 1

Much of the above discussion has stressed the fnvolvement of the
teacher (or other practitioners) at a1l stages of the collaborative
inquiry process., Kennedy (1979) suggested that this need not neces-
sarily be the case. She outlined five collaboration roles that teach-
ers l.light play depending upon the mode of inquiry, While thé fndivid-
uvals 'who provided the earlier definitions may not concur with Kennedy's,
views, given the collaborative research to be discussed later, these
roles warrant consideration,
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One role §s as 2 mudel of teaching. In this rnle the teacher is
observed while tesching and may participate in various interviews but
does not engage in other facets of the r and d effort. Another is as
2 model/participant. MHere the profess:onal performance of the teacher
1s observed and, 'l‘n addition, the tescher receives verbal and/or writ-
ten feedback from the oiserver which, in turn, may stimulate a dialogue
that leads to reformulation of the research question., A third role {s
a5 a data collector. Teachers collect data in their own classrooms
und/or In the classroons of other teachers. They meet with the re-
searchers to discuss and interpret the data they collect. A fourth
role s as a co-investigator. In this role the teacher assists in all
stages of the r and d e,t'ort. A f{fth role is as a practitioner con-
sultant. Teachers in this role deccribe and analyze 3 wide variely of
tlassroom variables and dynamics in terms that are understandable to
both researchers and practiiioners, They help “nterpret and provide
1{nks between researchers and teachers f1111ng one or more of the other
four collaborative roles. Regardless of the role thev play, Kennedy
suggests that teachers broaden The problems to be studied and provide
insights into teaching and learning that cannot be obtained without
their involvement. In this regard, she echoes the views of the re-
searchers whose concepts of collabcrative research were presented above
and other researchers in the field of education, Further elaboration
of these reasons for conducting collaborative r and d follows in the
next section of this paper.

Reasons for Conducting Collaborative Research

The beginning of this peper discussed one of the major reasons
for conducting collaborative r and d. That is to increase the rele-
vaiace of the research to the problems and concerns of the educstional
practitioner and, thus, to increase the 1ikelthood that r and d out-
comes will be utilized by practitioners to improve educational prac-
tice. An equélly compelling reason is that {nvolvement in the r and d
process of teachers (and other practitioners) is required {n order to
investigate and understand the complexities of teaching anc learning
as they occur in the classroom, The types of inquiry advocated as the -
methods most 1ikely to yield salient new understandings of classroom
processes require acquisition of phenomennicgical Information and in-
sights that must be provided by the practitioners, Yet another rea-
son is that attention at 811 stagessof the r end d process to (a) the
connect fons between theory and practice and (b) the use of the research
varfables, data collection procedures, and the research findings as
aeans for improving practice can shorten the time lapse between ad-
vancement of theoretical knowledge and:its application in {nstruction.
Further discussion of each reason follows.

Increase Use of R and D Outcomes

A common theme advanced by those who have advocated collabora-"
tive r and d has been to involve practitioners in the cntire r and
d process in order to increase the applicability and usefulness of
the r and d outcomes, Clark (1976), for exsmple, stated:

The process of inquiry will hamilifo be brought
closer to the point of effective action in edu-
cation, 1.e., will involve the direct participa-
tion of practitioner agencies in 311 tha process
of educational Rand D. (p. 7)

The assuaption s that resesrch andidevelopment that involves practi-
tionars will be perceived as felevand and useful by them and, hence,
use of that research to improve practice will occur. The néxt section
of this paper reports on the [findings /of several studies of collabora-
tive r and d, Data from two &f these/ studies 11lustrate the potential
of collaborative r and d to ac such an expectation.

in our own study of Interactive R and D, we asked 3 Jury of teaca-
ers who had not been invalved {n the actuzl research efforts to Judge
the usefulness of the outcomes. In terms of usefulness and applicabil-
ity of the research done by the San Diego IREDT team (see discussion
{n later section of their study of classroom distractions), the jury
members indicated that three aspects of the research were useful &nd
applicable. First, after reading the research report {particularly
the teachers' case studiesf. the jury members indicated they were able
to identify sinilar varfables in their otm classrooms. They noted that
the language used to describe the variables was teachers' languags so*
another teacher could grasp the concept. As one juror said, *The con-
cept was sufficient for. we to.conjecture or to extend and elaborate in
my own head what 1 could do with that. What 1'm reading in this report
{s sufficientiy familiar conceptually -that I can [use 1t] in my own
situation” (Tikunoff, Ward, and Griffin, 1979, p. 317). Second, the
Jurors pointed to the fact that the study identified specific things
teachers could do to improve practice. Third, they noted that the
data collection methods could be used by teachery to look at their own
classrooms and categorize their own behavior. A Juror stated, “It's
the concepts that are in this work that assist me . . . even though
the specific finding [thing to do] isn't directly applicable, 1 can
use their methods to find My own.” .

. Yan Nostrand, Pettigrew, and Shaw (1980) ziso came to several
conclusions that support the argument that collaborative r and d pro-
duces results that will be used by practitioners.

After reviewing the literature thit presented the most recent
theories on writing instruction, surveying existing writing meth-
ods texts, and working with teachers to determine what sorts of
writing {nstruction actually goes on in classrooms, They stated:

k3

- . any systematic improvement in writing in-
struction must evolve from the context of xriting
{nstruction; the design for such improvem:nt should
be based on what teachers actually do and framed
11 terms of how they perceive what they do. And
coilaborative resezrch has the capacity to derive
such information. (p. 121

Jrt
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Fisher and Berliner (1979) discussed additional explanation, be-
the absence of practitioner {nvolvement, for the lack of lwpact
of research on practice. These included «the lack of rewards for
\mivorsity-based profess%oml people who engage in helping.rlther than

1Hshing « o o Land] the continuing reliance on ‘reports’ S the
final product of many projects, with the accompanying beli{ef that re-
prints of reports 1ead to changes in classroom pehavior of te.chers
and students® (p. 45). From this standpoint, the participation of
and svatus given the university pfofessionn who does collaborative
research while helping others and the {nvolvement of 3 trainer/de-
veloper in the collaborative process may be seen as features that add
to the capability of the strategy to impact educational practices that
are outside as well 3s within the K-12 school setting.

In sum, as Steke {ndicated:

During the 19708 there WS jncreasing attention
{n educational resaarch to the role of the c1i-
ent or user, 1 belleve thet this emphasis will
continue in the 80s. And 1 believe methods of
research will continue to evolve in ways that
observations are pade and shared so 23 to be more
cemprehensible and useful to users. (1980, Pp. 1)

Facilitate Investigation of the CQluitles
of Jeaching an earning

The complexity of classroom 1ife has been studied, described and

. discussed by researchers such 28 Jackson §!968) and Smith and Geof frey
(1968). wore recently Bronfenbrenner (1976) outlined an er.alogical
perspect ive ‘of education that presented 20 propositions related to
analysis of the properties of the system at four levels of complexitye.
Tikunof t (1977) noted that “what we csll classroom teaching and learn-
ing is enbedded {n a complex myriad of {nterdependent variables, 31l
of thew situationally spacific”® (pe 2)e Doyle (2977) reminded us
that:

It is clear that classroans Are not single-purpose
*tearning® environments that exist for short per-
fods of time as is often the case in laboratory
studies. Nor is the teacher's task confined to 3
few selected behaviors that occur during 3 tvo-
hour period in october, as s often assumed in
many observational studies. (. 4)

Kennedy (1977) also refarred to “the complex array of human/environ-
sental behaviors and variables which influence classrooms events,
phenomend, and processes” (p. 2)e

As reparted by W shier (1979), Delamont (1976) demonstrated that
*an adequate understanding of the meaning and significance of profile
differences for clasroom pehavior and learning can only be provided
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through information about the contexts of behavior: the subject mat-
ter taught, the physical setting of the classroom, the personal ‘front’
of the teacher, and student opinions and {nterpretations of teacher
behavior® (p. 7). Goodlad (1977) made 2 similar point relative to the
school curriculum:

Clearly, there are quite different curriculum
domains, what teachers think it is, what observ-
ers perceive it to be, and what students per-
celve and experience, And sO there sre at least
three data sources to be utilized in arriving at
ronclusions about what the curriculom 1s. (b

Ward (1977) indicated that to gain an understanding of the phencaena
of education, knowledge needed to be obtained regarding: (a) the per-
spectives of those {ndividuals who engaged in teaching and learning,
(b) the processes of teaching and learning, and {c) the context with-
{n which teaching and learning occur. Sronfenbrenner (1976) and others,
e.9., Carini (1975}, emphasized the {mportance of the phenunnological
perspective, participants’ iews of the situation, {ncluding a multi-
plicity of meanings when more than one {ndividual {s involved, are con-
sidered essential for understanding educational phenomend. Further,
data collection methods are recognized as {nfluencing what is observed
snd, thus, what 1s *known,” Percelved reality, particularly partici-
pants’ perceptions of the conceptual defimiticns explicit and {mplicit
in a given research design, are considered to be pspecially {mportant
for validation of exper imental manipulations and outcomes.

Thus, awareness of the multi-dimensionality of teaching and ‘learn-
{nq as they occur in the classroom has i1atroduced a need for data ac-
quisition and data analysis procedures appropriate to this complexity.
A predominance of researchers writing in this area, question the suit-
ability of traditional research zethods, Ststements by Bronfenbrenaer
anc'i l'ﬂshler sum up these views. According to Bronfenbrenner’s (1976)
opinfon: :

To state the thesis in its briefest and boldest
form, contemporary educational researches are
characterized by experimental designs that are
primarily statistical rather than scientific;
that is these designs enable us to predict the
concommitants of certain combinations of condi-
tions but not to understand the causal connec-
tions that produce the observed effects. (p. 159)

Wishler (1979) identified a paradox:

One side of the paradox {5 that we 81} ¥now that
humzn action and experience are context dependent
and can only be understood within their contexts
. . . We rely on context to understand the beha-
vior and speech of others and to easurz that our
own behavior is understood, implicitly grounding
our interpretations of motives and intentions in
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context . » o the other side of the paradox is
that this ordinary and commonsense understanding
of meaning as context dependent has been excluded
from the main tradition of theory ond research in
the social and psychological sciences and in the
application of this tradition to educational re-
seerch, As theorists and researchers, we tend to
pehave as 1f context were the enemy of understand-
ing rather than the resource for understanding
which it is in our everyday 1ives. (p.2)

In the search for research methods -- more specifically data ac-
quisition and data analysis methods -- that facilitate study of the
msltipie dimensions, variables, meanings, etc., that appear to be sim-
ultaneously occurring in the classroom, considerable attention is be-
ing given to naturalistic study of classroom events and processes and
to procedures for obtaining multiple interpretations of as mny dim-
enzions, events, etc., 23S possible. Maturalistic study {nvolves na-
tural setting, natural treatment and natural behavior as discussed by
Tunnel (1977). Most often such studies emphasize descriptive research
that captures the full complexity of situational, experiential, and
commnicational variables (see Tikunoff, 1977). The work of ethno-
methodologists, ecologists, sociolinguists, and phenomenologists is
gersane. Understanding what is going on develops from many hours of
sensitive observation {e.g., see Slaser and Strauss, 1967, Carint,
1975; Miller, 1977). The views and perspectives of participant as
well as nonparticipant observers of a phenomenon are obtained. In
terms of classroom research:

There appears to be 2 greater respect for the
setting in which teachers work, reflected both

in the inclusion of context variables in data
collection and analysis and in the more modest
expectations concerning the extent to which the
classroom can be easily changed . . o there seems
to be an emerging wareness of the complexities
fnherent in the practitioner’'s world and an at-
tempt to account for this compl2xity in design-
ing research, interpreting findings, and suggest-
ing applicability. {Doyle, 1977, p. 5)

To carry out such research without the full cooperation and col-
1aboration of the person responsible for meintaining classroom 1ife -~
nowely, the teacher -- {s mpossible, Teacher (and student) inter-
pretations of the meanings of events swst be obtained, Matural class-
room settings sust be saintained even though 2 vast array of variables
s studied, Whenever datd collection procedures {ntrude upon that
saturainess, this must be recognized, described and the results ex-
plained, hen the multiplicity of possible variables of interest must
be reduced, these decisions must be based on insights regarding which
comprise the ‘essence of the teaching or learning phenomenon being stud-
jed and which violate it. The teacher has such information, To use
it should add to our wnderstanding of classroom teaching and learning
and increase the 1ikelihood that the informtion necessary for gaining
pew understandings will be obtained.
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Fisher and Berliner (1979) support such views vhen the

4
that “the complex, dynamic and extensive characteristics® o¥ cﬁgit
room teaching/learning phenomenon call for yse of a range of inquiry
modes 1n addition to the “conventional® research process.

Hence, some sort of collaboration may well be necessa
out even_the most basic research on teach{ng if, as statedriyt:'ﬁﬂger
(1977), “the purpose of scientific research is to understand and ex-
plain phenomena® (p. 5), and as noted by Geertz (1980, p. 67), "system-
atic unpackings of the conceptual world™ are needed,

Reduce Time Lapse Between Advancement of Theoretical
Knowledge and Ets Kpplication Tn Practice

The amount of time required to move from the initiation of 2 re-
search effort to wholescale use of the findings from that effort in
classrooms has been another area of concern to both researchers and
practitioners. Those who are responsible for improving practice are
as anxious as the researchers to put significant new information to
use. Several features of collaborative r and d have been designed
to facilitate rapid transfer of useful new knowledge to application
in the classroom,

One approach (IR80T) places 2 trainer/developer on the r and d
tesm from the beginning stages of the r and d effort in order to “in-
troduce the capability for concurrent attention to and development of
training procedures” (TikunofT, Ward, and Griffin, 1979, p. 14). As
we noted in the IRSDT study report (see discussion), such early par-
ticipetion of the trainer/developer incresses the 1ikelihood that
training programs will be developed that utilize the research data
collection procedures to build other teachers' capability to inquire
into the same aspects of teaching in their own classrooms even while
the original research study is still underwsy. In addition, inclusion
:: : tr:in:r/deve\fopﬂion ::'e team eliminates the need for 2 “new"

rson to become familiar with the purposes variables, findings, etc.
of the research in order to move to the appl'ication st;ge. Thg iS-I/Z
wonth timeline required in the IREDT Coudy to complete a resedrch ef-
fort and design and test a training program speaks to the shortening
of the time lapse that may be accomplished.

Another dimension of collaborative research that may reduce the
time lapse is the extent to which participation leads the researchers,
teachers, trainers, etc., to apply the theoretical constructs to im-
provewent of practice within their own professional realms from the
initiaticn of the r and d effort. For exemple, Fisher and Serliner
(1979) note that research, development, and implementation functions
are subsumed into the r and d activity under their clinical inquir
approach. They assume that the inquiry will bring about *positively
nlued_md substantial change, at 1east vhere the field work is con-
ducted” (p. 45). Cahen, Filby, McCutcheon, § Kyle (in press) speak of
the increased understanding of research and educational practice they
gained as a result of participation s researchers on collaborative
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r and ¢ teams, 0ja and Pine (1961) likewise speak to the significant
learning and growth that occur where teachers and university research-
ers work together in carrying out research to solve problems.that con-
cern themselves and the schools. Additional information follows later
{n this paper on several of these studies and this contribution of col-
taborative research. ’

Collaborative Research as a Strateqy

Because collaborative research as a forma! procedure has re-emerged

' relatively recently in the conduct of educational esearch {n general,

there are few comploted pleces of research from which to draw, These
fall fnto twe generdl categories. One group of research has focused
on the process of including teachers in the conduct of research studies
and its impact upon the participants, In some instances, these studies
also have attended to the rigor and usefulness of the collaborative re-
search outcomes. The second group has reported firdings produced using
collaborative research. The studies of the collaborative process will
be discussed in turn in this section, Research by using the collabore-
tive r and d is discussed in tlge\-fonoulng section,

The focus of collaborative fesearch taken in this paper {s upon
{nvolvement of the clissroom teacher in the process of participating
with-researchers and others in the conduct of inguiry into classroom
processes. However, the collaborative process has spread quickly to
involve Others as sell, Thus, for purposes of exsmining collaborative
research as it is manifested today in educational research, the par-
ticipation of school practitioners needs to be extended to tnclude
principals, administrators, and central administrative office person-
nel,

The following udiscussion takes up in turn four general config-
urations of collaborative research currently under consideration in
the literature, These are: (1) Interactive Research and Development,
2 model developed and studied in both 2 wniversity and 2 local educd-
tional agency setting; (2) collaborative research conducted with an
entire school faculty, .wherein teachers and the principal were the
schooling practitioners participating; {3) collaborative research
with an entire school district, in which collaboration wis between re-
searchers and various school district personnel from the central ad-
ministration to the classroom teacher; and (4) university-based col-
laborative research, in which the primary goal fs to establish rela-
tionships for the purpose of the conduct of educational inquiry and
staff development between vniversity staff and schooling practition-
ers. Although these configurations overlap somewhat, we have selgcted
these four categories as 3 way of descriptively emphasizing how they
differ. Examples for each category are provided. Included in the
discussion are those findings about the process of collaborative in-
quiry 1f any, eserging from the study-of each strategy.
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Interactive Research and Development (on Teaching)

As-noted carlier, we proposed Interactive Research and Develop-
ment on Teaching (IREDT) n 1975 as an alternative educational r and d
strategy. The basis for this recommendation built from dewmonstrated
{nadeguacies of the characteristics and outcomes of the commonly-used
1inear r and d strategy. Although use of this strategy currently has
expanded to include 2 variety of practitioner members on the research
team, for purposes of this discussion we will focus on the original
teacher focus of the interactive process.

The National Institute of Education funded an fnvestigation of
the implementation of the IR&DT strategy in 1975 to:

1. investigate and understand the process of {mplementing IREDT
in order to identify and describe the requirements and
characteristics for wguccessful® use of the strategy;

2. determine whether the r and d outcomes that resulted from an
IRSDT approach provided {mportant and useful new informa-
tion, procedures, and processes to the field of education
while successfully achieving {maintaining) commonly accept-
ed r and ¢ standards; and i

3, determine what changes, if any, {n persons and institutions
might result from participation in R80T,

To review, the underlining principies of the IRgDT:strategy place
teachers, researchers, and trainer/developers together to inquire as 2
team into those questions, problems, and concerns of classroom teachers.
#n IRSDT team is charged with the task of conducting research and cotfi-
currently attending to the development of training based both on their
research findings and the methods and procedures employed in their stu-
d’é De:lslons alre wade collaboratively, i.e., teachers, researchers,
and trainer/developers vorkln? with parity and assuming equal respons-
{bil4ty. to identify, inquire nto, and resolve the problems/concerns
of classroom teachers., Such collaboration recognizes and utilizes the
unique insights and skills provided by each participant while, at the
same time, demanding that no set of capabilities is assigned a superior
status. It assumes a work with rather than 2 work on posture -- the
latter more frequently belng the modus gg_e_;_a_gﬂ'iﬁm teachers are asked
to join researchers or tralner/developers n @ linear r and d endeavor.
Parity s granted when team members agree to participate {n IREDT.
Equal sharing of responsibility is achieved only when each team member
assumes his or her share of the research effort based on his or her =
Unique abilities and insights.

In the criginal IREDT study, the strategy was implamented at two
sites--one in an urban setting in California, the other in a rural set-
tirg in Vermont., The settings were selected purposely in order to Ob-
serve IREDT implementation under diverse circumstances.
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The California site wa3 10catsd {n tie S&n Diego Unified School
pistrict, and consisted of four teachers, One researcher, and one
trainer/developer, a1l on the school district staff. The team fo-
cused its research on the strategies and techniques which classroom
teachers use to cope with distractions to classroom {nstruction and
the effectivenass of these techniques in eliminating the distractions.
The data set included quantitative coding of occurrenc( . of distrace
tions and coping strategies, narrative descriptions of teacher-student
{nteractions, and other relevant context {nformation for each class-

see Sehnke et 21} 1981, in next section for a more detailed de-
scription of this research).

The, Yermont site inclvded two cooperating inst itut ions--the Uni-
versity of Versont and the Underhill Independent school District.
This tesn included three teachers, one researcher, and two trainer/
developers., The team focused its research on the relationships be-
tween the mood of the teacher and the teacher's classroom supportive
{nstructional pehavior. The data set included narrative descriptions
of what occurred in each-classroom during reading lessons and during
each teacher's most difficult time of the day. Teacher ratings of 2
Toot:u::gectlve checklist and observer-teacher {nterviews 2130 were
nc .

The sctivities of the two IRSDYT teams were observed from the in-
ception of the research process through compietion of both the final
research and training reports, Analyses were made of team inter-
actions, decisions, and technical assistance requirements. The con-
tributions of each team member were documented at each step in the r
and d process. The *products” of the effort -~ that {s, the research
findings and the teacher training that was developed and tested --
were judged for their rigor and usefulness compared with other edu-
cational r and d outcomes, Six notable findings ewerged from this
study. These are s follows: -

1. The characteristics, skills, and previous experience of
participants appedr to affect the degree to which IRDT
is implemented with high occurrence. of /congruence with

the essential features of the strategy. The presense of
-these features, in turn, is related to the rigor and use-
tulncss of the r and d outcomes.

2. Cosmitment to educational r and d and previous {nvolvement in
such efforts by the partlclpatlng {nstitutions aiso in-
fluences the conduct of IRDT.

3, Orientation to IRSDT is important. 1¢ should be designed
to fit the needs and context of the participating people
and institutions. 11 the required participant skills do

not exist, training in these sills should be included.

Technical assistance should be available throughout an
1R&DT effort. .
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5.

6.

The typical time 1ag between research and development can
be reduced with the IR$DT strateqy.

IRSDT implementation can be cost-effective, resulting in
research which 1s judged as rigorous 33 traditionai edu-
cational research while concurrently divising and imple-
menting staff development based On findings.

As a review/critique activity, 3 seeting of policy decision-
sakers from local education agencies and institutions of higher edu-

cation xas convened to exsmine the results of the IRSDT study. As re-
ported by Lieberman (1979), they advanced 4 recommendations to NIE
with relation to further mplementation of IRSDT, in particular, and
collaborative research, in general.

2.

3

LR

5.

6.

1.

8.

9.

IREDT teams be extended t’ include other cortexts in ad-
dition to those in the original study. -

Roles other than teacher be studied to extend the ¢ and d
{nteraction (e.9., supervisors, teacher trainers,
prlnclpals).

Conmitwents of the cooperating {pstitutions be made
explicit (substitute time, course credits, services,
tenured professors, etc. ‘

initiating institutions show some evidence of experi-
ence with collaboration.

The roles of researcher and trainer/developer be ex-
tended to include 2 larger pool (€.9.. graduate stu-
dents 3s researchers, supervisors as developers).

Communication of {ntra-school and lnter-lnstltutlmal
1inkages be clarified (e.9., regular seetings, news-
letters).

Purposes for conducting IRSDT be clear (€.9., school
{mprovement , nev knowledge, new roles, etc.)

come effort be made to protect 1R80T from being su;rped

by Other {nstitutional demands {€.9.s programs, mandates).

Provisions be made for technica} assistance during m
phases of 1R807,

provisions be made for advisory panel to review and to
communicate with IREDT team 2t regular {ntervals.

Mo less than two Foam members per site be selected to
avoid isolation.

Drientation to IR4DT be given Rore time (up to 5 days).
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g = . descriptions which frequently led to suggestions for how
o 13. Pravisions for initiation of IRSOT be considered in to adjust instruction to achieve what 2 teacher desired.

11ght of school calendar (avoid September “start up”).
* ) 3, A common language which both teachers and researchers can

14, Where possible, interactiveness be extended between . use must be established, Bulduse researchers “talk funny*
IREDT teams. . o and teachers often use educational tems colloquially, 2
. team of teachers and researchers sust establish a language
1t should be noted that since this original study the IRADT thay both understand. The dutho: refers to this as a con-"*
strategy has been used in two studies that are discussed later, sansual lexicon, :
Muling (1981) established 2 collaborative study between researchers
and staff developers from among the Texas Tech University and Teach- As an evaluation the effectiveness of this collaborative activity,
er Corps staffs and teachers of local school districts. Griffin, Howey (1980} conducted 2 separate {nvestigation to determine its ef-
Lieberman, and Jacullo-Noto {1980) proposed further study of IR8DT fect upon the 1ives of the total-school faculty. He ccrducted open-
by extending it to three varying contexts. Called IRSD on School- ended interviews with the teachers, the principal, and the cosmunity
ing, they established teans on which the schooling practitioners were coordinator concerning their perceptions of the experience, Drawing
(1) teachers working out of 2 Teachers' Center, (2) representatives ' on these interviews, he determined that 2 general theme running through
of several school districts working through an intermediate education- the findinys was that school Nrt'c'p.nts considered the experience to
a1 agency, and {3) high school teachers. be among the most valid staff development experiences they had encoun-
. . tered. In addition, four characteristics emerged as being present and
- necessary for the conduct of whole-scheol collaborative inquiry of the
Collaborative Research with-an Entire Faculty sort invastigated: Y
Using a different type of collaborative resaarch, ‘a team of re- 1. Researchers must be perceived 33 being nonthreatening,
searchers from the Far Mest Laboratory for Educational Research and warm, easy-going, and approachable, As well, they must
Development collaborated with an entire elamentary school faculty be perceived to be and demonstrate competence in under-
over 3 two-year period in order to look at instruction ecologically. standing instruction and talking with teachers about
Lach of the 11 teachers in the elementary school idenzified areas of their own classrooms, In addition, it {s important
concern, and questions were specified by teachers working with re- that researchers who collaborate with teachers be or-
searchers. JIn additien, the researchers posed their own questions ganized, follow through and deliver on promises, Final-
which were different than those raised by the teachers, Data collec- 1y, researchers must be prepared to conduct their inquiry
tion was collaboratively performed, and teachers utilized narrative under prevailing conditions, and not alter these artifi-
descriptions of their {nstruction as well as other synthesized data clally.
as feedback and as 2 basis for adjusting instruction. Results are .
reported later in this discussion (see Mitman et-al., 1981). 2. Observations of teachers’ {nstruction must be fedback to
teachers within a relatively short time following the ob-
Mergendoller (1981) reflected on this experience by specifying servation 1f the intent is to aiter {nstruction, In
three conditions which must be presant for successful whole-school particular, narrative descriptions of teachers' instruc-
collaborative research: 4 tion are helpful since they provide an opportunity for’
teachers to review what occurred during {nstruction,

1. Parity must be established and maintained between/among frequently discovering facets of their instruction that
teachers and researchers. Parity is designed as “the : they are unable to observe during the ongoing {nstruction-
establistment of mutual respect. . . when no set of-pro- - al process, Such feedback need not be formal and tied-to
fessional capabilities among teachers and/or researchers prescription of what-to-do-next. The opportunity to talk
{s thought to be superior to those held by Other members with someone about their {nstruction appears to be as ef-
of the research team, parity has been established.” fective as formal feedback devices.

2. Reciprocal relationships must be established and main- 3, Inquiry must be carried out in a my that is consonant
tained. Such relationships emonstrate a natural give- with what 1s known about effective 2dult development.
and-take, or as Mebster states, there is "2 mutual ex- Among these characteristics are {nvolvement of teachers
change of privileges {n <uch relationships. Reciprocity in central decision-making roles in the inquiry, accom-
occurs more frequently when each member of the research modating individual differences among teachers, and pro-
team has something valued to Share with others. For viding all of the above {n an unobstrusive, ongoing
exampie, the ways in which the resesrchers shared their ’ fashion across a sequenced, appropriate length of time,
knowledge to help the teachers renged from assisting with
{nstruction at times, to providing {nsights about narrative .
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4. Inquiry sust be carried out in 2 Wy that s con- .
sonant with psychologlcn growth theory. in par-
t{tular, accommodation of four ingredients sust
be present: (1) 2 balance between action and re-
flection, allowing teachers time to assimilate
what emerges from inquiry into their own class-
rooms; (2) frequent forms of challenge to provide
cognitive dissonance so that teachers are confront-
ed with their own beliefs about teaching; (3) per~ N
sonal support over time, so that while ) and 2,
above, are occurring, teachers do not feel aban-
: doned but supported and encouraged o experiment,
and try new things; and (4) opportunities for role [
taking, er assuming distinctly new responsibilities
such af performing data analysis for thelr own and
. others® {nstructional protocols.

Collaborative Research with & School District .

Problems at-the school district Jevel, which impact the 1ives of
personnel from the central administration to the classroom teacher,
also have been the basis for collaborative inquiry. Two exdmples are
presented here. - '

Research Focused on Staff Development . Little (1981) reports 3
study conducted in co avoration with the central administration,
principals, and taachars in a large urban schofl district undergoing

- desegregation. Outcomes of findings were aimed at improvement of edu-
cational practice and prospects for educational equity. M jor ques-
tions for inguiry were generated from the first year's experience o(
the Department of Steff Development in the school district and focus\ed
on ‘l% relevance, €.9., ractical relevence (accommodating teachers® and
adainistrators’ concerns), theoretical and policy relevance (achieving
increased equity), and social/strategic refevance; and (2) mode, €.9.,
recognizing effects of the school as an organlutloml setting upon
sta”“dm opment 3s 3 Change vehicle. Thus, the research attempted
to gather ethnographic data aimed at (1) producing descriptive accounts
sccounts .in erder te Yead to theoretical speculation and practical re-
form, (2) forming characteristic dimensions of the school setting and
staff development to serve as 3 framework for further tnquicy, and {
elaborating and refining a matrix of centrsl questions to guide sub-
sequent research and practice.

Three pairs’ of schools and their faculties served as the sample.
One 6)ementary 3choo) #nd one secondary school were selected that fit
each of three patterns: "high success” and "high {nvolvement” -
with relation to achievement and staff development; “high success,
Tow involvament;” and “low success, high Imo[vmnt.'

Collaboration involved severa) levels of school éistrict person-
nel. ftaff of the Department of Staff Development helped to formulate
the questions. Principals at each of the schools assisted with elicit-
ing participation of the faculty and participated in interviews.
Teachers participated by’ being interviewed. Teachers were observed

ra]
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during classroom {nstruction and during staff development meetings.

Data collection consisted of interviews with 14 members of the
school district's central Mnlnhptrauon.kms teachers, and 14 ad-
ministrators in 6 schools, observations in the classrooms of 80
teachers, and observations in 6 staff development sessions (a3
well as in hallways, lunchrooms, ‘faculty seetings, etc.). alysis
and interpretation of data and reporting of findings was accomplished
by the researchers. .

in addition to 6 case studies, an across-cases analysis re-
vezled 45 propositions that hypothesize features of work.relations
in schools, and 26 propositions that center on the design, conduct,
and influence of staff development programs. Susmarized, these are:

. 1. The school as workplace reveals characteristics conducive
to influential staff development. In particular, two nomes
appedr critical to school success and bear upon the role
and influence of staff development: (1) expectations of
collegiality, wherein teschers perceive that work is shared
and a spirit of closeness existsi and (2) expectations for
continuous improvement, wherein continved connections be-
tween teaching and ledrning are pursued and> operationalized.

2. Staff development programs are most {nfuential when they
possess four characteristics: (1) they are collaboratively
planned by teachers and staff developers; (2) they are par-

. ticipated in collectively by an entire faculty (or groups
within the faculty): (3) they focus upon relevance leading
to improvement of practice; and (4) they allow for frequent
opportunitigs for application of new practices and these
are the case in 3 continuim of progression toward increased
competence., -]

. Research focused on school district goals. Hord {1981) describes
v and d centés's efforts to

s three year experience of an e ucational r
collaborate with a singl hool district in the conduct of research.

LY

fering goals are {nvolved. This was proposed to be accomplished by

K assisting the  school district to achieve its own goals. An ethnogra-
phic approach was used in order to document "what works" and “what
doesn't work.” R

The school district's primary concerns centered around raising
students' performance Of achievement tests.
research had revealed some promising practices toward achieving this
goal, it ws perceived that collaboration between the two ipstitutions
would achieve mutual godls. '

The strategy agreed upon was to perform aktensive analysis of the
~district's data from their previous evaluation studies. Using this
analysis as a guide, promising teaching practices were to be identi-
fied to alleviate areas of wedkness. A concrete set of strltegles for
. eteachers ws to be produced and implamented, and the effects studied
P . and evaluated.
- 22
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The purpose from the s ndpoint of the researchers was to gain further
' insight into the collaborative process when two institutions with dif-

Since the r and d center’s
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Nerd decuments the circumstances which eventually led to disband-
ing the cooperative agreement, and reflects on lessons learned. Among
these are:

1.

2,

3.

1.

s.
10,

Soth institutions must $hare common needs and interests if
trve collaboration is to be achieved. Only in this way can
each perceive that there is something to be gained by col-

1aborating. s

Jorticipants must sgree co devote the necessary time to joint

endeavors. 1In this case, collaboration was perceived to take
much Jenger since it requires time above and beyond usual ac-
tivities for each participant.

Participants should be "high energy, reaching-out, action-
taking® persons in erder to ensury motivation and continued

progress.

Frequent interaction smong participants {s necessary, both
formally in meetings and 23 often 35 possible {nterpersonally.

Resources sust be shared between tnstitutions, {ncluding funds,
staff, and other resources. Perceived rewards must be con-
sidered by participants to be worth the investment,

Participants who are most collaborative in activities be-
tween institutions probably are the same persons who are col-
Jaborative within their own tnstitutions. These are the
sorts ef persons who should be singled out by participating
institutions and assigned to the collaborative effort.

Control over the process muyst be shared ameng participants,
and a certain smount of risk-taking must be exhibited by ail.

Individuals from opposite institutions should be able to per-
celve colfaborative situations and their potential effects
on the Jsther institution.

Leadership must be positive and sharec.

patience, persistence, and a willingness to share are essen-
tial characteristics of partictpants. .

.

_University-Based Collaborative Resedrch
o >3

The notion of collaborating with schooling personnel for the pur-
pose of conducting research is 3 recent Sut recurring interest of univ-
ersity professors, Four studies serve as examples of attempts to
Initiste this strategy, Two build upon the IREDT model described
sbove, and the other two provide variations. Findings sbout the col-
laborative research process that were derived from the studies are
discussed below. -

F .

.

IRED at Texas Tech University. Huling (1981) adopted the IREDT
model to devise a strategy jor Involving university professors in the
School of Education, Teachers Corps staff, and teachers in local
schools in collaborative research on teachers’ instructional problems.
Based on the premise that teachers do not use research findings and
practices in their teaching, nor do they look to research as 2 means
of solving educaticnal problems, Huling proposed to:

1. determine whether participation in anbllw project resulted
in a significant change of teachers' concerns about the
u:: of research findings and practices in their teaching;

2

2. determine whether participation in an IRED project re-~
sulted in teachers acquiring skills, interests, and attitudes
which were 1ikely to promote their future use of research
findings and practices in teaching.

This study employed a pretest-posttest, control-group design, with
13 teachers in the treatment group and 18 teachers in the control group.
Subjects in the treatment group were participants in an IR8D project
sponsored by the local Teacher Corps project and were provided with
approximately 10 hours of fnitial training fn general research prac-
tices and procedures and in the essential features of Ir and d. They
were then divided into 6 temss based upon their research interests and
tesm membér preferences. Each team cunsisted of one to three teachers,
one university professor who served as the researcher and one person
from the Teacher Corps staff who served as the staff eveloper. Each
team was charged with the responsibility of identifying a research
question, conducting a research project using appropriate methodology
and design, and collaboratively planning a means to disseminate its
research findings.

Data were gathéred through three questionnaires (Stages of Concern
About the Innovation, Research-Teaching-Development Skills, Professional
Development) as wel! as open-ended statements of concern. An analysis
of covariance was performed on the questionnatire data, and the cpen-
ended statements were analyzed using criteria outlined in A Manual for
Assessing Open-ended Statements of Concern About the innovation, Tn
addition, Tnformal interviews were conducted for the purpose of {denti-
fying teachers' attitudes about the use of research findings and prac-
tices {n teaching.

Based upon the analyses and the informal interviews, the following
conclusions were made:

1. Teachers who participated in an IRED projsct demonstrated
significantly greater changes in concerns about the use of
research findings and-practices in teaching than those who
did not participste in an IRED project.

2. Teachers who participated in an IRED project demonstrated
significantly higher resecrch-teaching-development skills
than those who did not participate in an IR8D project.
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3. Teachers who participated in an IRSD project did not de-
monstrate Sienificantly higher interest in professional
development than those who did not participate in an ing0
project. N

4, Teachers who participated in an IRED project demonstrated
a positive attitude about the use of research findings and
practices in teaching.

Huling suggested that the implications of this study include:

1. The integration of the IRED process into more traditional pro-
grams of staff development may increase the effectiveness of
staff development by providing teachers with opportunities to
develop research skills,

2. The addition of a graduate level course using the IRED process
in the course inventory of the university may be an additional
means of addressing the research needs of public shcool prac-
titioners and university research personnel.

3. The smount of field-based research conducted in the future
my be increased by the continuation of an IRED project, in
that -such a project provides wniversity research personnel
with more ready access to public school settings in which to
conduct field-based research.

4, The working relationship of university and public school per-
sonnel may be enhanced through the continuation of an IRSD
project in which persons from both {nstitutions work together

* to study questions of mutual concern.

In8D on Schooling. Griffin, Lieberman, and Jacullo-Noto (1980)
proposed to repiicate the IREDT model in three contexts not previously
investigated, Underwsy since 1980 at Teachers College, Columbia
University, wnder funding from NIE, the study is midway through {ts
three-year span. The three contexts-included in the study are:

" -
1. A Teachers® Center involving four teacher specialists who are
responsible for organizing and operating Teachers® Centers
in their respective schools, and a researcher and staff de-
veloper/teacher trainer from Teachers College.

2. The Board of Cooperative Educations! Services (BOCE), an in-
termediate education agency serving several school districts,
involving four secondary teachers from two of these districts,
a researcher from Teachers College, and 3 itaff developer from
the BOCE staff; and

3. A school district involving four elementary school teachers,

. -2 researcher who is a teacher with a completed Ph.D., and
the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction
as.staff develoner, i

’

The three teams are charged with identifying a research topic of
concern to teachers, produting a-piece of research, and utili2ing find-
ings to develop staff development: for others. At present, the teams
are conducting their research, which wis reviewed and critiqued exter-
nally by experts:in order to sssure quality. -

During the course of each team's-conduct of r and d, the Teachers
College staff {s collecting data concerning the characteristics of the
participants, the nature of team interactions, and the rigor and use-.
fulness of outcomes of the research and concomitant staff development,
Findings will serve to iInform further implementation of the IRSD
strategy. Combined with findings from the Tikunoff, Ward, and Griffin
(1979) study, information should be availadble to determine the charac-
teristics of participints which would predict successful conduct of
IRSD, as well as the nature of necessary technical assistance and re-
sources. - - -

In a preliminary analysis of the ID&RS participants’ perceptions
regarding research and development, Benjamin (1981) utilized a2 ques-
tionnaire which foccused on four.variables:

1. Interest im Subjects for Teacher Education. This
questionnaire included pedagogical, organizational,
and content area items which might be seén as pos-
sible subjects for in service or preservice teacher
education. Participants were asked to indicate (2)
the extent of ‘their own interest in these areas, and
(b) how interesting they believed that teachers in
general perceived these areas to be.

2. Types of Activities for In-Service Education. This ques-
tionnaire included Items designed to elicit respondents’
perceptions regarding the types of activities they valued
as inservice (development) activities.

3. Pperceptions of Major Probiems Facing Teachers, This ques-
-tionnaire was designed to eiict at team members per-

.. ceived to be problems facing teachers and teaching today.
Participants were asked to 1ist five major problems and to :
indicate what percentage of their peers would agree that
each s a major problem.

4. Perception of Skills in Research-and Development. This
questionnaire was designed to out how skiiled each
participant believed himself/herself to be in carrying
our research énd development,

Preliminary analyses of these questionnaires indicated that in the
area of subject matter, participants’ interests were highest in the ways
students Tearn (1earning styles, motivation, reinforcement, retention)
and teacher-student interaction., Other areas of high internst were
evaluating student learning, motivating students, new curricula; and
classroom management .
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In the area of activity types, a1l teams were most enthusiastic
shout the exchange of fdeas with celleagues and visits to successful
programs. These were followed by presentatfons by knowl edgeadle peo-
ple, attendance at professional conferences, independent study or re-
search tncluding self-analysis of teaching effectiveness.

As perceived by the temms, the major problems faced by teachers
included classroom management, discipline, morale, teacher stress, and
tnstructional techniques. Funding and support/encouragement 21so were
seen to de of major importance to a majority of teichers.

In the area of skills in r.and ¢, 211 three teams perceived them

selves as being sore skilled in development than in research on school-

ing. Areas in which the teachers considered themselves to be most
highly skilled ware in the ability to Tead 9roup discussions, moderate
meetings, or facilitate constructive interactions among personnel; the
ability to prepare instructional materials appropriate to a student’s
developmental leve); the ability to record classroom events accurately
and objectively; and the sbility to sequence learning sctivities to
facilitate student learning ip curriculum or 2 set of curriculum mate-
rials. In addition, teachers $e1t they were skilled in knowledge of
procedures and steps used to develop curriculum materials and in know-
ledge vartous instructional approaches that might be incorporated in-
to curriculum materials. Most tesm members (with the exception of the

researcher) expressed greitest weakness in the areas of research design

and statistical techniques,

School Practices leorator¥. The College of Education at the
University o Tzona has orgénized a School Practices Laboratory in
order to increase opportunities for research related to teacher edu-
cation, to snhance the research competence of faculty members, and
to extend and improve fts relationship with the local educational
comunity. Funding i3 frem the university and wis acquired by com-
petition among professional schools at the university.

Three research teams supported by the Schooling Practices Lab-
oratory worked toward these goals during the Spring of 1960, the
first phase of Laboratory activity. the experiences of the research
teams in Phase One provides information concerning the process of
research cellaboration within the college of education and between
the college and 1ocal public schools,

Phase Two af the Schooling Practices Laboratory began in Septem-
der 1980 and contimved through Mey 1981, The decision to fund Phase
Two teams for a full scademic year was based on the experience of
Phase One tesms, which suggested that the teams would function more
product fvely if they could work aver-a full schdol year. One tesm
supported in Phase One was refunded fn Phase Two; as a result, the
benefits ef lengterm funding were investigated. An exsmple of the
research {3 represented by Staley (1980) discussed fn the next
section.

A report documenting findings of the project currently {s under
preparation. Merce, findings regarding use of collaborative research
under this University-based project cannot be reported at this time.
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Collaborative Action Research in Schools, Ju

. st underws
c?Ihborat ve study by professors at two unTversities 0ja ang ::n:
(1981) to investigate the relationship between developmental stages
collaborative action research fn schoofs, and individual teacher

change. Specifically, {ts
following q“est'OHs:’- purpose is threefold, as reflected {n the

1. To what extent do teachers® sta opmen
ges of devel t
woral, and conceptual) fnfluence and affect the chE:g:;
they undertake? The context of the changes?

2: How do the contextual vartables of the school, §
0.y fole
definition, rewards, expectations, noms, sod'al cn'ute.
stfucture, etc. affect individual teacher change?

3. What is the role and impact of action research {
n
motion of {ndividual change? that is the impact o:h:cgg;
research on teachers' psychological development? To what
extent does action research provide support and challenge
for individual teacher change?

According to 0ja and Pine, these questions emanate from t -
ature which suggests that teachers define the nature and chara::e:'::r
‘c’b'\;rfm in a school in qualitatively different ways depending upon the

erences in their stages of development. Stages of development also
appear to affect how they {dentify problems, conceptualize solutions,
develop programs, anc fmplement classroom fnnovations. Teachers® stages
of development also appear to influence their abilfties to assume myl-
tiple perspectives and to use a variety of coping behaviors in dealing
with students, colleagues, administrators, and the unpredictable vari-
ables which impinge on their daily 1ife in the school.

Thus, the 0ja and Pine tnquiry §s directed not only by previous
studfes of developmental stages but also by studfes of grgin?uticml
::::3‘ ::d.cha:ﬁdu;d th: dual concept of collaborative action re~

me ology for collecting data about tesche
3s 3 staff development intervention for promoting changet change and

The study 1s designed to reflect a multiple perspective
takes as its starting point the everyday erpof ﬁasr:oal te:'cll'»:'r‘s.
The study will report the 1ife world of the teacher as perceived by
teachers and told through their own actfon research studies. In ad-
dition to teacher action reseirch data, pre-and posttest measures,
interviews, and observations will be used. The collaborative action
research process will be docuwented and described and the ways in
in which the process affects teachers’ perceptions of themselves,
their writing, their peer relationships, their classroom behavior,
and their teaching will be studied. Case studies of individual change
will be.developgdl which will describe the relationships between a -
teacher's stage of development and a variety of individual change
variables, From the case studies, action research reports, inter-
views, and observations, school contextua) varfables will be {denti-
::\::9:“ described relative to how they affect individual teacher
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Preliminary findings tn the first year of the study will be im-
plemented throur’ﬂ ' te:Zher-designd change demonstration project in
the sacond year. Continued docemestation and data collection ':”t
provide information on the value ef developmental stage theory in im-
proving staff develepment practices and classroom 1nstruct}on.

The value of this inquiry is perceived to lie in {ts power to
generate fmplications for the design and fmplementation of staff de-
velopment programs. Staff development involves tndividual change and
0ja and Pine speculate that is their research about adult develop-
mental stages, collaborative action research, and teacher change will
lead to ways to meke staff development more responsive and more re-
levant in promoting teacher growth and tmproving instruction,

Research Using the Collaborative Strategy

As indicated, practitioners collaborating in the conduct of educa-
tfonal research has re-emerged 3s a viable research process in only the
past few years. Thus, while examples exist as collaborative research
in general (see previous discussion) when the schooling practitioner
participants are limited to teachers only a few pieces of such recent
research have been completed and reported. Several reportg that
do exist in which the collaborative research strategy invoived teachers
are swmarized below by topic of the research.

Classroom Intrusions

Behnke, et al., (1981) reported findings based on research conducted

5 8 team participating in the IRSDT implementstion study cited .above,
The purpose of the tem's study ws to investigate those events which
disrupt classroom instruction and to determine the techniques which
teachers use to cope with these distractions, The problem statement

ws derived, in particular, based on the teachers' perception that 2
useful approach to increasing the time avatlable for instruction fn
their classrooms would be to eliminate as many things that were inter-
fering with teaching and learning as possidble.

In this study three types of observations occurred. Two nonpar-
ticipant observer{ and one pertictpant observer collected data from
different perspectives. One of the non-participant ?bservers collect-
ed quantitative data abmt distractions and teachers' coping tech-
niques using an observation checklist, while the other observer em-
ployed ethnographic techniques (taking detailed descriptive notes re-
garding teacher student tnteractfons). The participant observer wis
the classroom teacher. Tie teacher's insights regarding distractions
that eccurred, the coping techniques that were utilized, and circum-
stances beyond overt classroom actions that may have influenced the
occurrence of and response to distractions, were addressed in a dafly

log.

Eight primary grade teachers perticipated in the investigation.
Four were involved as mesbers of the collatorative r and d tedm from
the identification of the problem and the generation of the research
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design (Level 1 teachers) through the completion of the research and
training reports. The remaining teachers (Level 2) were recrufted
from similar grade levels and schools to provide a larger population
for data collection and participated only in data collection and analy-
sis. As suggested by the types of daté outlined above, the r and d
team's intent was not only to identify the types.of distractions and
coping ‘strategies that occurred.but also to understand the contextual
factors that might have influenced the observed behaviors so as to help
teachers identify effective coping techniques given their specific
classroom situations. In terms of data andlysis and reporting, all
Level | and 1l teachers were actively involved in interpreting both
the quantitative and qualitative data sets. Level 1 teachers also
wrote case studies describing the contextual, distractfon, and ef-
fective and ineffective coping features in their and the counterpart
Level Il teachers' classrooms.

The team found that many distractions occurred, regularly in the
classroom. In some classrooms, distractions occurred at a rate of one
per minute, The kinds of distractions which occurred in the eight
classrooms that were studied were similar. In addition, the efght
teachers used simtlar coping techniques, but the frequency of use and
the manner of utilization seemed to relate to the teachers' management
styles and also to other contextual factors (students and enviromments).

The teachers in the study were receptive to intervention informa-
tion regarding tnstructional changes that would reduce the distractions
tn thefr classrooms. They found some changes easy to fncorporate (e.g.,
proviston of additional penctls and erasers resolved one set of di-
stractfons; rearrangement of classroom furnfture assisted fn reducing
the occurrence of other distractions). Other changes in the use of
coping techniques were not too difficult to incorporate with concien-
tious effort (e.g., using a signal to clue a child that his/her actions
were fnappropriate). Some new coping techniques were difficult to fn-
corporate into the teachers’ coping styles (e.g., not reminding 2,
child of classroom rules.). .

Conclusions related to the strengths and weaknesses of the re-
search methods included strong statements by the teachers about the
complementary nature of the qualitative and quantitative data sources.
They felt these two sources tended to valfdated many findings which
independently might not have been noted. In fact, some of the wedk-
nesses tn the data collection procedures were uncovered by the power
of the quantitative-qualitative design.

Effects of Reducing Class Size

Filby, et sl., {1980) studied the effects upon academic perfor-
msance of students at the second grade when class size was reduced.

Following upon previous research on class size, including 2 meta-
analysts of such studies commissfoned by the project to Smith and Glass
(1979), this study was conducted to fnvestigate the application of
concepts revealed in the meta-analysts to an explanation of class-size
effects. Two sites were involved, one fn Yirginfa and 2 second in
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California, each consisting of two second-grade classes. Teachers and
principals collaborated with researchars to assign some students ran-

. domly from esch of the two classes to & third class, thereby reducing
class size in the original classes from 20,to0 13 in Virginia and 35 to
22 in California. Data collection consisted of naturalistic ocbserva-
tion by nonparticipant observers, predefined quantitative observation
related to specific categories of behavior, teacher journals, and in-
terviews between teachers and researchers.

Collsboretion of teachers consisted primerily of (1) assignment
of student sample to reduced classes, (2) participation in data col-
lection through keeping journals and interviews, and ( 3) informal
discussions and meetings between teachers and researchers during
data collection, Reciprocally, researchers made extrs resources and
essistance available to the teachers.

Analysis and reporting wes accomplished by the researchers. in-
dividual cese studies were prepared for each of the classes. An across-
cases analysis revealed four areas wherein general patterns prevailed:
1" Classroom menagement seemed easier and wis Wore ef-

fective when class-size was reduced. Classes seemed
to function more smoothly with reduced size, and fewer
discipline problems were reported by teachers. Student
attention rates were higher, and students were reported
to be absent less often in the smaller classes.

2, Although teachers were requirad to teach 8 prescribed
curriculum at both sites, some varfation in implemen-
tation occurred. These varied across ithe teachers.
Yarfations included diverting time from whole group
to smal] group {nstruction; completing prescribed work
more quickly; adding curriculum enriciment activities,
or spending time in-depth with lessons;: and including
more time for informal interaction between tedcher and
students. .

3, Increased occurrences of seme form of -individualize-
tion of instruction were observed. These ranged from
increasing teacher's time with each student during
seatwork to decreasing time for informal interaction.
One teacher, in addition, supplemented 9group lessons
with more individualized essignments. On the other

,  hand, small groups which had been & feature of each
of these classes did not change {n structure or size.

4, Teachers' perceptions were that smaller class-size
wes more favorable, They cited the above three
reasons, and in addition commented that they were
more relaxed and felt better about what they were
doing, particularly with having more time to spend
with each child.

k1|

in discussing the outcomes of the research, Cahen, Filby,

McCutcheon, and Kyle (in press) stated that a richer portrayal of
the classroom was possible because the teacher. perspective wes in-
cluded during data collection and interpretation. The noted that
this portrayal was important to {dentifying as many Changes es pos-
sible resulting from reduced class size. They also indicated that
the degree and type of teacher-collaboration can influence the re-
search since the relevance of existing data sources may be ques-
tioned through interaction with the teachers.

Basic Skills Instruction in Process-Centered Teaching

Staley (1980) reports collaborative research focusing on how
basic skills are delivered in 2 classroom in which process-centered
teaching is the mode of instruction. This study derived from 2 set
of studies undertaken by the Schooling Practices Laboratory at the
College of Education, University of Arizona which wes designed to
engage professors and teachers {n collaborative research as 3 way
of bridging and strengthening relationships among members of the
local educational community (see earlier discussion).

The objectives of the study were (1) to determine where, when,
and how basic skills instruction occurred in a process centered
classroom, (2) to acquire baseline data regarding this procedure for
potential use in staff development, (3) .to-collect observationa].data
for potential use by other researchers, and (4) to generate hypotheses
for further study. The two teachers who were the subjects of this stu-
dy team-taught in 2 second grade Classroom, According to previous re-
ports, they had been highly successful in teaching basic skills, but
because basic skills instruction was integrated with all other instruc-
tion -- a basic tenet of the process-centered spproach -- the teachers
41d not know when durjng a school day, and how, basic skills, nstruction
took place. Data collection consisted of six days of nonparticipant
observation over 2 two week period, with observers dictating their
field notes for later transcription, and two days of videotaping class-
room interactions., Analysis was accanplished by the university re-
searchers and one of the two teachers.

thile the findings were inconclusive with regard to where, when,
and how basic skills were taught within this process-centered dpproach
(the research team recognized that scquisition of such data was the
next step to be accomplished, since the research methods employed did
not provide appropriate data for answering their question), the study
revealed weight cconditions under which it was possible for effective
basis skills learning to occur in 3 process-centersd approach. These
are when:

1. Teachers use 3 variety of methods in appropriste ways
at appropriate times.

2. That which s being taught is taught through the use of

meaningful and purposeful context rather than in {sola-
tion of children's real-life {nterests and activities.
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3, Teachers provide direct learning experiences with process P

! Nor individuals. rom field notes dictated by nonparticipant observers based on two
skills of thinking and interacting with other vidu full days of classroom instruction, Setting protocols depicting
the classroom setting and atmosphere in general also were included

4, The teschers aré‘sble to establish a climate of trust, e Eis anatysls

warmth, respect and caring among a1 members-of the class-

room. ) Questd()ms guh:ing the analysis 1n‘m1ch the teachers participat-
5. The teachers ‘sre avare of and have congern for meeting in- ed were: what features of bilingual instruction do practicing
dividual n:ws of children. ve cons 9 bi11ingual teachers in the study sample fdentify as being significant
) ln gb:e;: gm(izt;sg'uition?tin the 1ns:;uction of others in the teach-
6. There is a consistent push or pressure by the teachers to r Sampie at are the perceived consequences for LEPs of the
sanage :tncw that le::ntng 1:':1-:” o’c'cum..g and the s'zn:ﬂ::‘ntsbﬂ:ngual(zi)n;t‘rucgioml features 1d':ntﬂ1ed by the teach-
this learning fs as high as ssible, ers {n the sample at is the frequency with which {nstructional
quality of this ’ rg fs oh po features {dentified as significant by the sample teachers occurred
7. Teschers are able to create of modify curricular activities during instruction when data were collected?
te meet the needs of thei class and their students,
. o meet r roon r : Tttdteach;r'suple consisted of Sabbmngual teachers who were
! . 8. Teachers have a personal and rofessional commitment to nominated at their respective sites as being among the most successful
) oy help ontflnothtr‘:.to share "':ﬂ’ of their ideas, and to bilingual instructors at their site. Of these, 43 were able to accept
~~ _work extra hours if necessary. the invitation to participate in anslysis of their classroom data.
\ ?;:;. avtulysis took"pllce fol)rowing the close of school in Sumeer
In Pis eescription of the research study, Staley included several 1 at each of six sites. Teachers first read their om protocols
cu—tntsh:l’nt y::nlt’ out :;e sorts of analyso{'that e carried out fdent{fying and labeling those instructional features they deemed
and insights that were gained from the collaborative effort. The to be significant in terms of producing positive consequences for
majority ef these should not have occurred, had the practitioners ne¢ their LEPs. Then, they scored the protocols of two other teachers
been on the research tem. For example, he indicates that the par- celected annonymously at their site. For these, they noted when
ticipating teachers viewed the classroom videotapes with the research- significant features/consequences in thse classrooms were similar
ers and described the kinds of things that were done earlier in the to and when they were different from those in their own class, The
ye*ar that lead up to the {nstruct ional processes recorded on the tapes. entire set of analyses then were returned to the research tesm, which
In addition, collaboratory viewing and analysis of the videotapes by conducted 8 constant comparative analysis across the entire set,
the teachers, principal, and two university researchers served to deriving a set of 70 categories of significant features based on
- verify the credibility of the categories of cclassroom activitfes that the language the teachers used to describe the features they identi-
contribute to the learning of basic skills that had originally been fled. These 70 categories were further assigned to eight themat fc
fdentified by the researchérs. Ia tafn, anslysis of the transcript of groups. Finally, a subset of the research’ team conducted a second
the dialogue that occurred during these videotape viewings resulted in analysis across the protocols of 811 58 classrooms to determine
an wnanticipated, but important set of findings. The tem further the frequency with which the .teacher nominated features were observed
{dentified several learning outcomes that are products of good process- to have occurred in the classrooms of the seeple.
oriented education but not standardized test scores, €.9., asking An
t stions, find! nd utilizing resources. alysis revealed that the significant bi1ingual instruction
hrough provoking que s rg and 9 features which the teachers fdentified fell into three general groups:
Jeachers® Percepti of Effective Bilingual Instruction
Jeachers® Perceptions OF g 1. Those features ascribed generally to effective in-

struction of basic skills. These are divided into

Tikunoff, et al., (1981) utilized teachers in the analysis of [
their data as one of several procedures in order to identify signi- . five categories: (a) teacher maintains goal-oriented,
ficent features of bilingual {nstruction. business-11ke atimosphere, (b) teacher clearly pre-
sents information and communication, (c) classroom is
T™his study is part of & large, f1eld-based study of stgniticant managed effectively to obtain md.lﬂntnn students’
bilingual dastructional features and their conssquences for no or lim- engagement in tasks, (d) students’ work is wonfitcred
ited gglish—loman proficient students (LEPs). the study currently and appropriate ddjustments sade to ensure progress
ts into its second phase and is being conducted at eight nattondl toward achieving success, and (e) students receive
sites at the elesentary school level. Among the various data sets frequent feedback such that they know when they have
constructed for the 58 classrooms which participated in Part 1of achieved success or they know what they must do to .
the study were nacrative descriptions of teachers 3s they interacted :2::::';:3!33 These constituted 79 percent of the

with students during fnstruction, These protocols were constructed

Kk
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2. Language development technigues received the next high-
est nusber of nomisations (17 percent). These focused
on both formal development of students’ Yanguage, 1.e.,
lessons allocated to language development, drd informal
development of students’ language, 1.e., strategies for
developing language during another lesson focuS (such as
fnsisting on full sentences when responding). In addi-
tion, language development focused both on nglish-

language proficiency and on proficiency {n the child's
native lenguage,

3. The third group of significant features focused on ethno-
1inguistically-relevant procedure. and behaviors (4 per-
cent), These were characterized by teachers either s
being in response to cujtural cues intiated by students,

- or making use of knowledge of the culture for delivering
and/or mediating instruction, (Because these frequently
occurred during other fnstructional behaviors, only the
most obvious were ‘Inciuded in this latter group. This,
it {s likely that further andlysis will reveal such fea-
tures {n greater depth.)

Speaking to the tmportance of teacher participation in the data
analysis, Tikunoff, et, al, note that participation of the teachers
a1lowed them to deteémine whether constructs would be {dentified that
were important o teachers dut missing from the data collection Scheme
designed by the researchers. T™his, in fact did occur in the ethno-
1{nguistically-relevant procedures and behaviors group. Further, 2
lexicon of constructs or terms was developed that describes signifi-
cant instructional features in teachers' own terms, *hereby increasing
the 1ikelihood of other teachers understanding and recugnizing the
utility of the research outcomes.

Acquisition of Writing Literacy

Researchers at the Institute for research on Teaching, Richigan
State University have been investigating the process of writing in-
struction for the past few years, Clark and Florio (1981) report
one of the studies that has been conducted. This is a naturalistic
study of schooling and the acquisition of written 1fteracy. The
«questions that guided the research were:

1. What is the nature of the process of acquisition
of written literacy as it is realized in school?

2. Mow does the acquisition process work in classrooms?

——————

it
1. 1t should be noted that instruction across this sasple of teachers
was delivered in English-only 65 percent of the time, The reminder
of the time, instruction was deltvered in the child's native lan-
guage or bilingually. -
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3, what are the implications of this tnformation for
curriculum, instruction, and teacher education?

The study was conducted in two classrooms in 2 mid-Michigan sub-
urban comunity. One classroom ws a combined second/third grade, the ’
other classroom was 8 sixth“grade, The research tesm consisted of six
researchers and a two-person tesm of teachers in each classroom. One

teacher was the focal teacher,

The data sets included the following:

1. tield notes of classroom participant observations;

2. periodic videotapes of classroom activity;

3, viewing sessions in which focal teachers discussed
and analyzed videotapes made in thetr classrooms;

4, {nterviews with both teachers and students about
the writing done in their cclassrooms;

5, weekly journals kept by focal teachers recording
their thoughts about the process of writing in
their classrooms; and

6. naturdlistically collected samples of student
writing,

Teachers collaborated in the research by serving as subjects, by
collecting some data as participant observers {n the instructfonal pro-
cess, and by participating in data analysis and synthesis activities
with the researchers. It {s aiso important to note that the research
team was of an interdisciplinary nature, {nvolving researchers from dif-
fering perspectives so 33 to enhance the research.

Findings focused on the forms and functions of writing as an in-
school instructional activity., The 7inal report cites the following:

1. Although it fs commonly lamented that children do
not write in school and that téachers do not tzach.
writing, we have observed that writing {s vbiqui-
tous there. 1f one does not |{mit one’s view to
tormal instruction fn writing, one finds that
writing is, {ndeed, a commonly taken expressive
option in the academic and social 1ife of the
classroom,

2, uriting has many forms and functions in the class-
room. Related to these, children and teacher(s)
play different roles depending on the social con-
texts {n which writing {s undertaken. Somet imes
¢hiidren are {ndividual authors, sometimes they

v tollaborate. Some audiences are present or near
at hand. Others are absent., Sometimes the teach-
er is a helper, sometimes a critic, and sometimes
an audience for student writing.

3. Key among the functions that writing served in the
classrooms studied are the following:
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5.

6.

2. writing to knoweneself and oOthers,

». writing to occupy free tise,

c. writing to partictpate in commmity, and .
d. writing to demonstrate acsdemic achievement.

Each of these functions of writing is an instance
of writing in use within the classroom and/or wid-
er soctal miliey, Fomiliarity with the variety
of forms of writing available and the functions
they can perform fs 3 major pert of what it means
to have acquired written literacy. In the class-
room there is much ncidental acquisition of T1t-
eracy as children and their teacher(s) engage in
everyday social and scademic 1ife.

Writing is 2150 taught explicitly and directly.
However, it s not taught and/or planned for in
terms either of discrete compositional or grammat-
fical skills or in temms of individual lessons or
activities. Rather more typical {s the long-range
planning for writing that results {n the develop-
ment of occasions for writing, Occasions for writ-
ing appear to be meadningful instructional wnits
for teachers. They are typified by the following
features:

a. occasions for writing have 2 duration Ioﬂq’3
enough to link multiple activities,

b, activities constituting an occasion for writing
arise in the context of or are planned with re-
ference to classroom and community 11fe,

c. activities are linked thematically over time
within an ocassion, and .

d. activities constituting an occasion are expres-

sive in nature and may involve multiple modes

on the continuum of oral-written expression

. le.9., writing, drawing, speaking before an

audience, reading, etc.).

Occasions for writing frequently involve skill

integration both among the tanguage arts of speak-

ing, Vistening, reading and writing, and across
subject areas. In addition they often {ntegrate
schoo) and non school Vife experiences of the stu-
dent writers,

Occasions for writing require a range of kinds of
teacher planaing including the ad-hoc seizing of
epportunities to write in the course of everyday
school life; proactive planning to develop ways
to support and meintain expressive activities;

- post-hoc reflection upon classroom 1i{fe and writ-

ing to identify potential occasions for writing

n N

and ways to enrich them es opportimities to use
multiple expressive forms and per{orm miny com-
municative functions; and creations of curriculum
for and with students in an instructional area
marked by the absence of prepared materjals, dis-
trict mandates, or ready-made evaluation instru-
ments. (Clark et al., 1981, pp. .22-23)

While the results of this study add much to the 1imited knowledge-
base regarding writing and acquisition of written literacy, the impli-
cations proposed by Clark and Florio warrant sttention here, They
make the following recommendations: .
1. That descriptive studies of school writing in set-

tings different from those documented by this study
should be undertaken.

2. More focused descriptive, correlational, or ex-
perimental studies of specific factors identified
{n this study as important elements in school writ-
ing be conducted.

3. Inquiry into ways of relating research on written
1iteracy ({ts process and findings) to the practice
of teaching should be made. '

Throughout the research report, Clark and Florio mentioned data
sources and findings that were accessible because of the teacher par-
ticipants. For instance, they noted the issuies with which the
teachers wrestied explicitly or implicitly (underline emphasis is
ours) such as the question of lu'a;ence. i*e use of models, etc.

They suggested that these issuves constituted an answer to the ques-
tion, *Why s writing difficult to teach in school?” They brought

out the “sense-making” of participants fn complex teaching and learn-
{ng activities, They discussed the ways in which they used teacher .
thinking to obtain interpretive -frameworks to apply to other infer-
ences they themselves drew from various data sets, They pointed out
the importance of grounding recommendations for the practice of
teaching in the wisdom and experience of practitioners in ordeér to
facilitate future use of the processes of inquiry and the findings

of research. ¢

i

hole-schodl Inquiry Concerning Common ISsues

As noted earlier, Mitman, et al., (1981) conducted inquiry with
an entire elementary school faculty. One plece of collaborative re-
search which was accomplished within this inquiry included answering
the questions of the 11 participating teachers. At the same time,
this portion of the overall study focused on the general research
question: When instructional events are studied from the ecological
perpectives, what relationships appear to produce more successful
outcomes for students?
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The tample for this study consisted of 10 of the teachers and
their 219 students. The data set consisted of classroom observations,
seme of which focused on the teacher and some on target students;
teachertreports, teacher {nterviews, and student interviews. The
classroom observation data consisted of narrative, descriptive pro-
tocols. The teacher reports consisted of self-reports by five of

- the psrticipating teachers on the instructional events that were ob-

. ‘,_f_",-:,—";:s\crud in which the teachers were given 2 14st of questions about
: /nnt they intended to accomplish in the lessons that were observed

. and ‘asked to respond to these questions on their own while talking
fnto an audio-cassette recorder. Five other teachers were interviewed
by the researchers before and after the observed lessons. These in-
terviews asked the teacher to describe the activities that were
planned for the lesson and to comment on the skills students would
be required to use, and how they expected various students to perform
(pre event interview). In the post event interviews, teachers were
asked to Sive their fmpressions of how the activities had gone and
Mow particular students had performed, The students interviews were
conducted with the target students. The interviews foccused on 93~
thering student percept ions about the lesson and their own perform-
ance,

A cross-classroom analysis of the questions of interest to the
teachers revealed three emergent themes that were included in the
data analysis, These were: (1) how teachers could encourage co-
operative behavior among students, (2) how independent learning
skills could be developed in students, and (3) how discussion skills
could be developed in students so that they participated productively
in class discussions, Using the above data sets, case descriptions
were developed for @ach class. A cross-cases analysis revealed the
following findings with relation to "what worked" to produce the
three desired-outcomes listed dbove. These were:

1. To establish cooperative behavior among students,
teachers should:

2. Establish formal, explicit task structures
that require cooperative behavior;

b. Specify who is to work with whom;

¢. Specify who is to do which part;

d. Specify what is to be sccomplished by each
participant and all of the students in 2 group
collectively.

2. To esteblish independent learning skills, teach-
ers should:

2, [Establish specific assigmments where in-
dependent learning skills are to be used; .
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¢. Specify general objective students must work
toward;

d. Allow students to independently select and re-
search particular topic(s) or sublsglgmnt(s);

e, Teach students appropriate skills for finding
and using best available resources,

3. To develop discussion skills, teachers should:

2. Plan for discussion period within context of
recitation lesson;

b. Select topic related to the experiences of
all children;

c. Teachers increase swareness of their own verbal
behavior;

d. Encourage participation of all studonts,
The researchers also obtained answers to their questions. The

results indicated that in classes where students showed the most

competent participation -- by staying on task, {nterccting with the

teacher and other students in appropriate ways, and producing 3 work

product of acceptable quality -- several work-activity features werd\ /

observed in combination that were not present in classes where stu-

dents showed less competent participation. These features included:

(1) the greater use of formal grouping arrangements so that students

recelved more supervision and teacher assistance; (2) assigmments

where students were held accountadble for a.specific amount of work

to be done during the period; and (3) assignments where teachers

guided students throug the lesson content.

From the collaborative research viewpoint, this study adds yet
snother dimension to the value of the research strategy per se. First,
it shows that teachers and researchers need not necessarily seek an-
swers to the same gustions, However, addition of the teachers® ques-
tions expands the data analysis to areads that might not otherwise be
pursued. Second, the lntent-actul—behlvlor-lnterpretatlon of what
was accomplished that served 3s the nucleus of this study could not
have been obtained without teacher collaboration. It represents the
type of in-depth complex data to which we referred in the earlier
discussion of the reasons “for collaborative research.

’

How Children Learn to Read

A plece of collaborative research which has been underwsy for
several years {s being conducted by Chittenden and his colleagues
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et ETS. The fundamental goal of the project, according to Thittenden,
et al., (1977) ts "to document and analyze the different ways that

TFiTdren move into the skills of beginning reading anG progress to-

ward reading profictency.” Along with document ing individual chil-
drens’-patterns in this resard, the study also hopes to develop 3

theoretical framework for explaining childrens' reading behavior and .
progress.

Teachers have been involved in planning and developirg research
procedures, fn data collection, in data analys{s, and in reporting
findings. Thirty-seven teachers were tnvolved the first year, and
others have since Joined the research effort, Teachers serve as par- i
ticipants on 2 team consisting of, besides themselves, an observer
and a researcher. Oatd collection includes interviews with students,
somples of their work, oral reading samples, general classroom ob-
servation, and interviews with teachers focusing on target students
learning and development, , N

£

Writing Instruction at the Elementary School

Another collaborative study of writing tnstruction at the ele-
mentary school level has been conducted by Van Nostrand, et .,
(1981). The focus of this study was upon the niture of writing in-
struction: Mow teachers instruct elementary sSchool students in
writing, what forms this instruction takes, what activities engage
students during writing fnstruction, and what the effects of this
fnstruction fs upon student writing itself. As a result of the re-
search, a descriptive model of writing {nstructfon was developed
which accounts for both the characteristics and the variattions of
this instructfonal process.

Researchers vsed a nomination procedure to idantify nine success-
ful teachers of writing. They were invited to participate in the re-
search and became integral members of the research team, Besides the
teachers, three researchers from 3 university comprised the team,
Teachers collaborated by forsulating data collection procedures, col-
lecting data, analyzing data, and interpreting findings. The nature
of the research required that data be collected and analyzed in cycles,
each succeeding cycle buflding upon and informed by the previous cycle,
In this wey, fmplicit theories about writing instruction became public,
and writing instruction practices and students’ responses to the task
desands h&erent in these that were observed in earlier cycles pro-
vided information for categorization and testing in the next cycle of
data collection. Across time, a set of constructs were developed,
collaboratively derived by teachers and researchers, to describe the p
process of writing instruction and the activities engaged in by stu-
dents during this fnstruction,

41

Among the wide variety of data analyses that were conducted by
the collaborative team was {dentiffcation of several kinds of student
characteristics and juxtaposition of these with the writing outcome.
The data that were derived supported the teachers' insights about the
erfects of the varfous characteristics on writing ability. Grade
level was either unrelated to writing outcome or related so impre-
cisely that it appeared to be of 1ittle use in developing a scope and
sequence for progressive control over the constraints on the writing
process, Socioeconomfc Status and gender also appeared to have little »
effect on students® abflities. On the other hand, ability in reading,
abtlfty and mthematics, and writing at home were positively related "“]:' .
to changes in the error patterns of the writing outcome. 3/;,

-

The research effort also buflt around the investigation of ways
to design effective writing fnstruction. Collaborative research was
{ntegral to the work to be carried out because the components of writ-
ing instruction in the classroom needed to be modified and menipulated
to answer this question. Further, the researchers felt that it was
important to have teachers describe what they .did tn writing Instruc-
tion, These descriptions emphasized the recursive quality of this
task. The researchers indicated that this critical feature of instruc-
tion probably would not have been found without such teacher input.
Based on the data collected, the reserchers concluded that writing
{nstruction is far more complex that in {t generally thought to be,
and this complexity lies in the responsive nature of the teacher's
{nteraction with indfvidual students at their tasks.

Summar:

A summary of how teachers participated in the research process
:n ‘trhs‘eight pleces of collaborative research presented above appears
nTat" . 1,

The steps fn the research process depicted in Table | begin with
tormslation of the research question and move to formulating data
collection procedures, collecting data, analyzing it, interpreting
and reporting findings, and implementing findings. In a “pure® form
of collaborative research, the teacher would be fnvolved in all these
steps. As can be seen from Table 1, only the Behnke, et al., (1981)
research involved teachers fn each of these steps. A CautTonary note
is necessary, however, This table is merely descriptive and should
not be misconstrued to be evaluative, There are good redsons for in-
volving teachers at various stages of the conduct of a piece of re-
search given the nature of the inquiry. Thus, we, by presenting this
informetion, are not advocating that teachers ought to be involved
at every stage,
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Table !
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follaborative Activities Involving Teachers in Research

Yeachers collaborated with reserchers In the following:
ormulat-[Formulating Tnterpre-{ImpTement-
STUoY ing Re- {data collec-|Collect-| Data tation, |ing find-
- search  [tion proced-{ing data| analysis reporting}ings !
Question jures “1findings
' L4
Statey (1900) X )
Tikumoff, ot ﬂ.,‘l”o) X
Clark, et IT.71 1) X X
Sehnke, et a1, {(1981) X X X X X
Filny, e¥al; (1980) X X
Mitman, € al. (1981) X X X
Chittenden, et al. 1980) 3 X X X
Yan Nostrend, et al. X X X X
(Tyeny
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Nevertheless, the table reveals that in this collection of col-
laborative research studies, teachers most frequently were utflfzed
as partfcipants fn the process of data analysis, and next most fre-
quently for cellecting portions of the data. This would indicate
attendance to ene of the propositions stated earlier, that teachers
previde through their fnsights deeper wnderstanding of both the con-
text in which teaching and learning take place and the complexity of
the Classroom as a social-instructional system. 1In addition, teach-
ers in Malf the studies contributed to formulating data collection
procedures. This lends credence to another proposition stated
earifer, that data collection procedures which are most naturalistic:
to the classroom will yield the most useful data for describing fn-
structionel prectices fn ways that teachers wnderstand,

Only three studies wsed tedchers to forsulate the research ques-
tions. This s not surprising given that most research is a part of
2 researcher’s career agenda or is formulated in the office of a fund-
ing agency. Another three studies used teachers to interpret and re-
port findings. Given the busy lives of teachers, we propose that
their fnavolvesent 1n this activity fllustrates a high level of commit-
ment. Fimnally, two studies utilized teachers to tmplement findings.
In both $nstances, this wes an integral part of their research design
which s not an usual educational resegrch requirement, This does
not sugeest that implesentation requirements, should not be inciuded.
It enly states that, typically, they are not.

These data sppear to support what we stated earlier: the defi-
aftions of collaborative research differ across the various studies.
Where collaboratfon §s utilized, 1t is grounded in the procedures
used. In srder to advance our knowledge regarding the payoffs of
cotlaborative research, it is important to understand why and when
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practitioners are included in the r and d process and to learn how
they contributed to and/or detracted from the actual research. Only
in the Behnke, et al., study do we know this information. (This wes’
obtained because 1T wis conducted during the study of the {mplemen.
tation of the 1REDT strategy.) B8y studying other collaborative re.
research efforts, as is being done with the current IR&D on School -
fng study at Teachers Coliege and the Oja and pine (1981) study
cited earlier, additional information about the contributions of
collaborative research will be obtained.

Conclusions

Based on the above review of the definitions of collaborative
research being applied by various r and d teams, the reasons for con-
ducting collaborative r and d, the studies that have been completed
of various collaborative research processes, and the outcomes of 2
tew {llustrative research studfes, in our opinion, the following con-
clusfons may be drawn:

1. Because the forms of collaboratfon vary, the definition of
what.constitutes “collaboration” fin research aiso varfes, The def-
fnitfons seem grounded by the participants and the fnstitutions they
represent, but generally four elements seem to be essentfal charac-
teristics of the collaborative research process as it 1s defined in
the “ideal sense”: (a) researchers and practitioners work together
at all phases of r and d process, {b) the research effort focuses on
*real world® as well as theoretical problems, {c) mutual ?rovth and
respect occurs among all participants, and (d) attention s given to
development and implementation fssues from the beginning of the
r and d process. .

2. Research conducted toward understanding the collaborative
process has focused on the process 1tself as well as upon the par-
ticipants. Across this body of research e set of partictpant char-
acterfstics and process variables is emerging which predicts success-
tul collaboration. Sufficient of these characteristics have been
tdentified in multiple studies to recommend their use by others in
organizing and operationalizing collaborative research activity.

The fnclude participant characteristics end previous experfence,
parity and communication issues, tnstitutional relationship matters,
and timeline fssues. In addition, these studies reveal the sorts of
nso«;rces and technical assistance that are necessary to sustain such
an effort.

3. Research on instruction tonducted utilizing the collabo-
rative process wherein teachers end researchers {and sometimes oth-
ers) are the participants is, at the very least, more difficult to
accomplish than research conducted without this collaborative par-
ticipation. Four characteristics are descriptive of research on
which teachers have been collaborators:
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(»)

(b)

(c)

(¢)

(e)

Teacher collaboration -mekes more possible fnvestigating
and understanding the complexity of the fnstructionat
process and the context fn which classroom instruction
occurs.

While findings are not unusual when compared to noncol-
laborative research, they appear to be more robust and
externally valid.

Teachers perceive the findings from collaborative re-
search in which teachers were participants to be more
{mmediately useful beceuse varfables apparently are
described and defined using terminology which seems more
satural for the classroom teacher. ,

Teachers who collaborated 1n the research utilize the
data collection procedures and processes for inquiring
into their ewn classrooms and making decisions about
adjusting instructfon,

ANl participents obtaia new fnsights and understandings
about their and the other participants® roles in the
educatfonal process.

Finally, we would Tike to restate a récommendation that was

made in the origfnal IRADT study: .

ERIC

[Collaberative r and ¢] should be wsed for con-
ducting 2 portion of the educatfonal r and d ef-
fort at the national, state, and 1ecal education
levels, The more the r and d outcoms are in-
tended to result in tmprovements in education
that are to be used by classroom teachers, the
more {mportant the use of the strategy becomes.
(Tikunoff, Ward, and Griffin, 1979, p. 484).
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BEWKE, 6., LABOYITZ, £, M., BEWETT, J., CHASE, C., DAY, J.., LAZAR, €.,

MITTLEMOLTZ, D, Coping with classroom distrctions. The Elementary
School Journal, 81, 3, January, 1981,

In this article, the San Diego IRADT team prezents their study and.the
mode] which emerged during the implementation of the IRSDT strategy. 5

The purpose of this study was to investigate those events which disrupt
clessroom instruction and to determine the techniques which teachers use to
cope with these distractions.

In this study three types of observations occurred. Two non-participant
sbservers and one participant observer collected dsta frca different perspec-
tives. One of the non-participant observers collected quantitative data us-
tng an ebservation checklist, while the other observer employed ethnographic
techniques (taking detailed rotes), The participant observer was the class-
room teacher, The t.ucher's {nsights regarding distractions and coping tech-
niques utilized and circumstances beyond overt classroomfactions were addressed
tn a daily. log. !

Eight primary grade teachers participated in the {nvestigatfon. Four
N were involved in the {dentification of the problem and the generation of the
research design (Level ] teachers). The remaining teachers (Level 2) were
recruited from similar grade lev. s and schools to provide a larger population
for data collection.

5

In this study, it wes found that there were many distrctions occurring
regularly, In some classrooes, distractions were occurring at a rate of one-
per minute, The kinds of distractions which occurred {n the eight primary
grade classrooms were found to be very similar. The eight teachers of the
study used similar coping techniques, but the frequency of usé’ and the manner
of utilization sesmed to relate to the teachers® management styles and also
JLto other contextual factors (students and enviroments). o

LAY

The teachers in the study were receptive to {ntervention’information.
They found some changes @dsy to {ncorporate {e.8., additional pencils and
erasers resolved one set of distractions; rearrangement of class:oom furni-
ture assfsted in redrcing the eccurrence Jf other distractions). Other
changes in the use of coping techniques were not too difficult to incorporate
with conscientious effort {e.s., using 3 signal to clue 3 zhild that his/her
actions were inappropriate)., Other new coping techniques were very difficult,
or not possible, to incorporate {nto the teachers’ coping styles {e.9., ot
reminding a child of classroom rules). <

Some additional conclusions relate to strengths and weakness of the re-
search methods. One strony point wis the complementary nature of the quali-
tative and quantitative date sources. These two sources tended to validate
many f4ndings, which independently might not have been noted. Actually,
some 0 the weaknesses ‘n the data collecting procedures were uncovered by
the power of the quantitative-qualitative design,
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This preliminary report provides an overview of IR&DS participants’ per-
ceptions regarding subject and activities for in-servite education and their
own research and development skills, ‘Three teams that are currently partici-
pating in the Interactive Research and Development on Schooling project ac the
Horace Mann-Lincoln Institite responded to four questionnaires 1n fall 1980.
The questionnaires were as follows:’ *

1. Interest in Subjects for Teacher Education, This questionnaire
nciuded pedagogical, organizational, and content area items which
might be seen as possible subjects for tn.service or pre-service
teacher education. Participants were asked 4o {ndicate (a) the
extent of their own interest in these areas, and {b) how interest-
{ng they believed that teachers in general pe:;ceived these areds.

2. Types of Activities for In-Service Education, This questionnaire
‘ncluded Ttems designed to elicit responden L 3 percepticn{ regérd-
1ng'u'\:'types of activities they value as inservice (deveYopment)
activities. .

<

3. Perceptions of Major Problems Flcing Teachers. This questionnaire
was designed to elicit what tem ers perceived to be problems
facing teachets and .teaching todsy. Participants were asked to

11st 5 major problems and to indicate what percentage of their peers
would agree that each is 2 major problem,

4. Perception of Skills in Research and Development. This questionnaire
was designed to 7ind out how skilled each participant believes him-

self/herself to be in c‘arrying out research and development.

©
Preliminary analyses of these questionnaires indicates that in the area of .

subject matter, participants’ interest was highest in the ways students learn

(learning styles, mot{vation, reinforcement, retention) and teacher-student in-

teraction. Other areas of high interest were evaluating student learning; mo-
tivating students; new curricula classroom management, ‘

In the area of activity types, all teams were most enthu_shstﬂ; about the
exchange of ideas with colleagues and visits to successful programs, These
2 were followed by presentatfons by knowledgeablz people; attendance at profes-

* ¢ional conferences; independent study or research including self-analysis of

teaching effectiveness.

rl » .

* The major probless faced by teachers included classroom -naqm'ﬁ"t. gis-
cipline, morale, teacher stress, and instructional techniques. Funding and
support/encouragement were also problems seen to be of major importance to 2
majority of teachers. .

In the area of skills in rid, a1l three teams perceived thewselves s
being more skilled in developnent than in-research on schooling., Other areas
that teachers considered themselves most highly skilled were in the ability

s
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¥
tructive in-
discussions, moderate meetings, or factiitate cons
::r‘a::‘t’u’\:mmg nnoﬁm;; the‘obﬂt:yltt‘a pr?pc‘r: :;\‘:t:gﬁ::;alour::;:;ls
appropriate to 2 student ‘s developmentd evel; ALY equence
room events accurately and objectively; in the ad y
‘I:l:::in a:tivmes to faciiitate student learning in curriculum o(r’ s'ett:’a‘f
cvrricuiun mterfals. in additien, teacbers'felt th:y T"-:::Ir}:h :nd :n
ocedures and steps {n developing curricuium
:::':.nmog;"of various instruct fonal approaches that might be {ncorporated

into curriculum metertals.,

d
t members {with the exception of the researcher) expresse
gnat::: u::::ess in thi areas of research design and statistical techniques.
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CLARX, C.M., FLORID, S. and others. Understanding writfng in schools: A
descriptive study of writing and fts fnstructfon in two classrooms.
Final Report, East Lansing, NI: Institute for Research on Teaching,

BI.

.

This report details a naturalistic study of schooling and the acquisi-
tion of written literacy. The questions that guided the research were:

1, what {s the nature of the process of acquisition of written liter-
acy as it fs realized in school?

2. How does the acquisition process work in classrooms?

3, wWhat are the tmplicatfons of this tnformation for currfculum,
fnstruction, and teacher education? ~

The study was conducted in two classrooms tn a mid-Michigan suburban
community. One classroom wds 2 combined second/third grade, the other class-
room was-a sixth grade. The research team consisted of 6 researchers and 3
two-person team of teachers in each classroom. One teacher was the focal
teacher.

The data sets fncluded the following:
1, field notes of classroom participant observations;
2. perfodic videotapes of clessroom activity;

3, viewing sessions tn which foca) teachers discussed and analyzed
videotapes made in their classrooms;

4. finterviews with both teachers and students about the writing done
in thetr classrooms;

5. weekly journals kept by focal teachers recording their thoughts
about the process cf writing fn their classrooms; and

6. naturatistically collected semples of student writing.

While' the results of this study add much to the limited knowledge-base
of writing and acquisitions of written 1iteracy, the implications proposed by
Clark and Florio warrant highlight here. They make the following recommenda-
tions:

>

1. That descriptive studies of school writing in settings different
from those documented by this study should be undertaken.

2. More focused descriptive, correlational, or ,gxperhentel studies
- of specific factors identified n this study as fsportant elements
in school writing be conducted,

3. lnquiry into ways of relating research on written literacy (its
- processes and findings) to the practice of teaching should be made,
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FARMER, James A, Ind{ s, Interactional Research, P2
R per presented at the
&v:;alli:;clting of §Ee I:Erican TducatTona Xesearch Associatfon, New York
’ .

~

The objective of the inquiry was to develop tndigenous research methodo-
legy aimed at minimizing the gap between educational research and practice.
::'ob:::.n:u:.:a::: t: produceta ﬂnal.d:r even a complete solution to the

, r to suggest 2 proc
D oie) closure. 99e~ procedure which, if employed, would provide

Alternative ways te bridge the gap were exsmined, fncluding various
types ef 1inkage Systews as well as tnéuctive and deductive approaches, Grow-
fng out of this examinatfon, a process was developed which combined theoretical-
éeduction and empirtcal-deductfon with a procedure which had {ts derivation in
symbolic interactionist theory and methodology. The resulting combination,
referred to as Indigenows, Interactional Research, was designed to msximize
1::::::1?:0&“:\ the researcher and a practitfoner in analyzing educational

nces.

In a field test of this process, groups of adult Tearners were videota
A ed
{n individualfzed projrammed fnstruction, group process fnstruction, and 2 P
combinatfon of the two. Inductive and deductive {nteractional analysis of the
:;::gh::u resulted in the generation of deciston and conclusion oriented
es.

to bJM primary 3dvantages of Indigenous, Interacttonal Research would seem
¥
1. Such research fs capable of producing tndigenous educational
hypotheses generated through tnductive and deductive inter-
action between researchers and practitfoners {n relation to
naturalistic educational data.

2. Hypotheses generated by this process would seem to be parti-
cularly valuable fn understanding, controlling, and predicting
educational practice,

3, Hypotheses produced by thts kind of reszarch can be used by
practftioners in program planning (Coladarci and Getzels, 1955).

4, Causal explanitfons can be inferred from analyzing the type of
non-2xperimental data dealt with in this type of research
through the use of path analysis (Wittrock, 1969).

Indigenous, Interactional Research, 23 described in this paper, cannot
be expected to completely close the gap between basic research and educa-

tional practice. By supplewenting other types of basic and applied research
however, it can provide 3 way to minimize that gap. P '

55

5 “

FILBY, N, CAHEN, L., MCCUTCHEOM, G. and KYLE, D. What Happens {n Smaller
Classes: A Summary Report of a Field Study. Tan Francisco: Far
Yest Laboratory for esearch and Development, 1980,

Following upon previous research on class size, fncluding 2 weta-
analysis of such studies commissioned by the project to Smith and Glass
(1979), this study was conducted to investigate the applicatton of con-
gepts revealed in the meta-analysis to an explanation of class-size ef-
ects.

Two sites were operationalized, one {n ¥irginia and a_second in
california, each cons isting of two second-grade classes. Teachers and
principals collaborated with researchers to 3ssign some students random-
ly from each. of the two classes to 2 third class, thereby reducing class
size in the original classes from 20 to 13 in Virginia and from 35 to
22 in California. Data collection consisted of naturalistic observatfon
by nonparticipant observers, predefined quantitative cbservation related
to specific categories of behavior, teacher Journals, and fnterviews be-
tween teachers and researchers.

Collaboration of teachers consisted primarily of (1) assigoment of
student sample to reduced classes, (2) participation {n data collection
through keeping journals and glving interviews, and (3) informal dis-
cussions and meetings between teachers and researchers concerning the
research durtng data collection, In addition, researchers made extra
resources and assistance available to teachers.

Analysis and reporting was accomplished by the researchers. In-
dividual case studies were prepared for each of the classes. An across
cases andiysis revealed four areas where{n general patterns prevailed:

1. Classroom mandgement seemed easier and was more effective when
class-size was reduced. Classes seemed to function more smooth-
1y with reduced size, and fewer discipline problems were re-
ported by teachers. Student attention rates were higher, and
students were reported to be absent less often in the smller

classes.

2. Although teachers were required to teach 2 prescribed curri-
culum at both sites, some var{ation in {mplementation occurred.
These varied across the teachers. Variatfons {ncluded divert-
{ng time from whole group to small group {nstruction; complet-
{ng prescribed work more quickly; adding curriculum enr{chment
activities, or spending time {n-depth with lessons; and more
time for informal {nteraction between teacher and students.

*

3. Increased occurrences of some form of_indfvidualization of in-

struction were observed. These ranged from tncreasing teach-
er's time with each student during eatwork to {ncreasing time
for {nformal interaction. One teacher, {n addition, supple-
mented 9roup lessons with more {ndividual tzed assignments. On
the other hand, small groups which had been a feature of each
of these classes did not change {n structure or size.
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4. Teachers® perceptions were that smdller class-size was more
favorablc."ﬂley cited the above three reasons, and {n addi-
tion commented that they were more relaxed and felt better
about what they were doing, particularly with having more
time to spend with each child.
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HORD, S. M. Morking Together: Cooperation or Collaboration?) Austin,
TX: Research and Development Center for Teacher Education,
February, 1981.

)

In this paper, the author holds the premise that collaboration
and cooperation, as descriptions of operational processes between either
{ndividuals or organizations sre distinctly different. Each mode re-
quires different kinds of {nput and each yields different sorts of
return. Given the premise, questions to be asked are: how are
they different; what requirements can be expected when using each
model; what are the subsequent rewards; and, not to be overlooked,
what {s the value in distinguishing between them?

This paper briefly addresses these questions. The basfc issue
of whether or not collaberation {s different from cooperation was
confronted as the result of the analysis and synthesis of events in 2
case study on the “collaborative process.” Because of different
connotat {ons people attributed to the words, expectations of what
thay meant as operational processes varied greatly within the same
“collaborative project.” Some people used the terms {nterchangeably,
while others attributed very different qualities to the processes.
Dverall, while the participants’ opinfons were that the prcject had
failed as a collaborative effort, they conceded that cooperation had
occurred.

The case Study supports the author's assumption that the success
of a collaborative venture depends to a great extent on its clear
definition of exbectations by all parties involved, and a consequent
agreement of the goal to be shared which will direct the process
to fts mutual conclusion. Without these two elements, true collabora-
tion will not occur other than a fluke. Collaboratfon is not possible
without cooperation, but the {nverse it not true. Collaboration re-
quires a great deal more, but ideally, its product yields more.
Cooperation {s possible with lesser effort because it does not re-
quire shared goals, a1though it aiso can be done more smoothly when .
expectations are ciear. Collaboration and cooperation are both valued
models, each serving a unique purpose, but in order to choose the
appropriate model for the situation, thei; differences and their re-
quirements must be understood. This puper offers 2 beginning to that
understanding, and offers also & “rough draft” of models for esploy-
{ng either the cooperative or collaborative process.

1Author's {ntroduction.
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HOWEY, Kenneth R, Dimensions of Professional Development in Collabor-
T ative fry: Perce . n Fran-
cisco: rar West Labora esearch and. Develop-

wment; 1980.

. The author reports the results of his inquiry into perceptions

. of eleven elementary school teachers at a single school, their princi-
pal, and community coordinator fn terms of thefr pariicipation in col-
laborative imquiry (for a report of the actual inquiry conducted, see
. Mitmen et al., 1981, and Mergendoller, 1981).

The entire scheol faculty participated with researchers from the
Far West Leboratory for Educational Research and Developmeat in col-
1aborative research the objective of which wss to inquire concurrently
into all of the classrooms of a single elementary school in order to
develop propositions for whole-school effects on students outcomes,
The author interviewed the participants in an open-ended format to de-
termine the effects of collaborative fnquiry on their own instruction
as well as their perceptions of research in general.

A ganeral theme running through the findings {s that school par-
ticipents considered the experience to be among the most valid staff
development experiences they had encountered, This was reported to
the author tn an unsolicited manner. In addition, four characteristics
emerged as being present and necessary for the conduct of whole-school
collaborative inquiry of the sort investigated: -

: 1. Researchers must be percefved as being nonthreatening, warm,
easy-going, and spproachable. As well, they must be per-
cefved to be and demonstrate competence in understanding in-
structfon and talking with teachers about their own class-
rooms. In additfon, tt is {mportant that researchers who
would collaborate with teachers be organized, follow through,
and deliver on promises. Finally, researchers must be pre-
pared to conduct their inquiry wunder prevafling conditions,
and not alter these artificfally,

2, Observations of teachers® instruction must be fed back to
teachers within a relstively short time fcllowing the obser-
vation 1f the intent {e to 2lter fastruction, [n particular,
narrative descriptions of teachers’ finstruction are helpful
since they provide an opportu;nity for teacher to review what
has occurred during fnstruction, frequently discovering facets
of thefr instruction that they are unable to observe during
the act of fnst-ucting. Feedback need not be forms? and tied
to prescription of what-to-do-next. The opportunity to talk
with someone atiout their instruction sppears to be as effec-
tive as formal feedback devices.

3. Inquiry must be carried out in a way that is consonnant with
what 1S known about effective adult development. Among these

characterisiics are fnvolvement of teachers in central de-
> cision-making reles in the inquiry; accommodating individual
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differences mong teachers; providing experiences which de-
monstrate, experiment, and feedback fnformation about fn-

struct{on; and providing all of the above in an unobtrusive,

ongofng fashion across a sequenced, dpproriate length of
time, -

Inquiry must be carried out in a way Lhat is -onsonant with
psychological growth theory. In particular, accommodat {on
of four ingredients must be present: (1) a balance between
action and reflection, allowing teachers time to assimilate
what emarges from inquiry into their own classrooms; (2) fre-
quent forms of challenge to provide cognitive dissonance s0
that teachers are confronted with their own beliefs about
teaching; (3) personal support over time, so that while (1)
and (2) are occurring, teachers do not feel abandened but
supported and encouraged to experiment and try new things;
and (4) opportunities for role taking, or assuming distinct-
ly new responsibilities, such as performing data analysis
for their own and others' instructional protocols.
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WILING, Lesiie L. The Effects on Teschers of Participation tn an Interactive
Research and Dc-eTopment Project. Unpublishe ssertatfon, Texas Tech

niversity, Kugust, IJBI; and pape* presented at Annual Meeting of the

Aserican Educational Research Association, New York City, 1982,

Based on the premise that teachers do not use research findings and
practices in their teaching, nor do they look to research as a means of solv-
ing educational protlems, Huling proposed to:

1. determine whether participation in an IRSD project resuits in 2
significant change of concerns of teachers about the use of research
findings and practices in their teaching; and

2. determine whether participation fn an IR&D project results in teach-
ers acquiring skills, interests, and attitudes which will likely pro-
mote their future use of research findings and practices in teaching,

™is study employed a pretest-posttest control 9roup design, with 13
teachers in the treatment group and 18 teachers fn the control group. Sub-
jects in the treatment group were participants fn an IRED project sponsored
by the local Teacher Corps project and were provided with approximately 10
hars of tnftial training in general research practices and procedures and in
the essential features of IRSD. They were then divided into 6 teams based
upon their research interests and team mewber preferences. Each team consis-
ted of one to three teachers, one university professor who served 3s the re-
searcher, and one person from the Teacher Corps staff who served as the staff
developer. Each tesm was charged with the responsibilfty of identifying 2
research question conducting a research project using appropriate methodology
:t;d destgn, and collaboratively planning a means to disseminate its research

ndings.

Data were Sathered through three questionnaires (Stages of Concern About
the Innovation; Research-Teaching-Development Skills; Professional Develop-
ment) as well as open-ended statements of concern. An analysis of covarfance
was performed on the questionnaire data; and the open-ended statements were
analyzed using criterfa outlined in A Manual for Assessin Open-ended State-
ments of Concern About the Innovation. In addition, Tniormal inierviews were
conducted ror the purpose 0 entilying teachers' attitudes about the use of
research findings and practices in teaching..

Based upon the analyses and the formal interviews, the following corclu-
sions were made:

1. Teachers who participated fn an IRSD project did demonstrate sig-
nificantly greater changes in concerns about the use of research
findings and practices in teaching than those who did not parti-
cipate in an IRSD project, .

2. Teachers who participated in an IRSD project did demonstrate sig-
nificantly higher research-teaching-development skills than those
who did not participate {n an IR&D project.
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2.

Teachers who participated fn an IRSD project did not demonstrate
significantly higher interest in professional development than
those who did not participate in an IR&D project.

Teachers who participated in an IRSD project did demonstrate 2
positive attftude about the use of research findings and practices
in teaching.

{mpitcations from this study include the following:

The integration of the IRSD process into more traditional programs
of staff development may increasa the effectiveness of staff deve-
lopment by providing teachers with opportunities to develop research
skills. .

The addftion of a graduate level course using the IR&D process in
the course fnventory of the university may be an additional meins
of addressing the research needs of public school practitioners and
university research personnel.

The amount of field-based research conducted fn the future may be
{ncreased by the continuation of an IR&D project, in that such 2
project provides university research personnel with more ready

access to public school settings fn which to conduct field-based

research,

The working relationship of university and public school personnel
may be enhanced through the continuation of an IR8D project in which
persons from both institutions work together to study questions of
mutual concern,
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JACULLO-NOTO, Joann. Inside/Outside -- Who are the Experts? Collaborative
. Staff Developsent els. Paper presented for the Rational Institute
of Education, November, 1981,
This paper addresses the practical issves in designing collaboretive
sodels of staff development programs. The issues are:
0 Who should be involved in a staff develspment progras:
0 MWow are teacher concerns determined in a staff dev2lopment program?
o Is staff development professional or personal development?
o How can external assistance be used effectively?
0 What are the positive effects of collaboration?

In 1ine with these issues, Jacullo-Noto presents 3 review of the liter-
ature, as well as past and current research and draws the following conclusions:

1. Staff dcvelol’l!';t needs to begin from the teacher’s perspective.

2, Teachers meed to participate from the needs assessment stage on
through the process to evaluation,

3, Teachers need continued support, rewards, and the materials to
bring about improvements in teaching and learning.

4, Teachers need to be mede sware of their increasing competence
as the staff development experience proceeds -- it is essential,

S, For successful staff development, 1t i3 essent{al how one bal-
ances the expertise of teachers and ddwinistrators inside the
district with that of external assistance agents.

6. Assessing and then tapping the.strengths of the district {s the
first step to sorting out what external help {s needed, thus
allowing the district to engage external assistance agents in
2 collaborative and productive manner.

7. Knowing the teachers® needs from their own voices gives the
district a powerful base from which to enter a collaborative
arrangement. These drrangements require frameworks and guide-
1{nes developed dy the participants,

-

Q 6 J
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1]
LIEBERMAN, A, Report of Proceedings of Seminar on Adasptations of Interactive
Research and Development on Teaching. Wew York, NV Teachers TolTege,
oTumbia University, 1979,
’

This paper {ncludes the history and background of Interactive Research
and Developnent on Teaching (IR&DT) and the circumstances under which the need
for, a discussion and exploration of the adaptation of the strategy arose.

it further describes the procedures and substance of a3 two.day seminar
at which problems and possibilities for the use of the IREDT strategy were
discussed. Participants included a university professor, an associate super-
{ntendeat of an urban district, a teacher association leader in 2 rural set-
ting and an Associate Dean for Field Services.

The paper draws togéther recurrent themes addressed by the participants
which appear to be considerations to be attended to in variovs adaptations of
the strategy. The recurrent themes were regional differences, contextual
differences, rol: adaptations, differences of purpose, reward structures, and
extension of IRSUT. .

Lieberman concludes this paper with specific recommendations:

5

1. IR8DT teams”be extended to Include other contexts in addition to
those {n the originai study.

2. Roles other than teacher be studied to extend the réd interaction
(e.9., supervisors, teacher trainers, principals).

3. Commitments of the cooperating institutions be made explicit (sub-
stitute time, course credits, services, tenured .professors, etc.).

4, 1Initiating institutions show some evidence of experience with col-
laboration.

5. The roles of researcher and trainer/daveloper be extended to include
a larger pool (e.g., graduate students 3s researchers, supervisors
as developers).

6. Communication of intra-school and inter-institutional linkages be
clarified (e.9., regular meetings, newsletters).

7. Purposes for conducting IREDT be clear (e.g., school {mprovement’,
new knowledge, new roles, etc.).

8. Some effort be madas to protect IRSDT from being usurpod by other
institutional demands (e.g., programs, mandates).

9. Provisions be mede for technical assistance during all phases of
IR$DT,

10. Provisions be made for advisory panel to review and to comunicate
with IR3DT team at regular {ntervals.




R .

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L .

v

o

11. Mo less than two tess mewbers per site be selected to avoid
isolation, ®

12. Orientation to IREDT be given more time {up to 5 days).

13. Previsfons for initfation of IREDT be considered in 1ight of
school calehdar (avoid September “start up®).

- 3
14, Where possible, interactivéness be extended between IRLDT teams.
< . N
-
&2 .

-...~1,‘7‘
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LITTLE, Judith W, School Success and Staff Devel nt in Urban De-
segregated Schools: * A Summary of Recently . ;etea Research.
Wgﬁgmm—armmlmmr{ﬁ%mmn
Research Association, Los Angeles, Californta, 1981,

Collaborative reseirch to examine the nature, role, and fmpact for
staff development fn an urban desegregated school“district fs the focus
for this research. Outcomes of findings are aimed at {mprovement of“
educational practice and prospects for educaticnal equity. Major ques-
tions for inquiry were generated from the first {ur's experience of .
the Department of Staff Development in the school district and focused
on {ssues of relevance, e.g., practical relevance (accommodating teach-
ers' and administrators’ concerns), theoretical and policy relevance
(achieving increased equity), and socfal/strategic relevance; and mode,
e.g., recognizing effects of the school as an organizationsl setting
upon staff developmeri as change vehicle and to inform teachers' afd
administrators’' concerns vor improvement. Thus, the research attespted
10 gather ethnographic data atmed at (1) producting descriptive accounts
in order to lead to theoretical speculation and practical reform, (2)
forming characteristic dimensfons of school setting and staff develop-
ment to serve 33 3 framework for further inquiry, and (3) elaborate
and refine a matrix of central questfons to guide suhsequent research
and practice. . f

Three pairs of schools and their faculty served as the sample.
One elementary school and one secondary school werg selected that fit
each of three patterns: “high success® and "high fnvolvement® with

relation to achievement and staff development; *high success, low fn-
volvement;” and "low success, high fnvolvement.* R

Ce .

Collaboration involved several levels of school district personnel,
Department of Staff:Development helped to formulate the questions.
Principals at each of the schools assisted with elfciting participation
of the faculty and participate tn being interviewed and observed during
classroom instruction and during staff development meetings.

Data collection consisted of {nterviews with 14: ers of the
schoal district's central administration, 105 teachers, and 14 admini-
strators n six schools; observations in the classrooms of 80 teachers,
in six staff development sessions (as well as in hallways, lunchrooms,
faculty meetings, etc.). Analysis and interpretation of data and re-
porting of findings was accomplished by the researchers.

In addition to six case studies, an Across-cases anslysis revealed
45 propositions that hypothesize features of work relations fn schools,
and 26 propositions that center on the design, conduct and influence of
staff development programs. Suaarized, these are:

1. The school as a workplace reveals characterfstics conducive
to influential staff development, In g:rﬁcuhr two norms
appear critical to school success and bear upon {he role and
influence of staff development: (1) expectations of coile-
Qlalitx. wherein teachers percefve that work 1s shared and
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2 spirit of cleseness exists; and {2) expectations for con-
tinvous improvesent, wherein continued connections between
teaching and learning are pursued and operationalized.

Staff deveiopoent programs are most influentia) when_they -
possess four characteristies: (1) they are collaboratively
planned by teachers and staff developers; (2) they are par-
ticipated In collectively by a faculty (or groups within the
faculty); (3) when the focus 1% upon relevance leading to
improvement ef practice:. and (4) when they allow for frequent

sportunities for application of new practices learned, and
::en these can be cast in a continuum of progression toward
increased competence,
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MERGENDCLLER, John R. Mutual Inquiry: The Role of Collaborativé Re-
search on Teaching In Schooi-Based Stall Ueveiopment, K paper -~

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Re-
szarch Associatfon, Los Angeles, California, 1981,

This paper reflects on the two-year experience of a research temm
from the Far West Loboratory for Educational Research and Development
collaborating with an entire elementary school faculty {n the conduct'
of instructional research, Purposes of the research are described in
Hitman et al. (1981) and an evaluation of the process in térms of fts
effect on the faculty is described in Howey (1980).

Collaborative research s defined by the author as “"research con-
ducted inside the classroom by two or more fndividufls with different
role orientations and professfonal concerns. In its most basic form,
[1t] fnvolves the mstual inquiry of 'a researcher and 3 teacher into
educational problems of {nterest to both.” In this research, eleven
elementary school teachers at a single school each identified problems
of concern to thefr taaching, and researchers collected ethnographic
data during instuctfon fn their classes to develop data for analysis.
Thus, collaboration of teachers included tdentification of the ques-
tions, collecting data (fn terms of dictated reflections and participa-
tion in interviews), and using data in both narrative and reduced. form
to make dectstons about adjusting tnstructfon, particularly with regard
to alleviating problems which led to their initial concerns.

The requirements for this sort of collaboration, according to the
author, are:

1.

2.

3.

Parity must be established and maintained between/among teach-
ers and researchers, Parity is designed as “the establishment

of mutual respect . . . when no set of professional capabilfities

(among teachers and/or researchers] is thought to be supertor

to those held by other members of the research team, parity has

been established. -

Reciprocal relationships must be established and meintained.
Such relationships demonstrate a natura) givg-and-take, or as
Wehster states, there s *a mutual exchange of privileges in
such relatfonships.® Reciprocity occurs more frequently when
each member of a research team has something valued to share

with others. Examples cited ranged from assisting with instruc-

tion at times, to providing {nsights about narrative descrip-
tions which frequently led to suggestions for how to adjust in-
struction to achieve what a teacher desired.

A common language which both teachers and researchers can use
mist be established. Because researchers “talk funny® and
teachers often use educatfonal terms colloquially, a team of
teachers and researchers must establish e language they both
understand. The author réfers to this as a consensual lexicon,

6R°
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MILLER, D. 8. Roles of maturalistic cbservation in comparative psychology.
American Psychologist, March, 1977.

Comparative psychology is replete with laboratory investigations of
snime] behavior to the conspicuous exclusionn of naturalistic observations.
In this paper, five roles, with corresponding examples, are considered by
which systemstic, quantified field research can dugment controlled labor-
atory experimentation in terss of {ncreasing the vatidity of the design,
execution, and Interpretation of laboratory studies,

The roles {nclude:
1. Studying sature for its own sake,

2. Using niture 8s an initial starting point from which to
develop a subsequent program of laboratory research,

3. Using nature to validate or add substance to previously
obtained laborstory findings.

4. Obtaining from nature {nformation pertaining to species
ver{ables that will subsequently increase the efficient
uti1ization of animals in the laboratory.

5. Using the field as a naturalistic “laboratory® to test
some hypothesis or theoretical concept,

Mi1ler concludes by saying that experience is a-key factor in effective-
1y studying animals in the field. The more experience an {nvestigator has,
the more Tikely he/she is to avert or at least cope with various methodolog-
{cal concerns, practical drawbacks, and inconveniences, many of which are
wnique to naturalistic research (e.g., . . .having to settle for relatively
small sample sizes and lack of certcin control groups; . . .having one's
schedule run entirely by the animals, instead of vice versd; . . Minimizing
one’s own interference with nature by constructing ? *51ind"*; meking frequent
rel{ability checks for inter- and intraobserver agreement; and generdly,
always being prepared for the unexpected!).
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MITMAN, A. L., MERGENDOLLER, J. R., WARD, B, A,, TIKUNOFF, W, J, VYerification
Inqui Yolume VI, Ecological Case Studies of Classroom Instruction

n > M
Tducational Research and Development, 1981, EPSSP-81-15.

This volume is one in a serizs of reports of a multi{-faceted study
which examined and described the successful schooling practices at a single
elementary school {n the San Francisco Bay Area. The goal of the Ecological
perspect{ves for Successful Schooling Practices Project is to analyze school
settings where successful instruction and educational practices are occurring
and describe these setting so that they may be implemented by other educational
practitioners. In addition, the EPSSP project seeks to work in collaboration
with school people to improve students’ educational experiences and make
less successful schools more successful,

The Verification Inguiry, overall, sought to answer five sets of questions.
In this Volume, Mitman reports the findings which focused on the question:
when {nstructional events are studied from the ecological perspectives, what
relationships appear to produce more successful outcomes for students.

The sample for this study consisted of 10 teachers and their 219 students.
Two target students were observed in five of the classrooms and four target
students were observed in each of the five remaining classrooms. The data
set consisted of classroom observations, teacher reports, teacher interviews,
and student interviows. The ¢lassroom observation data set consisted of
narrative, descriptive protocols. The teacher reports consisted of self-reports
by five of the participating teachers on the instructional events that were
observed. Teachers were given a 1ist of questions and asked to respond to
these questions on their own w*{le talking into an audio-cassette recorder.
In addition to these self-reports, teachers were also asked to report their
impressions of all of their currently enrolled students at the beginning of
the school year, For the five participating “eachers who did not record their
own reports, investigators interviewed these teachers before and after the
observed events. These interviews asked the teacher to describe the activities
that were planned for the period and to comment on the skills students would
be required t0 use and how they expected the class to perform (pre-event °
interview). In the post-event interviews, teachers were asked to given ‘their
{mpressions of how the activities had gone and how particular students had
performed. The student intervisws were conducted with the target students,
In half the classes interviews focused on gathering student perceptions about
classroom organization, In the remaining classes, the {nterviews focused on
gathering student perceptions about the event and their own performance.

Before detailed case studies are presented, Mitman provides a Summiry

and conclusions section comparing the findings of this study with that of
other researchers (Bossert, Doyle, Good, Berliner, Stallings, Jackson, Mehan).
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STALEY, Frederick. An sthmegraphic pilot study to {nvestigate process-
centered teaching, In Cahen, Leonsrd S. and Altman, Leslie, Eds.
The Schooling Practices Laboratory, Phase One, Tempe, Ariz.: Col-

The objectives of this study were (1) to determine where, when,
and how basic skills instruction eccurred fn a process-centered class-
roam, (2) to acquire baseline data of this procedure for ‘potent{al use
tn staff development, (3) to collect ebservational data for potential
use by other researchers, and (4) to senerate hypotheses for further
study. The two teachers who were the subjects of this study team-taught
in a second grade classroom, According to previous reports, they had
bean highly successful in teaching basic skills, but because basic skills
{nstruction is integrated with a1l other instruction -~ 23 basic tenet of
the process-centered approach -- the teachers did not know when during
2 school day and how Basic skills fnstruct fon took place.

This study derived frem 2 set of studies undertaken by the School-
{ng Practices Laboratory at the College of Ev cation, University of
Arizona to engage profassors and teachers in collaborative research
as a way of brideing and strengthening relationships among members of
the local educational community.

The two teachers and their students served as subjects. Data col-
Tection consisted of (1) six days of nonparticipant observation over 2
two.week period, with ebservers dictating their field notes for later
transcription; and 52) two days of videotaping classroom {nteractions.
Analysis was accomplished by the unversity researchers and one of the
two teachers.

While the findings were inconclusive with regard to where, when,
and how basic skills were taught within this process-cer*ared approach
(the research team recognizes that this is the next step, since the '
research methods smployed did not provide appropriate data for answer-
ing their question), the study revealed eight conditions under which
it 1s possible for basic skills learning to result in 2 process-cen-
tered approach. These are:

1. Teschers wse a variety of methods in appropriate ways at ap-
propriate times,

2. That which is being teught is taught through the use of mean-
{ngful and purposeful contexts rather than in isolation of
children's real 1ife interests and activities.

3. Teachers provide direct learning experiences with process
skills of thisking and interacting with other {ndividuals.

4. The teachers are able to establish a climete of trust, warsth,
respect and <aring among all members of the classroom.

5. The teachers are aware of and have concern for meeting indi-
vidual needs of children, .

n
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There {s a consistent push or pressure by the teachers to man-
a0e time <o that learning is always occurring and the quality
of this learning {s as high as possible.

Teachers are able to create of modify curricular activities
to meet the neecs of their classroom and their students.

Teachers have a personal and professional commitment to help
one another, to share freely of their {deas and to work extra
hours {f necessary,




TIKUNOFF, W, J., WARD, 3. A, and GRIFFIN, G. A, Interactive Research and
Devel st on Teaching, Final Report. San Francisco, :
[aSoranry Tor Educational lesearcg and Development, 1979.
Interactive Research and Development on Teaching (IRSDT) was proposed by

Waré and Tikunoff in 1975 as an alternative educational rad strategy. The

pasis fer this recosmendation built from demonstrated {nadequacies of the
characteristics and outcomes of the commonly-used 1inear réd strategy.

ar West
IREDT #79-11.

The Mationa) Institute of Education funded an {nvestigation of the im-
plementation of the IRSDT strategy in 1975. The purpose of this investi-
gation was to:

1. investigate and understand the process of implementing IREDT in
order to identi{fy and describe the requirements and character-
{stics for "successful® use of the strategy;

2. determine whether the rid outcomes that result from an Ingo7
spproach provide {mportant and useful new {nformation, procedures,
and processes to the field of education while successfully
achieving (saintaining) commonly vccepted rgd standards; and

3, cetermine what changes, {f sny, in persons and {nstitutions might
result from participation in IRSDT.

The wnderlining principles of the IRSDT strategy places teachers, resear-
chers, and trainer/developers together to inquire as 2 team {nto those ques-
tions, problems, and concerns of classroom teachers, An IREDT team {s charged
with the task of conducting research and concurrently attending to the develop-
ment of training based both on their research findings &nd the research methods
and procedures employed {n their study. Decisions are made collaboratively.

1n this study, the IREDT strately was {mplemented at two sites--one {n an
urban setting in California, the other in a rural setting {n VYermont. The
settings were selected purposely in order to observe IRSDT {mplementzticn
wnder diverse circumstances.

The California site was located in the San Diego Unified School District,
and consisted of four teachers, one researcher, and one trainer/developer, all
on the school district staff, The tesm focused its research on the strategies
and techiques which classroom teachers vse to cope with distractions to class-
room {nstruction and the effectiveness of these techniques. The data set in-
cluced quintitative coding of occurrences of distractions and coping strategies,
sarrative descriptions of teacher-student interactions, and other relevant con-
text information fer each ciassroom.

The Vermont site included two cooperating Yastitutions--the University of
Verment and the Underhil) Independent School pistrict. This temm {ncluded
three teachers, one researcher, and two trainer/develogers, The tesm focused
its research en the relationships betwedn the mood of the teacher and the
teacher's classroom supportive Instructional behavior and the mature of
these relationships, The data set {ncluded ¢ vrrative descriptions of what
occurred in each classroom during the reading lesson and each teacher's most
difficult time of the day, teacher ratings of 8 mood adjective checklist,

n
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and observer-tedcher interviews.

Six notable findings emerged from this implementation study. These
2re as follows:

The characteristics, skills, and previous experience of participants
appear to affect the degree to which IRSDT is {mplemented with high
occurrence of/congruence with the essential features of the strategy.
The presence of these features, {n turn, {s related to the rigor and
usefulness of the rid outcomes,

Cormitment to educational rid and previous involvement in such efforts
by the participating {nstitutions also influences the conduct of In807.

Orientation to IRSDT {s important. It should bwe designed to fit the
needs and context of the participating people and institutions. If
the required participants skills do not exist, training in these
ski11s should be included.

Technical assistance should be available throughout an IREDT effort.

The typical time lage bctween research and development can be re-
duced with the IRSDT strategy,

IREDT implementation can be cost-effective,

Based on the overall findings and the {nformation obtained in the IREDT
{mplementation study, the following recommendations are made:

The IRSDT strategy shou': be used for conducting a portion of the
educational rid effort at the national, state, and local education
levels. The imore the rid outcomes are intended to result in im-
provements in education that are to be used in classrooms by teachers,
the more {mportant the use of the strategy becomes,

Site and participant selection and/or training of participants prior
to initiating IRSDT efforts are important antecedents to enactment
of IREDT in an “ideal® form, This {s particularly important because
ideal conduct of IRSDT {s necessary for achievement of r&d outcomes
that are more rigorous and more useful than "typical® educational réd
products.

Some form of external review and assistance is recommended for all
IRSDT efforts.

Changes in resource allocations (funding/budgetary pelicies) of
federal, state, and Yocal educational sgencies will be necessary
{n order to utilizae IRSDT extensively.

IR&DT should be implemented and studied in settings with participants
other than those involved in the original {mplementation.
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TIXUNOFF, Williem J, and FISMER, C. W., WARD, B, A,, ARMENDARIZ, J. C., GEE,
€., PHILLIPS, N., VERMAZZA, M,, BAKER, C., DOOTHROYD, M., VAZQUEZ, J. A.,
ROMERD, M., YILLEGAS, A., LUM, J,, GUTHRIE, L., MACIAS, A, Teacher per-
ceptions of the successful bilingual classroom. In Preliminary Andlysis

of the Data for Part ! of the SBIF Study. San Franclsco: Far West Lab-
: eratory Tor tducational Nescarch and Development, 1981, .

This study is part of 2 large, field-based study of significant bilingual
instructional feetures and their consequences for no or 1imited English-lan-
quage proficient studnets. The study currently {s into {ts second phase and
{s being conducted at eight national sites, each inquiring into a different
ethnolinguistic population of students at the elementary school level, Among
the various data sets constructed for the 58 classrooms which participated in
?art ! of the study were narrative descriptions o teachers as they interacted
with students during instruction. These protocols were constructed from field
notes dictated by nonparticipant observers over two full days of {nstruction.
Setting protocols depicting classroom activities and atmosphere in general

~———"— #l1s0 were included in this analysis, and these were produced over another two
days. -

Questions quiding this analysis were: (1) What features of bilingual
instruction do practicing bilingual teachers of the SBIF sample {dentify as
being significant {n their own {nstruction? {n the instruction of others in
the teacher Sample? (2) What are the perceived consequences for LEPs of sig-
nificant bilingual instructional features {dentified by teachers of the SBIF
sample? (3) What s the frequency with which instructional features {danti-
fied by the SBIF sample teachers as being significant were observed to have
occurred during instruction when data were collected?

The smple consisted of 58 bilingral teachers who were nominated at
their respective sites 3s being #mong the most successful bilingual {nstruc-
tors at their site. Of these, 43 were able to accept the invitation to par-
ticipate {n analysis of their classroom data. Data analysis took place fol-
lowing the-close of school in Summer 1981 at each of six sites. Teachers
first read their own protocols, {dentifying the 1abeling those imstructional
features they deewed to be signivicant in terms of producing positive conse-
quences for their LEPS. Then, they scored two sets of other teachers® proto-
cols selected anonymously at their site, For these, they noted when features/
consequences were Similar and when they were different. The entire set of
analyses then were returned to the research tem, which conducted 3 constant
comparative analysis across the entire set, deriving a set of 70 categories
from the teachers' language. These were further assigned to eight thematic
groups. Finally, 3 subset of the research tem conducted a second analysis
across the protocols of all 58 classrocms to determine the frequency with
which the nominated features were cbserved to have occurred in the Classrooms
of the sample.

Andlysis revealed thet teachers identified as significant for bilingual
instruction features which fall into three general groups:

1. Those features ascribed generally to effective inztruction of
basic skills. These are divided into five categories: {(a)
teacher maintains goal-oriented, business-1ike atmosphere,
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teacher clearly presents Information and communication, (c)
S:?ZSSPOO!hI {s ang{d effectively to obtain and maintain stu-
dents' engagement {n tasks, (d) students' work {s monitored and
appropriate adjustments made to ensure progress toward achieving
success, and (e) students receive frequent feedback such that
they know when they have dchieved success or they know what they
must do to achieve success. These constituted 79 percent of the

nomi{nations.

anguage development techniques received the next highest number
tf zm?nauonsqzn percent), These focused on both formal develop-
ment of students' language, {.e., lessons lllocatgd to language
development, and informl development of students language, 1.e.,
strategies for developing language during another lesson focus
(such as insisting on full sentences when responding), In addi-
tion, 1anguage development focused both on English-language pro-
ficiency, and on proficiency in the child's native language.

The third group concerns ethnolinguistically-relevant procedures
and behlvigrs ‘(,4 percent). These were characterized by teachers
either as being in response to cultural cues initiated by students,
or making use of knowledge of the culture for delivering and/or
mediating instruction, (Because these frequently occurred during
{nstruction, only the most obvioys were {ncluded in this 9roup. X
Thus, 1t is 1{kely that further analysis will reveal them in great-

er depth,)

S —
It should be noted that {nstruction across this sample of teachers was

delivered in English-only t
time, {nstruction was delivered in the child's natiy

1{ngually.

1.

of the time. The remainder of the
o ot e language or bi-
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VAN NOSTRAND , A.D., PETTIGREW, J., b SHAW, R, Writin Instruction in the
Elementary Grades: Deriving 3 Mode} >f ColTaborative Research.

In this collaborative research study naturalistic observations were used
to sddress three questfons:

e Nhat is writing instruction {n the elementary schools?
o W¥hat forces directly influence this writing instruction?

¢ How can collaborative research be used to defins effective
writing instruction? .

The team consisted of B teachers from grades 3 through 6 and who also
acted as non-participant observers in one another's classroom; five other
non-participant observers who were teachers or researchers, or {n some cases,
both; the principal investigator, 2 consultatn from the Rhode 1sland Depart-
ment of Education, s project coordinator, and four research assistants.

The primary sources of data included the observers® classroom notes
which were agumented by {nformation obtained from bi-weekly conferences.
The teachers provided data sources as observers and observed, 2s respondents
to questionnaires, as authors of writing assuf-ments. and as diarists of
their own teaching. Additional data sources incldued the legislative and
administrative records which {nform teaching procedures, instructional mater-
fals which the teachers used, the students, snd the students’ writing samples,

On the basis of this study 2 descriptive model of writing instruction
in grades 3-6 was developed. Through this model it 1s possible to describe
the activities that may occur in 3 writing lesson and the factors that in-
fivence the selection of activities. Df major irportance to writing in-
struction is the teacher's dectsion-mking process and interaction with
students throughout the lesson. The decision-miting process is recursive,
most likely because writing {tself 18 a recursive process. Through this
model 1t was possible to operationally define efésctive writing fnstruc
tion in terms of the decision-making process of the teacher and the nature
of the teacher-student {nteractions during the lesson. A support system is
needed to guide teachers in this recursive decision-making process.
mode] developed in this study may be useful in destgning such a system,
but should be tnvestigated further. 1In particular, future research should
be directed at further study of the instructiondl activities in the model,
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