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ABSTRACT —

A Qualitative Study of Teachers';Beliefs and Principles '
. \ )

Hugh Munby

‘.The study reported here had tﬁo objectives: to detefmihe'the,nature of
be]fefs aﬁd principTes held by teacheesbwhich, thlopgh their perceptions, .
seemed to dominate their thinking about teaching;nand to. find a conceptual
orientation to qualitative research of this type. Cbnsistent‘with’a ;
conceptualisﬁ}approach,'the Repertory Grid of Ke11y wae used in interviews
with twelve middle-school teachers. The results of the study are reported
in two ways. First, the beTiefs and principles are treated generally to

show their uniqueness and divehsity. Second, the findihgs from interviews

with four of the teachers are reported:as case studies.




Introﬁucﬁion
Anyone who has observed many, many’teachers of all rangés of experiehce
has probably noticed that few commonalities are to be found in the ways that

they teach. True, most use the‘cha1kboard and other‘aids, most (as_the

research has it) speak more than their students, and so on. But this 1ist of -

“superficial commonalities ends rather quickly, and one is struck most by the
'singular fact that each teacher -appears to teach differently. This is hardly

remarkable, since we have long recognized the uniqueness of each human being

and teachers are "only fuman® after all. Perhaps, though, what is remarkable

in all of this is what we as educational researchers have made of the
v uniqueness of each teacher's performance. No doubt teachers teach
differently because among other things they think differently, hold aifferent
beliefs, posseés idiosyncratic conceptions of what it is to engage in that A
~ particular prdfeséiona] activity. Oda1y3 it is only reéent]y that the fact‘
bof these uniqugnessés has‘ﬁntruded significantly upon reéearch in curriculum,
teacher decision making, and the 1mpr6vement of teacﬁingt

This paper describes a qualitative study directed at revealing
1nformatioh about the-content, nature and diversity of teachers' beliefs and
principles. To set the cohtext, the paper begins by describing salient
features‘of the three areas of educationa] 1hqu1ry just hentioned,»to show
how they deperd for their advancement upon a clearer picturé of the nature
and scope of such beliefs. Other sections discuss, in order, some

methodological snares, the study's design, and soﬁe of its moreﬂinteresting

and reportable findings.

Teachers' Beliefs and Educational Research
Given the obvious importance of beliefs and principles to an individual

teacher's professional activi%y, it is somewhat surprising that educational




- research has turned its head in this direction on]y in recent years. (In

part, of course, the explanation for this overs1gh* may lie in the power that

the quasi-scientific approach has held over educational research, an approach -

which perforce overlooks idiosyncrasies in its lusting after generalizations.

As the grip relaxes, so the study of idiosyncrasies and particulars can
grow.). In this section, attentian is given to recent and carefully se1ected
studies tnvo]ving? to various extents, beliefs of teacheke. These studies
fall under the‘headings‘of curriculum theohy and 1mp1ementation (or

innovation), teacher decision making and thinking, and 1mprdv1ng_teaching.

. While these areas of work may seem at ftrst unrelated, the discuésions which

- follow shdw that they share a reliance upon understandings of teachers'

beliefs and brincip]es.

| For two reasons there is no attempt here to provide comp1ete rev1ews of
these three areas of activity. First, the intent is to show how the focus on
particulars of teachers' beliefs is significant in the areas in quest1on, and
one needs few studies to make this point. Second, extensive reviewing is not
the ob¢ect of this p1ece, the references cited in the studies noted here, '

provide a valuable source for the reader who 1s SO 1nc11ned

Curr1cu]um Theory and Implementation

Four studies are d1scussed briefly here to show how the field of
curriculum theory and curriculum implementation is 1ncreas1ng1y attending to
teachers" beliefs and principTes. ‘Each study, though, addresses the matter
in importantly different ways.

bThe first of these four studies is an essay by Roberts (1980) "Theory,
curricuium development and the unique events of practice." The.principa1
thrust of this essay is to develop a conception of the theory-practice

relationship which estab11$hes that "theory and practice in education are.
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_irreconci]abjy different in nature and purpose" (p. 65). The conception
 which is developed, the "theory-practice 1nterface" (theated be]ow), emerges
~ from a considerable extension of the work of Schwab 1n this area and draws oh
a curr1cu1um 1mp1ementat1on phenomenon in sc1ence education for 111ustrat1on
‘being the oft- noted d1fference .between what gets presented in the c]assroom
and what was 1ntended by the curr1cu1um developers. Roberts views this
difference as a mismatch between developérs' intents and teachers' actions,
and argues that the essence of the mismatch-is the epistemd]oéica] chasm
hetween the theoretic and the practical, between the developer's "world" of "
developer's intentions for_hypOthetica] students (a'theoretica1'wor1d leading
'to curriculum materials for genera]ized use) and the teacher's world of |
specific teachihg deéigned for known, real but untque students. Between
these two worlds lies the 1nterface, a conceptualization Roberts employs to
exp1a1n the m1smatch .Bas1ca11y, curriculum materials contain points of
 view, conceptualizations), intents, ete., of‘thetdeve1oper. The teacherwa
thcugh, may not share these and indeed may not even see them, seeing instead
'the yehbiage of the intents through his or her unidue perspective.
Interpretation will ensue, and as a consequence curricu]um'mater1a1e become
modulated, (Roberts' phiase). Significant to the present/discussionvis the
fashion in wh1ch a teacher's be11efs and pr1nc1p1es, be they about |
appropriate knowledge, views of 1earn1ng and so on, together with his
perception of the professional context in wh1ch he finds h1mse1f, interact
with the text of curriculum materials and the theoretic generaﬂizations they
_carry conterning viewe of 1eérn1ng, know]edge and so forth. Roberts'

conceptualization has considerable potential for explaining the notable
curricu1um\impTementation phenomenon of mismatch in terms which are

.consistent W1th current understandings of the nature of the practical and the

‘/‘




~ theoretic. It takes no effort at all tc adopt Roberts' perspective and then

to see the influence that a teacher{s{unique beliefs and principles can have

at the interface upon a designed curriculum. o .

"How teachersﬂzbeliefs and principlgs iﬁtgract with thedédoption of novel
curricula is thé focQs of a study by Olson (lgé{). gpecifita]]y, he is -
concerned for the dilemma that teachers face wheh doctrines behind the
innovatioh are perceived by them to be fundamentally at odds with theiry

perceptions of their roles in the classroom. Olson's study investigates the

thoughts and feelings of eight science teachers who attempted to implement

" the English Schools Council Integrated Science Project. His éoncept‘of '

dilemma is particularly apt to this innovation for the SCISP program fs built
upon a conception of the teacher (as guide in inquiry) which is quite
contrary to the conception of teaching held by the‘teachers using the

curriculum--their conception being recognizably traditiona]? téacher as

- central authority, preparing students for examinations, and so on.

To probe for the features of teachers; beliefs of interest to his study,
O01son used the Repertory Grid TechniqUe of Kelly (1955), and. found that "an
important common and underlying construct in the praCtical-language of
teachers is that of classroom influence" (p. 264). He discovered that
teachers resolved the ditemma of dea]fng with a curriculum which called for
1owlc1assroom influence in a number of ways. For 1n$tance, project
discussion lessons were, in one case, translated into direct instruction, and
ip ‘another case into end-of-chapter, homework-type questions. For another,
discussion lessons were viewed as-ﬁpure waffle." |

Olson's study yields more than can be revealed here. Yet, the emergent
theme aof the presént argument is evident in this‘work: teachérs' beliefs and

principles interact ery significantly with the doctrines begett1ng new

[




curricu]uu with the result that the tnhovation becomes_trans1ated sometimes
' unrecogn1zab1y in the classroom wor]d |

An extensive study of the understand1ngs of 60 e]ementary school
teachers under cond1t1ons of a change to open and less formal approaches to
instruction has been conducted by Bussis, Ch1ttenden and Amare1 (1976)

These investigators used a "semi-standardized" 1nterv1ew format to map a
number of understandings or beliefs about the cognitive and personal/social
content of the curriculum (which the authofs characterize as the deep.]eve1
of- the eurticu1um); the significance of needs'andbfee11ngs, and the
1mportance'of interest and of choice. In addition, the;investigators
gathered information about teachers' confidence in the propositton that
1earn1ng can occur in self-defined or self-directed activity, and about their
"~ perceptiaps of the ass1stance they had in the change to less formal
instruction.

The investigators report a wea]th of deta11 and contrast 1n the1r
results: some teachers see the curr1cu1um Pogn1t1ve1y as dea11ng simply w1th“
grade-level facts and skills, while others speak more in terms of the
ref]ectﬁvity that the curriculum is intended to develop. In the
personal/social dimension of the curriculum, views range from the curriculum
as encouraging good school. behavior and docility to a comprehensive outlook
.on the deve1opmentbof awareness'end acceptance of self. Similarly varied
perceptions are held of the 1mportance.of needs and feelings, uere ranging
from the view that needs and feelings are only remotely connected to school
learning to the view that they are integral to learning. Not surprisingiy,
there are also W1de4veriations in how teachers perceive student 1nterest

(from being an optimal organizer to learning to having little or no

conpectionlto']earning) and the jmportance of student choice (from being
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netessary to interest and 1earn1ng to being quite incidental). The disparate
views are grouped by the 1nvest1gators and so provide one with a sénse of the
variety of beliefs and understandings of each teacher. That there are sc
mary d1fferences is again testimony to the importance of considering
teachers be11efs and pr1nc1p1es when deating with curr1cu1um *neory and
-implementation. ‘

The fourth study se]ected for inclusion in this brief review is Elbaz’
'study of a teacher's practica] knowledge. This study is significant not so
much for the way in which it argues the 1mportance of teachers' peliefs and
principles, though it does this we]] by attack1ng the 1mp11c1t view of
teachers' know]edge within top- down deve]opment but for the deve]opment of a
conceptual model of a. teachers' practical knowledge. Elbaz explains:

But I wantedvto do more than simply catalogue the content of teachev's'l

knowledge. , A formu]attgn which expresses this larger concern is the
:>notion.that teachers{ho1d, and use their knowJedge_jn distinctive ways,

and that this holding and using of krowledge marks it as "practical

knowledge." (pﬂ 47) |
Flbaz' angument, thickly illustrated with a case study, proposes tob
conceptualize teachers' practical knowledge as consisting of four broad
categories: content orientations; structure, and cdgnitive style. The
content of pract1ca1 knowWedge deals stra1ghtforWard1y with the specific
pieces of subject matter, curriculum, 1nstruct1on, and school milieu.
Orientations, though, are novel to a way of thinking about practical
knowledge and allow one to speak of ways in which practical knowledge is held
" and used. There are five of these: bsituationa1, which ts a particular

orientation toward sorting out practically dsefu] from less useful knowledge

and toward seeking useful knoW]edge. The second orientation, theoretical, is
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an orientﬁtion towa}d_theory--genera]]jygubjeét‘matﬁer.° A thirq orientation

is "personal," which speaks to a pfofessiona]'s oriehtétion to that Whichiﬁgs

pequna1 meaning. The-1ast two QrientafionsAare "social" (referring 'to the

soc1a1‘cond1tioqs that shape knowledge) and "experiential" (which honors the

ekperientia] base out of which a teacher's know]egge grows). |
Elbaz's conceptualization continués with the catégory ”structurg," A ©

reflected {n such terms as "rule of practice" (followed.methodically),

"sractical principle" (used reflectively) and "image" (brief metaphoric

statements about how teaching should be, for instance, which guide ac. in

intuitively). The final category of the conceptualization is "cognitive

“style" wﬁich‘refers‘to how people experience the separate pieces of their

realities.
0f course, Elbaz' work yields a complex picture of the nature of
practical krowledge, but this is right and proper for, as’she illustrates in
her case stuay, the reality ig comp]ex.' Her érgument ?hen,'pay bg seen as w'@
strong suppr ¢ for the view that not only are teéqhers' beliefs-and
principles (components of their practical knowledge) highly important, but
also they are varied, rich an¢ unique.

Teacher Decision Making and Thinking

~ The previous paragraphs should go some distance toward establishing the -

claim that, in curriculum work at least, we need considerable knowledge about

‘teachers' beliefs and, principles. The same‘can-be said of work in teacher

thinking and decision making, HUENJG may be said more swiftly for the salient
studies in this field have been rev}ewed previously %Munby, 1982). The
intert of that pape} was to show that teachers' beliefs and répertories_of
urderstanding need to be considered and understood before mﬁch more work on

teacher thinking and decision making was pursued. This conclusion was
. ) )
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. reached after an examination of the two leading theoretical ﬁdﬁe]s (the

dec{s+on-mak1ngamode1 and the problem-solving model) and of studies selected

from the eduCationa1 research these models have fathered showed several

difficulties. .For example, in studies in which "teacher thinkirg" is

investigated by providing teachérs with information.about fictional cases or

by using stimu]atéd recall techniques, arguments which are intended to make

poihts about teagﬁér thinking and decision‘making may do so on the basis of

tenuous assumbtions, The pervasive assumption is that, the researchers and
the teachers they study §hare penceptiodé'about the meaning of cues and of
the statements these prompt. MacKay and Marland (1978), in a study of

decision making during instruction, report "numerous teaching principles were -

" cited by teachers in the stiMu]atg& recall protocols" (p. 20). Yet it is not

< .
clear from the study whether these principles were cited as principles by the

‘teachers (because the principieé were recagnized and wielded as such) or that

these prificiples were 1mposed_upoﬁ fhe substaoti¥q content of the,trénscripts
by the researchers: Shavelson et 51. (1977) used {3.tweaal clues about
"Michael" ‘in a study of decision ma&ing, and frure that t'iy Cues were not
used consistenBﬂy acro®s the sample of teachers when they answered questions
about respo;ding tg Michael in class and thé use of praise with him. As
argued -previously (Mhnby, 1982) "this could be construed as a consequence of
the subjects' perceiving the information in the cues as possessing different
significance and meaning depending on their estab]i;;gd’be1ief§ and theories
about' the teaching tactics that work optimally for them" (p."4). This is
nct to gay that teachers' beliefs and theories have been ignored in studies
of teaching thinking. Russo (1978), for instance, included aﬁ instrument for
measuring beliefs, yet the beliefs (trad{tionq1ist versus pngﬁ;ssivist)
tapped by the instrument appear to bear little -relevai e to beliefs which

11
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might. impingé directly upon a teacher's thinking about the classroom

(Munby, 1982, p. 24ff). One gets/ﬁ’sma1] piece of the picture when Shavelson
and Stern (1981) commznt on 1ns£ructiona1 planning as follows,
"Unfortunately, the sequence of elements éohsidered and the compromises that
have to be made arel as yet, unknown. They probably depend on the particular
task af hand as well as the proclivities of the purticular teachers

(p. 478).

Two of the recommendations cortained in the-Shavelsa. and Stern review
are germane to the present discussion. The authors call for reseérch
directed at cbnstructing a taxomony of critfca]ldecisions, and for a shift
from descriptive studies to "empirical and conceptual research bearing on
deéision strateéies and decision policies for the practice of teaching" (p.
490). And‘they recommend that “research on teaéhing should focus on
teachers' thoughts, decisions and behaviors in studying how students (e.g.,
class composition, conflicting goals), classroom context (e.g., social
relations) and organizational contexts (e.g., textbook adaptions, assignments

of students to teachers) influence these decisions and behaviors" (p. 491).

Taken together, these recommendations point‘to a continuing need to explore . -

thoroughly the beliefs and principTes which teachers hold and employ in ﬂheir
thinking about professional practice.

"The Improvement of Teaching

&

Because ‘teaching events ocecur in verysparticular contexts, any attempt
to improve a teacher's practice must takébaccouht of thafAconte&f and of the
uniqueness of the teacher in it.  An approach to\improVing téachfng which |
attempts this is to be found in clinical supprvision (Cogan, 1973;

Goldhammer, 1969) which sets itself apart from other approaches by building

procedures upon assumptions about the ciinical neture of improving teaching

12




and the sort of intellectually grounded relationship which can exist-between

teacher and supervisor. Within this process, the c]inica] supervisor needs.

to work toward addressing not Just behav1ors which both part1c1pants think to

be worthy of attent1on, but the beliefs or pr1nc1p1es which g1ve rise to v:
these. In short, one .could say that one-of the many dema1d1ng tasks to be
handled by the clinical superv1sor is of hav1ng the teacher face and evaluate
his or her beliefs.

' The importance of beliefs and their support is not only central to. the
- task of 1mprovtng teaching, but is also central to how one addresses the
total concept of professional education. Fehstermacher (1979) pdiscusses two
approaches to tedcher education, whieh he characterj;es as coﬁ#ersioh and '
transformatien, Conversion he sees as training: "The conversion schema, the
schema of preference for those adopting cenventionaT'views of basic skills
and teacher training, merely ignores teacher be1ﬁefsior tramples upon them on
its way to writing mendates and interdicts" (p. 174-175). Genuine change, .-
‘which can f1OW‘from having teachers conffont thejr "subjectively reasonable
beliefs," demands "an open and rational commitment from teachers" (p. 175) in
a setting where subjectively reasonable beliefs hay be rationally transformed
into obiectively reasonable ones. This, for Fenstermacher, represents the
basic style of'a prgfeséiona1 education.

~Given the attention to teachers' beliefs in these two major.approaches,

Cogan's focusing on a unique methodology and Eenstermacher's reflecting on
the place and function of teacher effectiveness research, it is obvious that
advances in understandings about appropriate ways of addressing the |
1mprevement.of teaching depend upon our securing considerable knowledge about

the nature of the beliefs and principles that teachers hold.

13
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A Matter of Context

This viry brief survey of three areas of educational research is not
designed tojstand alone as defense.for the present‘study. Instead. as stated
earlier, these discussions point to the substantial interaction that
information about teachers' beliefs and principles can have with major areas
of educational inquiry. But the interaction has é potenfia] fér greater than
can be portrayed by even the most complete reviews of research endeavor. |
Teaching, as is well known of all human relationships, takes place in unique
coniexjs and, because the act of teaching is a human ane then the beliefs and
principles of teachers represent a profound part of the coritext in which the
act is engaged. Just as one cannot teach without holding beliefs and
principles, neither can one understand teaching without knowledge of what
these might be. The/discussions of methodology and of the presént study's
design, both of which fo]]ow,‘are 1htended to pave one way to deve]oﬁ this
¢

know]edge.'

Methodological Issues and a Resolution

Issues of Context and lLanguage

Several issues of moment confront the researcher whé is detefminsd to
learn something of the beliefs and principles used bylothers in their
thinking. In their simplest, form; three of these are the contexts in which
one might probeifor information, the Tanguage (and the meaning) which conveys
“the 1nfdrm5t16n, and the technique o; te;hniques that can be employed
defensibly to bring this 1nforhatibn»to,1ight. A fourth issue concerns the
relationship among these thre2: simply, again, because the issues interact,
the resolution must exhibit a consistency of postufe toward the 1dentified |
research problem so that the arguments are clear and straight. These issues

may be addressed by considering first theﬂmatter of context.

o 14



| Hhi]e no attempt is made here to link this piece of qualitative research.
to what has bacome known popu1ah1y in educational research as ethnographic
research, there is guidance for the present work in what Sprad1ey (1979)
deems to be the essence of ethnography “Instead of co]]écting ‘data' about
people, the ethnoqrapher seeks to learn from people, to be taught by them
(p. 4). Tc do this requires that specific attention be peid to the context
in which individuals tive. Roberts (1982) makes this parﬁicu]ar]y clear hhen
he carefully exposes the legitimate diffe.ences between'qua1itative and

quantitative research in science education. Roberts draws on Pepper's Yorld

. Hypotheses: A'Study in Evidence {1942) to differentiate research styles

according to metaphysical positions which hold differences concerning what
counts as know]edge. Fuhdamenta1 to one of these positfons, contextualisr,
is the tenet "We have no adequate know]edga of an event. . .until we know the
context in which it occurs® (Roberts, 1982, p. 279).  The present study is
© contextualist in two Ways: first, the study.islcontextua1ist in orientation
because it holds that adeduate knowledge of teachers and teaching depends‘on'
knowledge of context, and that beliefs and principles are an integral part of
that context; second, it is ;ontextua]iét in approach because, as seen below,
évery methodological problem is addressed by returning to contextual thémest
To study a teacher's be]iefs and princip]es requires judicious choice of
the context in which these are made to surface. If the intent is to portray
‘a teacher's th*nk1ng about a part1cu1ar classroom incident with the hope of
unéover1ng principles which bear upon that incident, then cons1derat1ons of
context dictate that the 1nqu1ry focus methodo]og1ca11y and. 1nterpret1ve1y
upon that incident and its context. VYet, if there is concern to broaden the

“domain of inquiry and to search for beliefs and principles which influence

teachers' practice more widely than do single incidents, then contextual

w15




considerations suggest that the context of inquiry be set at some distance

. from actual hour-by-hour, at the "chalk-face," classroom work. So context

/

becomes significant in qualitative study for the perspective 1t gives to
resolving questions about the setting in which the research will take place.

Thevsignificance.of context extends further, though. In work where the

- primary mode of carrying information s ordinary language, attention must be

given to cohtext for that determines how the language becomes meaningful. A
potentially confounding factor 1nvinterpref1ng the 1ahguage of teachers‘in
stimulated récé11 interviews and like settings comes from imposing contextual
frameworks which are, essentially, those of the reseafcher, a circumstance
ﬁoted above in the review of this research. Quite obviously, the closer one
can gef to-a teacher's own verba1ization'of beliefs and principles, then the
surer\one can be of their 1ntegr:wy. vBut c1oseness alone is insufficient
guaranﬁee that the 1anguage which a researcher receives represents what he or
she heaws it represent1ng, not that there can ever be certa1nty here.
Opportun1t1es must be available so that teachers can provide pieces of

context within Tengthy conversations, thus allowing for some corroboration.

‘Thus,~if-somé form of interview is considered appropriate to learning about a

teacher's beliefs and principles because it provides a sort of distance from
immediate and particular classroom incidenfs and appears conducive to

broadening -the domain. of inquiry (as Jjust noted), then the interviews need to

be extensive in their coverage so that there are dpportunities for all

relevant contextual pieces to emerge.
Part of the probiem of selecting an appropriate methodology comes from

facing what might be involved in the idea of a person's beliefs and

“principles. It is not unreasonable to suppose that many if not most have an

uncluttered and accurate perception of the beliefs and principles which drive

L . Ry
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them to act as they do. Acccrding]y, having someone ta]k‘direct1y to the

question ™Ihat are your beliefs about X, or principles concerning X?" is not

dn]y senéib]e at first sight but attractive too. Yet,-thére are hazards in
this style of questioning, the first of which 13 almost too“obvjbus to note:
there always exists the danger that responses to innocent questions may come
from a perspective which is influenced by such thoughts as "What is it that.]
he wants to hear?" "How will my response and myself look to him?“ or "How do
I wish to appear in his view?" Second, it is not necessar%]y the case that

an interviewee might de11be?ate]y avoid genuine disciosure, but that he or

_she might not be fully alert to the power of such influences. Considerations

6f context, then, will 1nteract.with methodo]ogy at this level too, though
the 1ssﬁe of,a]ertness goes further‘becagﬁe the possibility that a teaéher is
not a]erf to some of his beliefs and principles must be faced.” The |
methodology must in some way permit these deeply heid but unarticulated
propositions to surface. ‘

Repertory Grid Technique as a General Solution

Werking with these‘prob1ems leads one to cohc]ude'that the methodo]oéy
for this study ought to rely on 1ntérv1ews which Can prompt thinking about
teachfng and planning in 2 fairly broad fashion. Thé next step is to
identify afpafticular methodo]ogy which. has the botentia] for meeting these
requirements. . Just such a methodology is available in the Repertory Grid
Technique originally developed by Kelly (1955) for.his work on Personal
Construct Theory. In all respects Grid Technigue satisfies the

methodological requirements. But it does more because there exists a

theoretical consistency between the work of Kelly and the intent of the

present research. This needs to be explored briefly before the

methodological matters are taken up.

1.
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involves presenting the interviewee with cards upon which are written

"elements" (such as: a teacher you liked, ‘a teacher you disliked, your wife
or~pfesent girlfriend, father, mother, etc.) which represent thé'domain or
range of experience of ﬁnterést to the 1nvestigator.' As the elements are
presented, the interviewee is invited to say which are alike and not alike
ana why.‘ These discussions lead to the 1dent1ficd£16n of construcfs; such as
“strong in chafactef" and its poie "weak in character" (Fransella &
Bannister,‘1977,'p. 11). The grid, with e]gmenis and constructs on each
axis, is .completed during'the interview to record the associations provided
by the subject, and is frequentiy anatyzed factorially to show the |

relationships among constructs. This basic procedure has' few rules, for it

is an approach harnessed to a theoretical orientation rather than ‘a o

prescription to be followed S]avish]y. Accordingly, it has been used in many .

different ways: sometimes the constructs are not elicited but provided; in

other instances the grid becomes a rating grid; 1h O]son's'(]éBl)-study of

teachers' constructs and curriculum innovation, five elicited and five
prepared constructs were used in the grid; and, Ingvarson and Greenway (1981)
used teachers' language for both grid_axes.

Cn ‘all -fronts, the suitability of Repertory Grid Technique to the
present.study is undeniab]e. Fjrst, the ge]ection of elements can be
conffo]ied by the researcher so that'the domain in which the beliefs and
prfncip]eé operate coincides with the required wide-ranging domain of
teaching charééteristic of the téacher being'interviewed. Second, the}e is
opportunity both in the elements and the constructs to employ the teacher's
language and 50'tovmfn1m12e the contextual difficulties Which result from .

using the researcher's 1qhguage} Third, the possibility exists of-using the

results obtained from factoring the grid as the basis for deriving

16
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Felly's Personal Construct Theory holds that people construct their own

realities in idiosyncratic ways and that’thD constructions consist of a

finite number -of d1chotowous constructs which are emp]oyed to order, process
and give meaning to events. Kelly's stance toward understand1nq peop]e is
readi]y recdgnizab]e‘as contextualist for he has taken the pos1t1on that
significant knowledge of individuaTs comes from cbmprehénding the unique wayé

in which they see and construct their worlds. Beyond this brief account,_it

is not necessary to provide more detail of Kelly's theory since several

abcounts are avai]ab}e (e.qg., Ke]]y, 1963; Bannisfer & Mair, 1968; Fransella

& Bannistér, 1977). But it is helpful to knéw'thaf,among the corollaries of

his theory are: 4 | |
The choice corollary: A person chooses for himself that a]tefnative in
"a dichotomized construct through which he anfjcipafes the greater

possibility for extension and definition of his system.

The range éoro]]ary: A construct is convenient for the anticipation bf"

a finite range of events only (Kelly, 1963, p. 102).

‘Evidentiy, Personal Construct Theory itself suggests something about
investigating a teacher's beliefs and principles: the endeayor must be open

to the likelihood of'there being dichotomies in the beliefs gnd principles,

with a possible "loading" on that pole which test orders his or her world;"

and the interviews must be directed so that the beliefs and principles which

emerge tover the range of events characteristic of that teacher's perteption

. of his or her profess1ona1 pract1ce

The Repertory Gr1d Techn1que developed by Kelly is the veh1c1e for
establishing an individual's personal constructs. Basically, it cons1sts of
a grid or matrix of cells in which are entered the associations made by an

individual between his constructs and his experiences. . The technique
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information about "hidden" beliefs and princip]es, sti1l in the teacher's

language. And fourth, there 1s.a consistency of posture between the:

~ theoretical backing to Repertory Grid Technique in Personal Constructhheory

and the orientation of the present study--both are contextualist. The
particular way in which the Repertory Grid Technique was used in the bresent
study and pertinent details about the situation and people involved are

described- in the next section.

The Design and Conduct of the Study

The Site and Participants

Because contextualist research does not aim at producing generalizable .
results the site for the present study was selected for reasons other than

those surrounding the idea of representativeness. Briefly, a suburban
)} : )

'~‘ independent school district in centrg Texas which had experienced a-growth

from under‘2,000 pupils to over 10,000 in the last ten yeafs was selected

because, first, it appeared interesting on those grounds, second, it was

- geographically convenient, and third, its administration was hospitable,

helpful, and open to the idea of my,wdrking with its teachers. The school in
which the ﬁarticipan;s were identified waé selected on equally pragmatic
grounds. The principal of the school at the top of tﬁe list I received from
the school district's admihistration.wés busy when 1 telephoned, the ‘
principal of the -second scﬁoo] was not. Thiélschool, a junior high school
(grédes 6-8) wWith an enrollment of just over 1000 pupils and a faculty of 46
female teéchérs~and 14 male teachers, had just opened in the fall--a further

factor o% interest, all faculty being new to the schoo]_and freshly selected

by the principal. According to the principal; the population of the school

represented a full range of socioeconomic, ethnic and ability groups.
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’Pérticipants in thé study selected themselves by signing a sheet made
available t0'them after a faculty meeting at which the study was described
generally (in terms of finding odt how teachers think about p]anniﬁg_and
teaching) and the_time involved was decTaréd (two 1nterv1ew5 6f aboUt 90
minutes each). Fourteen teachers signed'the sheet, aﬁa this number seemed
adequate for the study, given the likelihood that the f{rst one or two
interviews might be conducted with an emerging methodology and might not
therefore be too useful. The subject areaé répresented by fhe participants
were Language Arts (3), Language Arts and Reading (1), Language Arts and |
Spanish (1), Language Arts and Frénch (1), Language‘Arts and History (1),
Farth and Life Science (1), Reading (2), Mathematics (1), Fine Arts (1),
Orchestra (1), Mig}ant (1)--a remedial program. These teachers present a
range of experience from the first yéar of teaching to the fifteenth. Three
have Masters degrees,. three are working toward their Masters;fand one is
working toward a doctorate. A1l the teachers in the study were fema]e, and
that no males aqreed to part1c1pate may be(exp]a1ned by ‘the fact that most of
the male faculty were involved 1n coach1ng schoo] sport act1v1t1es and so
would not have been able to part1c1pate 1q 1nterv1ews>wh1ch co1nc1ded W1th
these commitmenté,‘ | 7 | |

The general plan for conducting the study was fo ho]d interviews with
one teacher each week, from the .time when partiéipants were identified in
early October 1981 until early Fébruary ]982, with some weeks e;c1uded for
professional development days, school holidays and the 11ke.' Thé intention
was that the first interview would end with thé‘teacher‘comp1et1ng~a grid,
and that the second interview wou]d_be'grounded on the grid's analysis;

c0nsequént]y, the two interviews with each teacher were spaced two or three
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- days apart to allow for grid analysis and for reflection on the first

&%

interview and planning the next. Both interviews were tape-recorded.

The Particular Methodology Exemb]ified

Undoubtedly the simplest way to déscribe the specific methodology
employed in the 1ntervﬁews of this study is to avoid spéaking in general
terms and instead to work through an pxamp]e drawn not so randomly from the
data cq]]écted. By adopting this apbroach it is 5e possible to weave the
issues discussed ear]iervinto_the case SO ﬁhat they lend appropriate context
to an understénding of the procedUres and, later, to the interpretation of

the aata.

The first interview with Grace (not her real name) began with questions

that established the details of her professiona]'backgrouhd and experience.
Grace teaches Lahguage-Arts and Readfng in grades 6 and 8. She has niqg
years of experiencé in grades 6 through 10,_has.ear2ed a BA in English and
Government and a Masters degree in Curriculum and.Instruction (Eng]iéh
Education), and has completed half of her course work toward a qocfprate in
that area. Grace was theﬁ introduced to the tasks of the first 1nﬁerview as
follows:

The 'idea is for me to'get some idea of the way in which ybu think about

‘ybur teaching and your planning for teaching, and so forth, but to do
this as much as possible in your own wofds.A And the way 1'm going to
approach it is to suggest that we begin by haviﬁg you.just give me

statemerts, brief statements, of what I might see were I to visit cne of

your classes. You could choose your best class which characterizes your

best teaching in your favorite subject area of the two you have given

me, and 50 forth. And they'11 be statements such as "The teacher is.
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writing on the blackboard,” "The students are taking a note." Those
sortq of th1nqs wh1ch would be s1mp1y what I would see were I present
The attempt in this statement was to have Grace focus rather widely on

not just her teaching but on what she believes to be either her best or most

characteristic teaching, it being likely that the two coincide and so -

usefully define the domain of application of whatever principles and beliefs

emerge. In Kelly's terminology, the brief statements that eventuate

"proscr1be the range of convenience of constructs; later they become the

"elements" (Ke11y s term) of the Repertory Grid. As Grace began to describe
what I might observe, I wrote the br1ef statements on 3x5 index cards and 1
invited her to check that the wording corresponded accurate]y to what she had -
said. The statements, Tisted in Figure 1 in the order given (with-,
abbrevtatione used in the interview by me), are a11_Grace's with the

exception of number 16 which was added by me because Grace had been talking

“about class diecussion but had not indicated who chaired this type of

activity.j When the flow of statements s]owed I suggestea that about 20 would
be a nsefu1 target, and Grace appeared satisfied w1th ach1ev1ng that number.
At this'point Grace was.to1d: |
What 1 wou]d 1ike you to do now is to take the cards and group them in
ways that you think sont ef be1on§, in your persbective. You. may have
as many groups as you wish. And then We will ta]k about thekgroupings.

In.typical uses of the Repertgry Grid Technique, constructs are

generally elicited during discussion of the groupings. This n}ocedure was

f011owed_ence in this study-(with the first teacher interviewed) and it

proved to be unsatisfactory for I got the impression that I was hurryiné theﬂ
construct elicitation to the extent that the beliefs and principles which we
came to settle on were ratheresuperficia1 and were seemingly represented more

by my language than by that of the teacher. Theldifficu]ty was. surmounted
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when I realized that the language used to discuss the groups of cards could

be employed on the construct axis of the Repertory Grid so that resu1t1ng
factors could become the vehicles for eliciting deepen‘6e11efs and pr1nc1p1es
in a second interview. This procedure quickly became integral to the whole
study. ? -

Grace arranged the cards in seven groups, a rather larger number than
arrivéd at by most participants in the study. {As each group was discussed in*
turn; the terms'and pnrases which Grace used etther to dtctinguish groups_or
to characterize the similarity of cards within the same group nere noted-

down. During this portion of the interview I probed for the meaning og
. . v

significance of the phrases so that superficial ones such as "this is what

_ the students do and this is what the teacher does" would be replaced by more

yprofound ones. 'In most casés, the number of distinguishing or characterizing

phrases given by particﬁpants in this .phase of the interview was somewhat

less than the number of Cards. 'The discussion of Grace's groupings led to 18
terms and phrases which became the entries on the ”construct“_axﬁs'of the

L3

grid. Grace's phrases are listed in Figure 2 for the sake of comp1eteness,

yet without knowledge of the context being generated by Grace “and myself,

many of these will appear odd~or mean1ng1ess. ‘For example, number 3, "Ss
need some protection," flows from Grace's sensitivity to students’ feeling
exposed when they make a presentation to the class; and number 10, "Ss read . : ‘ki
poetry iine by 11ne,",1s not simply a statement of the obvious but a
reflection of Grace's conceirn for choppy and literal reading of poetry which
she has found to be normal at this age level. |

o At this point, the discuseions of the first intervien ended and_ the grid

was explained. Numbers .corresponding to the numbered "elements" cards were

placed on the element axis of a blank grid, and the distinguishing and
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characterizing phrases were writfen in on the "construct" .(Kelly's term)
axis. Grice was asked to. take each "element" card in turn and rate tﬁe
association it had for hef with eaqh:phfase 6n the "construct" axis, using
the scale, "3" definitely associatédﬁ "2" neutral, "1"'def1q1te1y not
associated. Grace's completed grid appears in Figure 3.Q\Wheqlthe grid was
complete, the interview ended and Graée was informed that the ana]&sisth the \
grid would be the basis for discussions in the second interview.

The operative assumption at this point 1nqthe brocedure is that the
terms used by Grace to distinguisﬁ or cHar&cterize the groups of elements aré
representations at one -level of some set of ébherent beliefs and principles
(at another level)-about her teaching, and the immediate task becomes one of
determining what thesé‘might be. Presumab]y,.coherenée is reflgcted in the
grid's séores of, association. That is, if the distinguishing or
characterizing phrases in the "tonstruct" axis are thought of as "variables"
and the "elements" as "“subjects," the correlations among variables could be
factored w1th the reasonable expectat1on that the "var1ab1es“ which exhibit
some commona11ty will he placed in the same factor. Accordingly, the grid is
cubjected to a principal components.factor analysis with varimax rotation,
using a "packaged" program (Veldman, 1978). The resulting factors, which are
simply groupings of Grace's distinguishing and characterizing phrases are
1isted in Figure 4.

The objective of the second interview was to identify whatever beliefs

and principles underlie these factors or yroups, as they were called in the

dnterview itself. The interview began with a brief and non-technical account

»

of how the grid was ana]yied to yield the groups, and continued with

‘questions and discussions aimed at understanding the groups and how Grace

sees them. Later in the interview, Grace was encouraged to .find ways to
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label the groups and to ta]k about where she thought the 1deas represented by

the commona11ty of each group came from (the 1atter is not reported here)

The interview is long (about 90 minutes) and intensive, so just a few lines

are: reproduced here to show how Grace attached‘meaning to each group. In the

normal circumstance of analyzing the interview, the substance of the total

interaction is employed in: the attempt to identtfy the under1y1ng.be11efs and_

principles.  Tn other words, the fullest context is heeded. :
Grace began discussion of the first group with, "I think they all hinge

on that second one, 'thinking skj}ﬁs,' except for 'heeds some photection.'

I don't know how that entered into that section.“ And the reeponse to this

remark is not untypical, "Could you explain why-'student.participatien'

kinges on 'thinking skills'? What do you see toobe the relation there?"

Here are more of frace's points made throughout this discugsion, though not .

'

consecutively:
.developing thinking skills requires student participation. LIF T
am just telling them things, they are not really developing thinking
¢ : skills. They need to‘he involved, in other words. . .By deve]dping‘
their reading skills, they are deve10p1ng thinking skills. ; Well, the y
speaking in public would require that they th1nk on their feet so to
r§peak Sometimes they wou]d have to ad 1ib and I wou]d again put that
1rSa category of thinking skills. . .If‘everything'ofiginates with me
and the students have less 1nppt and everything that is happening is
e teacher dominated, I don't feel like the students are developing their
~ thinking skills. They need to as I said ear11er be participating. ..
You cap do anything if you have developed these thinking skills. . :To
get students involved in what was happehing rather than gé‘spend much

time lecturing.
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The.first group of phrases which Grace discusses here contains an

evident contrast between the idea of having the students involved mentally

and the notion. that when the teacher is lecturing the -involvement is minimal.
The principle or belief which seems to capture what Grace is saying concerns
the importance of developing thinking skills versus teacher lecturing.

-

Interestingly the principle seems to cut across an objective and a particular

- style of teachihg, almost as if the principle has to do with avoiding a

lecturing style in order that the teaching can contribute to the development

of these thinking skills.

A contrast is evident in the second group of phrases, fqo& fhdugh it
emerges under the rubric "arrangement for learning" and pits individual work
against group work. Here are some of Grace'§ explanations for this grouping;
again taken from the second interview.

1 picture the studentsvsitting in groups of five or six in a cire1e and

working on their listening skills, responding. talking about one topic

perhaps, and responding only after they had listened and responded to

what they had been‘iistening to, rather than just talking out. Of

coufse, here they would not be developing interpersonal skills, but fhey

are do1ﬁg the1r creat1ve work silently, and I would suppose that

v

anything they do is in some measure related to 5pe111ng except for oral

work. . .Because their creat1ve work silently wou]d be probably wr1t1ng'

.Well actually, it should be re]ated into this because through this as
Jg“ 3, if they are working on their 1isten1ng skii]s,.they can only

respond to after 11sten1ng and th1nk1ng about what has been said, and

that wou]d be bne of the activities that we would do to develop.thinking

ski]]s. . .It is important that you have them arranged in a way in which

they. can Worg, and also thaf you don't have ones that might interfere




with another one's learning. . .You need to know how your time is
going to be carved'up.‘. .(monitoring) trying to make sure that
everyone has the opportunity tb speak.” Make sure that everyore is -
participating. . .I try to concentrate on making sure that they are
working toward a goé]. ..iJohn beWey was right. He:ié the one who
probably first suggested or not first but who at least brought it

“to our attention tHat éertain]y much of what we do during our 1ives

requires working with other people and the better we are able tdddo

so the more we will éccomp]ish. . .I don't think of the individual

versus group, I think both are necessary. (The interviewer asks if

this is a management for learning dimension or speaking of types of

learning.) Could it not be both?. . .1 w0u1d'guess it has both.
Throughout this discussion, Grace's thinking here seems dominated by a view
of the relationship between thé sorfs of learning that are to occur and the
arréngements-which are appropriate fbr this 1éarning'to occur. The principle
then is a principle cqncekning arrangements for learning with an evident
contrast being made betwee;'individual and_group work.

The contrasts which Charactérizé the first two factors or groups are
simply not evident in‘the discussions of the third group. Here Grace
demonstrates a concern about the point at which shé should intervene when
studgnts appear to need assistance with their learning. If a contrast is
needed it cbuld,be supptied, and it might well take the form of a contrast
between. students needing help with their learning and students Wearning\by
themselves. ’

I would like to do that (getting into the instruction) so:that they

don't begin to'think that if they.didn't understand what something that

v
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they.have read in the way that I ta]kedvaboutf-they don't feel that
their understanding is in any way inferior because certainiy we all, as
Louise Roseblat says, we interact with the text. « .They have been
taught that there is on]y‘one’meaning, one answer to a comprehension
question and so they don't dare go beyond that. . .I think these
(dramatic continuity, aiternative interpretations)‘are the points where
I need to intervene rather heavy-handedly because it is probab]y \
something that they will not--information they would not arrive: at \\

' The remaining work that is performed on the data foi]oWing the
conclusion of the second interview consists-of an interpiaydbetween the
substance of the interview and the principles and beliefs which seemed to
emerge, in an attempt to ensure that the 1anguage and intent of these cohere
as much as poss1b1e with Grace's thinking. Briefly, for the context prov1ded
by Grace in the “elements" of the first interview, her thinking is dominated
by the significance of thinking skills and how her 1ecturing might impede

their development, by the importance of arranging youngsters in groups or as

individuals to enhance whatever learning is intended for them, and by an

~ ongoing concern for the appropriateness of.hervintervention gs they learn.

This use of Repertory Grid Technique uncovered the principles and
beliefs of a]] participants so far as the elements they provided are

concerned As we have seen here, and as is eVident in later sections of this

" paper, the principles are not necessarily’ formuiated as principles of action,
nor are beliefs necessarily worded as propositional statements about the

nature of affairs. This does not mean that they may not operate for the

teacher in these ways; instead, the formuiation‘of-the principies and beliefs
reflects what the teachers say or what may be inferred legitimately from what

they say. Of course, the principles and beliefs may be rephrased suitably;
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but, for the present they are best regarded as phrases, statements or terms’
which cconvey significaﬁt meaning to the teachers and to us about their
professional activity.

Two Remaining Methodological Difficulties

Before this paper can move toward a broader discuséionlof‘the results
from the study than can be g]eangd from the single case of Grace, it is
neceSSary to consider two types of problems which -arose. within the
methodology. One of these peftains to the factor analyses of the grids, and
the other to the qualitative identification of beliefs and principles. Both
" types of problem, discussed below, serve as qualifiers or 1imitétions of the
results of the study. - |

An unexpected problem arose in the ana]ysfs of the second teacher's
(Betty's) grid. Not until an aha]ysis was unsuccessfu]]y attempted was it
noticed that four of Betty's distinguishing or charactérizing phrases
("constructs" in Kelly's terms, "variables" in terms of factor analysis) were
scored identically on the matrix. The ana]yéis was rerun withatthe of these
varfenles removed, only to be inserted after the factor pattern was found.
This ana]ygis»resu1ted.in four factors where the fourth did not appear
con§f§tent with what had been said in the first interview. A second
analysis, with‘thfee Faqtors.specified, produced factors that appeared
consistent, and were thus used as the basis for the second 1ntervfew. Even
though fhe second interview led to three apparently strong beliefs and
p?fncip]es, one is 1eft.w1th the uncomfortable fee]gng‘df wondering how
different they may have been had fdur rather thén three factors been used.
(In other analyses, with exceptions noted be]ow,'?he\:a11 faétorS" option was

selected, and that number of factors used in-the second 1ntery1ew.)




A second problem in the factor analytic treatment of the grids was

noticed in Christihe's grid after the initial factor analysis had been used
for the second interview. It was found'thatvChristine had scored l.'3” for
each element against one of the variables so that it had no vafiance. The
program accepted the data but did not include that variable in the factbrs,A
.An attempt to explore the consequénce of this problem after the fact,iby

artificially introducing variance, led to a quite different factor pattérn.

Thus, although Christine's second interview possessed its own integrity, the

extent to which the interview would have yielded different beliefs and
principles were the missing variable present remains unknown.

The same problem was found in Ellen's grid, but-beforé the»ana]ysié was
undertaken. It was resolved as f011ows.‘ An "611 factors" analysis Was
performed yielding six'factoré, this was followed by a five factor
specifitation.. Next, a minimum of variahce was 1ntfoduced to the variable -
,_having no variance in a way which corresponded to another variable with which

it corresponded closely. The matrix was then analyzed with the following

specifications: all factors (seven resulted), six factors, and five factors.

The first two and second three §ets of factors we?e.compared and it was fouhd
thaf‘the'six factor specifiqaﬁion resu]fed in an exact match with the six
| facfors obtained before the variable was modified, save for the presence of
the additional variable. Accordingly this ana]ysié Qas selected for use in
the second interview with considerable confidence.

The final.problem in the factor analysis portion of this study arose
when a grid of 20 "variables" by 19 "subjects" was produced by‘Kathryn.
When two identical variables were collapsed a singular matrix resulted which
was fejeéted by the program. The decision was taken to drop one yariab]e;

pefform the analysis, and then reintroduce the variable in the pattern of




_feur factors Whieh resulted. The variable that was dropped from the analysis
s "Love and understanding (afe)Agood for them to read aheut " As it
happened this phrase emerged in the first 1nterV1ew together with two others
("Learn po1nt of view and imagery" and "Have a mean1ng to the child" ) jn the
‘context. of aims for Language Arts. - When theafactors were exam1ned it was
found thatvon1y one contained "variables" relating te Languaée Arts; the
remainder referring to the other subject Kathryn taught, History. So the
decision to place the dropped variable in the Language Arts factor was
Aentirely'defensib1e. |
The second type of problem which constant]y harasses qualitative
_research of this nature concerns the movement between the different parts of
the data and the theoretical approach which drives its acquisition. The
theoretical orientation here, a mixture of contextualism anq Ke]Ty'sAPersona1
Construct Theory, suggests that one should be alert to the possibility that
beliefs and principles which emerge may we11‘exi$t for a given teacher as
bipolar constructs, even though they may not manifest themselves as such in
the factoh ana]ysis.for thehsecond interviews. Should, then, the interviewer
lTook for poles when they are not immediately apparent? _Of.Course, one can
readily construct.thelopposite pole frem the content ef the particular .
statement but that is another matter. Gerhane to thte issue is the
uncerta1nty one harbors about the effect that the groupwngs have upon a
teacher's thinking when,these are presented for d1scuss10n~1h the second
interviewﬂ‘ The contextualist position.acknow]edges the significance of
varied information from seve}a] sources, andjse one constant]y seeks
‘corroboration for beliefs and princip]es'throughout the data. In all cases

_studied here, the emergtng principles and beliefs appeared coherent for each
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teacher. That alone is an important signal of the credibility of the

results.

a

Some Initial Results of the Inquiry

.Despite the knowledge 6ne_has about contextualism and the nature of case
studies, it can be tempting tovthink that some general findingsAnght.emerge
“which could be reported neatly and succincf]y. Yet the data éo]]ected jn |
this particu]ar study,bbeing in fact the data of 14 case studies, jeer at
such a dream. On-quite different grounds; there ought never to have been
that expectation: we learn in‘our training that it is improper to hold
expectations about the results of our studies. But in a stﬁdy like this,
such a fiat of research etfquétte is impossible to meet because it cuts in
both directions: the results must point tb generalizations or to
part1cu1ars, and it is hard to hold that certa1nty at a distance.

One way to approach the results is to note the’ contrast between
‘gehera1izations and particulars and to use that notion to think of the data.
For instan;é, one might reasonably anticipate that teachers of the same
schcol subject might share at least one"or two principTes and that teachers
of different subjects would have less in common, but the data contest these
assumptions. Also, it is tempting to suppose that where similar terms are
used in the principles of different teachers, then the principles themselves
are sfmi]ar, but this is far from being the. case because the terms reside in
‘different if not contrasting contexts. A particularly fascinating contrast
j< apparent in the poles of bipolar princﬁp]es. Grace, for example,
contrasted a goal (critica] thinking) with a teaching style (lecturing),
whiie Heather contrasts a coal (basic French compétence) with another goal

(cultural and contextual awareness, which she perceives as extra-curricular).
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‘Contrasts such As these can form a useful perspective fof reporting the
results because it becomes possible to present a tather broad picture of the
beliefs and principles just so,Tong-as we are mindfu] that we are looking as
much.at contrasts as we are at similarities, and that we are overlooking
1diosyncrat1c‘meanihgs. | | |

A Broad View of Teachers' Be]iefs~and Principles

To begin, it is necessary to describe the extent of-the data for this is

the essential context of -the bread description attempted here. Remembering
the decision to ignore the work with the first teacher on the grounds that
these data were collected using an early version of the methodology which
proved unsuitable (even though the data themse]ves are interestiqghin their
own right), we are considering the principles of 13 teachers. THe number of
principles emerging from the interviews with each teacher is not uniform--a
further factor which militates against generalizations and, at the'seme time,

makes reporting difficult. Four teachers evinced three principles, another

four demonstrated six, while two teachers demonstrated four and the remaining

three teachers gave.five'prineip1es or be]iefs; But any clarity one might
draw from examining these 59 beliefs and princib1es evaporates quickly
because 32 ef them appear in the data as clearly bipolar, giving 91 pieces of
language each being unique by virtue of terms or context.

The only satisfactory way to present something of the eontent of theSe
pr1nc1p1es is to generate a category system that can handle their variety.
But this approach holds a risk to legitimate qua11tat1ve inquiry, namely the

extent to which the category system can influence the data. For this study,

“there are two ways in which the risk is not only minimized but vanquished.

First, as I suppose in all qualitative research, special effort needs to be

‘taken to ensure that ihe data themseTves'speak to the way in which they are

g
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categorized. This becomes rot a matter of tampering with old categories
until affit is achieved, but of producing and discarding new category systeme
uhtiﬁ one emerges as clearly the leader in giving the data their voice.
Second, how the category scheme is used is understoed by the reader's
context, and pajns have been taken to make it clear that the picture gjven by
the categories is a broad one that necessarily fails to show'the richness and
1nd1v1dua11ty of the pr1nc1p1es it tries to descr1be

The category system 1tse1f cons1sts of five categories: goais, which
tnc]ude both academic and non-academic, and also references to principles
which appear to flow from considerations of subject matter; management, which
is conceived brdéd1y and so includes prfncip]es that speak to time and
behavior and a]sb those which mentibn'eva]uation and student involvement;
teacher needs, which apeehr As quite persoha1; student needs, which are
directed at either’éersona] or academic needs; and the facilitation of
learning, which becomes the place for collecting all beliefs and principles
that appear to be operating for the teacher as "rallying points" for thinking
about immediate instructicnal matters. The categories, then, are used in
this report as places to collect be11efs and principles which apparently
exhibit some commona11t1es So it is tiat when Deborah identifies a group of
phrases with the statement "why the teacher controls" and so shows that
control is an 1mportant part of her th1nk1ng as a teacher, the under1y1ng
principle here is seen as similar to Marsha's expression "teacher dealing
with a class formally and with authority and 6rganization.“ Both teacheks
appear to attach much significance to the locus of control, even though the
principles are uniquely expressed.

The'result of gsing the category scheme appears in Table 1, but before

the table is discussed, two further complications arising from the effort to
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portray these data broad1y need to be mentioned. First, as already noted,

o

many of the principles and beliefs held by teachers are formulated as
dichotomies. Joanna, for example, articu]ates a principle which connects
reading, se]f concept ano autonomy whﬂe3 at the same t1me p]écinc autocracy
in contrast. In discussion she demonstrates conviction that "Tow esteem and
self- concept lead to poor performance.'vand while she does not see this as a
"black and white situation” she seems to see enough in read1ng as a "human,
personal exper1ence" to find it quite 1nappropr1ate to th1nk of herse]f as "I
am the head of this c1ass end whatever I say goes." Categorizing such a
belief or principle is awkward for it appears to belong in two places: part
belongs in the category about féci11tation--specif1ca11y, se1f-esteem
fac111tates 1earn1ng, but the other part belongs in the management category
under locus of control. (In Table 1, this principle is entered as ”2+"
beside locus of control, and “2-" beside self-esteem, to indicate the
bipolarity of the principle.) A second complication arises when it is found,
as in the case of Deborah, that the pole of one’prihcip1e belongs in the same
category as another principle. Of her second principle, "Efficiency‘of
reading and motivation," she said "but above my goal for'them to be more
efficient readers, I rea11y would like forAthem to enjoy reading," and the

theme of enjoyment is pressed to the point where its place as a principle

about extra-curriculum personal goals is clear. Yet as the discussion of

efficiency of ‘reading develops, it centers on the ability to scan rather than

_ fastening on each word, and the works of Kenneth Goodman and Frénk Smith are

cited. Here, then, the "efficiency of reading" pole is appropriately placed
in the subcategory "principles from subject matter," even though Deborah's

third principle I"vocabu1ar:y increases reading competence" belongs. here too.
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Table 1 is the consequence of attempting to categorize all the

principles and theirtpo1es. As must have beer noted by the reader, it is

very unsatisfactory for any purpose other than providing-u broad picture, and

<o it is used for just that, even so, With care: the expression of a

teather’s beliefs and princtp]es here is essentially out of the context of
the interviews and of other principles evinced by the same teacher which
makes them idiosyncratica11y meaningful. - |

If one were to ask What'appears to be uppermest in the thinking of the.
teachers here, he would be bound to speak in terms of goa1s. Given that 32

of the 59 beliefs and principles are definitely bipolar, one can point to the

fact that 25 of the 91 entries in the tab]e mention goals. Intehesting1y,

specific‘curricu1um goals (those harking to the content to be learned o .
skills to be acquired, as the jargon has it) do not appear to be exclusively
in the forefront of the teachers' thinking, for the. teachers demonstrate
genuine concern far extra-curricu]uh.academic goais (such as Ellen's view
about the significance of "making them think" and of having students
successfully use resource mater1a1s), and for what are termed here

extra curriculum persona1 goals, which are well exemplified by Heather s
concern for the current development of sixth graders "they are st111 at the
age that they like to come up and hug you and that is fine, 1 love that," and
by her determination to make them responsible and independent so that they
can handle revoiving schedules and go into different c]asses, ", . .we have
to make them grow up" is her way of putt1ng th1s. In their th1nk1ng about
teaching, few of the teachers appear to employ principles that derive from
the subject matter-of the curriculum, directly at least. Deborah'e views of
the nature of reading have already been mentioned.’ Kathryn, who teaches

History and Language Arts, talks of the need to make History coherent by
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“which she means that students need to e, given an order to History whichrhas

~

_been for them in lower qrades a series of out-of-context and disorganized

stories.

In this group of teachers, the fashion in which beliefs and principles

germane to management arise are varied. For Christine, managing time is

-1mportaht: "Management of time contributes to learning." But she is alone in

articulating this part1¢u1ar principle.  Typically, I suspect, we would
anticipate issues of management to be aired in terms of student behavior, or
even misbehavior, and in five cases this is true. Betty put it this way, "1

don't like to see students who are not interested because they are usually

“distracting from (sic) someone who otherwise would be interested." And Fran

expresses concern for behavior also, though the emphasis for her, is upon

manners teward everyone in the class, not just toward herself. Manégement,

~ though, comes to light in two other important ways (its‘appearance in

Evaluation is less important éave'to note Ingrid's concern for the
1nst1tutioﬁa1 demands that Eva1uatioq'p1ace§ upon creativity fn Fine Arts).
First, many of the teachers spoke in terms of where authority lies in their
perception of their teaching. Fran and Marsha seem to view themselves as the
ultimate authority when it comes to decﬁsions about procedures, lesson |
content and assignments, though both temper Ehis belief with Qenuine feelings
for their students. Joanna, as already noted, sees autocracy as detrimental
toltﬁe development of reading (since one's reading is so intensely personal.
to her), and Grace pits,the.s%gnificance of the development ofAthink{ng
skills against tHe,opportunity for their deve]opment if the students are
obliged to listen to the teacher without being engaged.

The “Stddent 1nvo1vement" gubcategory is the p1ate for another of

Grace's principles: that arrangement of students either-in groups or
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1nd1v1dua11y is related to learning. Her€, the emphasis is on thé
appropr1ateness of different modes of 1nvo1vement "...if they are working on
their 1¥stening skills, they can only respond after 1istenihg and thinking

about what has been said." A similar focus is evident in Nora's work .in the

Migrant Program which she perceives as necessarily tutorial, one-on-one, for

that's its character if it is to meet its charge.

- Notions of management, in all this variety, and concerns for aims of
several sorts appear to dominate the thinking.of the teachers studied. The c "
contrasts;hereAare egua11y:ev1dent in the other softs of principles. Of
these; the most qpexﬁected are coi]écted beneath "Teacher needs," and their
*_ range is informative. Marsha talks of her demeanor in the classroom by
contrasting what she styles "the Mom side of me" in élfu11Aand caring sense
“with s1tuat1ons in wh1ch she could not let this out. O% "running a band !
:, . - which she doesn't, she observes ﬂ.-. .1 would be totally:frustrated by the
) fact that I cotild not have phySica]icontact with the kids 1ike I do now." "A
similar view is‘evident in Fran's principle about the pervasiveness of a
sense of personal re1at10nsh1ps which, for her, characterizes the way she
approaches her work and students. Needs-bf a Auite different type are
expressed by two others. Ingrid finds great frustration in dealing W1th the
fallout bf what she perceives to be }he prevailing view of ‘Fine Arts: It "is
“an e]eétive cOur;e and it is 5 dumping ground for the students that if they
don't know where else to put them, throw them in art, “they can cut and
-paste.” The need to’ reso]ve this frustr;t1on permeates her d1scuss1on, "T'm
tired of puttiqg up with things I don't 11ke.". Joanna, though, signals a
. ] very different need when she speaks not-just of holding a wealth of

professional knowledge, but of putting it to use. "I really want to know

>

|
|
|
|
|
\
everything that I (can) about what I am doing. . .If I'm going to be '




effective, Iive got to know how to do it. And if I really care about what

they are doing, I have to be efficient."

While Table 1 suggests that, overall,-little attention is given to
student needs and differences, this is more Tikely an artifact of the
category system itself rather than a cbﬁment on where the thoughts of teacher
dwell. Here the difficulty is one of 1ntérpretatioﬁ; becauée mény of the
teachers hold beliefs and principles which suggest that they are sensitive to
stddents' needs, fkequent]y in thé personal domain. In mapy cases, though,
these sensitivities fjnd expression in beliefs and principles which more
adequately suit the subcateaory "extra-curriculum personal goals" and, to a
lesser extent, "student involvement." Accordingly, it woula be a mistake to
employ the number of entries in ”Etudent needs" as an ‘index of»ﬁhe teachers'
voicing concern for these,‘and fhé misfake is simply a matter of information
ﬁsed'out of context; Student needs are attended to, then, in such principles
as annna's_determinatibn to be c]dser to the students, to be firm and caring
‘which fbr her will rapidly reduce:behavior and attention problems by making
these out of b]ace in the.atmospheré she wishes to create and sustain. Also,
student ne;ds appear twice in Heather's principles. First, she is concerned
not to overwhelm the students in her presentations, and second, she is
concerned to “learn" the students through feedback of several fypes which she
calls evaluation. |

~The final category, to conclude this broad picture, is of beliefs and
p;inc1p1es which seem to be employed by the teachers in their thinking as
guides to teachihg and planning. For example, the references to self-concept
or celf-esteem throughout the interviews is plentiful enough to suggest that
this notion is thematic. It appears as;very straightforward support for
| instructioral technique, then, in Christine's crisp principle "Self-esteem is

4y
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necessary for learning. .:.We11, I think it is obvious really, that a student .

has to feel good about himself, about who he is and who you are before any

" learning can take p1ace;" Other principles in this:category demonstrate

again the variety which flows through the preceding discussions. _E11envv1ews
group Work as "ancther 7 different way of 1earning"-in_whieh, of eourse,

2na1 and d1ffer§£t understand1ngs may-be acquired. Heather articulates
a pr1nc1p1e of persona] style, apparent]y designed to result in a sensitive
and student-or1ented c]assreom,“Th1s is just a lot of student_1hput. A lot
of student part1c1pat1on . .There is no way I can makevthem 1garn . b am
there to teach them but for them to Tearn they have to take §ome of the
respons1b111ty. And this view may be contrasted W1th Kathryn S pr1nC1p1e
about the need for persona] organization or order: "It' s 'to get them to

think about keeping things together and about keeping it in order. It's

something that ‘they have to learn before they can go on and learn other

things. . .So I think that that is rea]]y'a_uSefu1 learning technique_in that

they must be able t0fkeep it together to get a ]ogicat»picture."

This genera1 account of the data serves to show clearly the complexity

.

- and variety of the be]iefs and principles which were extracted using the

present methodology. Buv it does more. It demonstrates that an attempt to

“force idiosyncratic and contextually meaningful statements into rather’ coarse

'and'ambiguous categhries can lead only to a dilution of the data's poWer;

The power -of these.datas]ies in their context, and the meaningfulness.of ahy

ot these beliefs and prineﬁp1es emerges fully only when we can picture all of

“them held in concert. This is no more than another way of saying that if we

are to learn from these teachers we must abandon the broad picture and deal

more directly with particulars in some selected and specific contexts.
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£ Second and More Intensive Look

It simply is not feasible in this paper to discuss the beliefs and
pr1nc1p1es of all 14 of the study S part1c1pants in the depth that wou]d dg
Just1ce to the integrity of contextualist research and, contemporaneous]y,
would draw attention t& all the fensiong and ﬁontrast& %ﬁSt ar? there for the
seeing. Actording]y, some very,pragmatic_dev%ces are qeeded to'se1ect cases
which can reveal something of the data's richngsé and power, and of the
considerab]e variety which characterizes Ehe‘be1iefs énd‘princ{p1es 1:cated

 there1n ‘\Th\\eas1est way to convey all of this is to focus on four of the
teachers who have respons1b111t1es in Language Arts, a useful dec1s1on since
two of these have°a1ready been discussed: Grace earlier in th1s paper and
Fran elsewhere (Munby, 1982). ‘These four casés are'présented by first
introducing Fran and recalling Grace so that some of the obvious contrasts
are seen. The'range of contrasts is tﬁen increéseafas‘Betgy and Christine
‘are'added to the picture. Naturally, these discussions are iimited iﬁ the
range of evidence fhat.can~be presented, yet there HsvSufﬁicienf fbr the key
“principles to take life and iliuminate the fundamental differences in the

thinking of these four professionais.

Fran and Grace

Fran is comp]éting a Masters degree {n English and has taught Language
“Arts'for 12 years. Her present assignment is grade 7, though she has
experience with grades 2, 3, 4 and 6. Five principles were identified in

“Fran's grid, and discussion of these in the second interview led to seeing

~ them as follows, with poles indicafeq by "vs.":
1. The job that has to be done (curriculum) vs. the sensitivity
2. Purposefulness (task orientation) vs. management (manners)

3. Participating and sharing ‘ . o -
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" chooses carefully to give them-a useful starting point. . Fran's discussion of =~

G. Persona] approach to self and a sense of relationships

5. Why the teacher controls | |

Throughout these principles, Fran;demonetrates the significance_to hen
thinking of fee]inge\anq bf relationships'w?th others, espetia]]y her
students. So, while a curriculum aim appears in the firét it is set off
against a sensitivity to how students might feel about”doing some things
which they do not particularly 11ke ta\do “They rea]]y do marvelous th1ngs

.when they know you have either 11tera11y or f1gurat1ve1y put your arms
around them." Similar]y, while management features in the second principle,
it is very much a matter of conduct or manners.toward all in the room. Her
views about feelings arise-in the third principle too, for altliough it speaks
to hervbe1ief that genuine opportunities for participating, responding and
listening are vite1.to learning, there is still the affective undercur?ent, a
"sense in which we are all in it together " The fourth princip]e ciear]yv
establishes her "person" orientation: "only in g1ve and take can’ you
realize a sense of relationship," and "somehow we find a way to say funny
things end to laugh at ourse1ves. . .we 1aUgh a lot at what we have to
1earn;" There is an element of toughness in Fran's principles (she calls it .
"tough love") and it surfaces as a professional commitment in the final one. )
Of her role in selecting poems and short stories for her students she says,

"No matter how bfight they are; they are not at a point in their 1ife when

“they can make a valid-judgment of what is or isn't good." Accordingly, she

this principle indicates that it is thoroughly worked out and balanced by her

sense of Qersona] relations in the classrocm. o )
It is interesting to compare this picture of Fran with Grace. Her
principles, as already discussedf:are:
40




ﬂjnteract1ons with text and 1nformat1on There ex1sts in th1s concept1on a

]

1. Developing thinking skills vs. teacher 1ecturing

Arrangement for learning: individual vs. group work

~

[F3]
.

Teacher intervention when students need help with their learning
vs. learning by themselves
What seems close to the surface‘in Fran's teaching. is simply not

evident in Grace's prjncip]es. Where Fran appears to give prominence to

*5unaerstand1ng what m1ght be important about feelings and re]at1onsh1ps among

peop]e Grace seems to be listening instead to 1deas about the 1nte11ectua1

growth and learning of the class when she considers her teachrng The:

difference between the two f1rst principles of each makes this quite p1a1n

Both teachers have academic goals in mind here, but Fran's contains-a

contrasting pole which directs our attention to her sensitivity to others

“while Grace's pole contrasts a style of teaching she finds inconsistent with

the deve]opment of the academic goal. This"shou1d not be taken as suggesting
that Grace does not care_foh her .students, because she evidently cares for
them though- in a different manner than does Fran. Grace's concern for them:
lies in her th1rd principle and 1t emerges as she dea]s with the dilemma that
1ikely faces all teachers: at what point shou]d she 1ntervene? |
Interestingly, the focus selected by Grace to anewer thie question -is on
1earhing and of a very particular sort. There is evidence in the transcript
of the second interview with Grace to’support the view-that her conception of

learning is interactionist-;1earning is a consequence of individua]

def1n1te s1gna1 that Grace has s1gn1f1cant concern for the 1nte11ectua1

individuality of each student.
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Bett!
Betty teaches Language Arts and Spanish in grades 6, 7 and 8. She is

working on e Masters in education and has taught grades 3 through 8 ih her |
v four years of professional experience. It will be reca]]ed that the "all |
factor" specification was discarded in the factor analysis of Betty's grid in
favor of a three-factor spec1f1cat1on which gave a very close coherence with
the material of the first interview. Of contextua] re]evance too is the fact
that the language used to depict the pr1nc1p}es is mine. (At this early
stage in ﬁhe study, I had not thcught to have’the teachers labeT the grbubs.)
The reader may judge the consisfency'of the groups and the labels selected
for them from Betty's phrases (in Figure 5) and f%om'the discussiohs which
fo]Tow, The principles ere;‘ |
1. Direction (of the class): Teacher vs. student
2. Student fnyp]vement vs. non-involvement
3. Management vs. attention
‘Listening to Betty s instructive. About the first grodp (or princip]e)'she
- says: "
The teacher is kind of running the show. I guess what you'd eay‘has
complete control oVer what is goiﬁg on and has direct'contro1 of the
c]ase. . .Just be right on tep of them. . .I have to be standing up
Tecturing, or say““Here is an assignment. Do this.“ give them implicit

'(sic) direetions on how to do it, an¢ then check it with them

ﬂimmediatelymaftetTﬁhé} do.it.

These statemente are later circumscribed by coneerns for the students' being

responsible, so I ask, "Is their being responsible important to you?" Betty'
replies, "I feel it is a.very important characteristic to build, just in life
genera11y.“ | : |
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Knowing who 15 directing the teaching is important in Betty's thinking,
just-as it seems important that the_studente'attend'to directions and carry
" them through There.are tinges here too of the significance she attaches to
her d1rect10n, though other rrinciples speak more closely to this.

Betty" discussion of the phrases const1tut1ng the second group (Student
involvement) conta1ns the statements. | | |

They (the students) have a tendency to daydream. . .If they are actively

1nvo1ved in part1c1pat1on, quest10n and answer or having to get up and

do someth1ng on the board or something like that, they don't have as

much time for their mind to be occupied by other things. . .Well, a

student has to be paying attention if he is absorbing anythfng in their

(sic) brain, toi1earn anything. . .They just sit back and take in

1nf0rmation, hopefu]]v with, 1ike this, their minde'c1eared of any -

"thoughts that are blocking what they are supposed to be thinking

about--thought processes. ‘
A notable feature of the discourse here is its origin in a cbnception of
1earning in which the mind‘apparent1y is to be cleared before it can receive.
The view may not simply be that learning is passive receptioh but it is the
case that the view 1s(wjde1y dtfferent from Gracefs interactionist position.
A]se, given the'first.princ1p1e,'there is a hint in Betty's view that
learning either 5hou1d or does'f1ow from teacher to’iearner or.is ih some way
controlled by the teacher whereas for Grace (invher third princip]e) there,
is the understanding that students may learh on their own w1thout a teacher s
1ntervent1on.

Betty's third prineip]e brings some clarity to the conception of
Tearning operating for her. The principle. is a management one; the emphasis
being on behavior, and as seen in Figure 5 the” one phraseAthat is in contrast

.
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to the others (which are presumably ref1ections of undesired classroom
behaviors) is "Ss pay attention." vThese extracts from the second interview
are germane
| I don't like to see students who are pot interested because they are
usually distracting from someone who otherwise would be interested. . ;I
don't 1ike to see students who are blatantly, I guess you would call it
h?atant1y dtsruptive. . .if a teacher is'genuinely interested 1in
students and shows those students ‘that she cares about them
1ndiv1dUa11y, and their progress and how they are progressing in class,
that student is gonna Want to please that teacher
Betty s concern for d1srupt1on is fash1oned from a concern not unlike Fran's,
though the appea] here is to detract1ng others, where it is to a deference
toward fellows for Fran. There is another difference too and that s to be'{
found in the perspective that Betty hasvon the practices which can:eventuate
in students' performance. For Fran, we recall, the literal or figurative hug
seemed‘approprﬁate. For Betty, the reasoning is that being genuinely
interested in inqtvidua] students .and their progress leads first to the wish
to please and this, we might infer, is fulfilled in learning. On the
surface, both approaches coincide at the stated leve] of concern or interect

in others. Yet one cannot avoid being struck by the contextual difference

| here. Fran s pr1nc1p1es keep returning almost compe]]1ngly to a theme of

other- d1rectedness which is less pronounced in Betty S 11st

Christine ' - -

Christine teaches Language Arts to grades 6 and 7 and has taught that

subject for 4 years in grade 7 through 12., “She has earned an MA in Eng]1sh

The list of principles and their component phrases from our interviews

appears in Figure 6. The language of the princip1es, as in all cases save

4/
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Betty‘s, is Christine's bUt‘there is another Contextua] point to note'

<

although 1t was clear to Chr1st1ne, it was never c]ear to me that two
'pr1nc1p1es explained the f1rst set of terms; neverthe]ess, 1t was important
to follow he(‘lead.v The principles are:
1. “self-esteem is nécessary for learning
2. Llearning follows competent questioning
3. qu&gement of time contributes to learning
4. Teachervmust be assertive and'discip]ine
5. Students control the listening
6. Ideas and concepts better learned if all forms of instruction used
If there is a concise way to depict Christine's thinkfng it is_to‘point
to a balance between the focu§ on herself and on her students. The views
expressed in the first and Second principles exemplify this well. The first
focuses on the student, with a sensitivity not unlike Fran's:
well, I think it is obvious really, that a student has to feel gcod
about himself. About who he is and whoAydu are before any 1earniné can
také p1acé Espec1a11y at this age, they are so self-conscious about
the physical changes tak1ng place and about what their peers th1nk
The second principle, which Christine found within the same group of
'phrases; illustrates the focus on herself and-on what she sees as her
respongibi1ity. At first, the principle "Léarning_foi]ows competent
_ questioning" has a straightforward "tips.gor teachers" ring of authOrityItQ
it. ‘But as we hear Christine talk of‘it, we can see its unique meéniné to.
her. ‘
I'm hopihg that first of all that.they see that I am an inquiring
person and I try to show them‘tha% I am interested in everything.

Tearning is a lot of times explaining about everything and that also by

PO
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my asking questidns that I am hoping it will help this part that

students don't know how to ask the right questions. If they see me

- asking good questibns, then they have that as a model. . .Well,

know]edge is like mémorized facts, but it is also understanding concepts

and the wisdom of experience and all sorts of things. . .More open-ended

NGt 0

ask u

and k

questions lead to more consideration by students. . .Ouestioning leads
to knowledge, which is learning. . .]earning'ié finding aut about

everything.

nly does this principle convey something of Christine's determination to
seful questions, but it also carries her view of the nature of Tlearning

now1edge, and her view of what she be11eves she ought to be as a

teacher. Learning 1s_an active "finding out," not just memorizing, and can

be as

ev1de

sisted by the teacher's modeling an inquiring person.
More of Christine's view of the teacher's role in promoting 1eanning is
nt in the third pr1nc1p1e "Management of time contributes to 1earn1ng

More learning can take place when the teacher facilitates 1earn1ng by -

vbe1ng well prepared, being ready to teach as soon as the bell rings. A

lot of it has to do with organization and time management. Disorganiza-
tion -really does bother me. Nasted time really does bother me. . .Their
(two colleagues) c1assr00me were so orderly and their kids were enjoying
themselves and there was gqod rapport between the pupils and the
teacher. They showed me how to manage the classroom and honvto present
some of those things so I would get the results that I wanted. . .If

you don't know what you are going to present, or if you don't have 1t
ready, or you're not ready to go. . .it's sort of Tike Tive te1ev1s1on,
when they cut on the camera, you're on. This-is it. And if you are
ready the resu1ts will be good, and if you are not ready, the |
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carera is sti11-§oing. And 1f'the kids see that‘you are nox'prepared
and if they have to wait then phey.wiil find something to do.. “
This view of management, centered on-time and organization, ‘is not 'so
detailed in Fran's "task-orientation" and has no 00unterpar£ in the
principJes of Grace or Betty. True, Betty speaks of management, but'tbe
emphasis is'on disruption, not unlike Christine's fourth pfincip]e; "Teacher
must be assertive and discipline.”

I learred to be an assertive parent'first. . .but these two nther

- teachers said hYes, you can expect this. “You,are not being over]y
demanding. You havé rights as. a human being.".‘? .And so, I also took.a.

| cburse on assertive discipline which by that point just affirmed what I

. had figured out on my own.
Christine has worked out %ith the help of colleagues a view of the rightness
of being assertiVe in terms of herself. This view is unliké Betty's concerh
~ for general distraction, and is more in tune with Fran's nbtion of manneés
and respect for 6thers. _ |
The part of the second interview with Christine which dga]t'with the
fourth principle "Students control the listening" was particu]arl& ~
interesting:

. By not being active listeners or by not being attentive or
concentrating on what is Bappening, théy lTose their’specific
instructions. . .They (younger students) are not as astute in their
listening, and so I find myself repeatfngka‘1ot, much to my"
dismay. . . If a student is busy thinking about somefhing else, there is

‘ nothing I can do to make contatt,.aqd they will turn right around and

ask the same question I just answered. . .I think it is
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probably their immaturity. They are so self-centered that whatever
concerns them is always number one.

There is a sense here in which Christine has come to terms with the

limitations of any éttempt to teach. Youngsters can and do, legitimately,

get preoccupied ahd so remove themselves from what is being said {n the:
classroom, and she acknow]edges thfs. _Of tie other teachers cons®dered here,
only Betty has.inattentiveness on her mind épparent]y, and she speaks'of 1%
almost as if it is an obstacle td be.sﬁrmounted rather than a fact of
classroom 1ife to'be noted and understood. N
Chrigfine’s Jast principle "Ideas and concepts learned better if all

forms of instruction are used" appears to have grown out of reflecting on her

first year of teaching in- 1ight of some general perspectives on attention and

fearning. The principle is a straightfbrward méssage of intended
instructional plan: a 4 |
I took that textbook and I clung to it even when I knew in my heart of
hearts, this thing stinks. . .I think because we live in such a
media--thé kids are so used to being entertained. You are'competing
with their attention with all sorts'of things, and, well, even as
adults, we get bored with the same old thing all the time. . .I §hink
,‘you have a greatef chance for learning to take place if they get the
+ ideas and concepts in all sorts of farﬁs,
Christine's attention to diff?rent approac%es fb?rjearnipg the same concept
1s>1nterest1ng1y diffe;ent from Grace's position on different afrangements |
for different sorts of learning.

A Final Perspective on the Four Cases

Case studies skétched qhick]y are not the basis for extravagant claims,

yet sound claims can be built upon the four just discussed. First, as we
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have known all along, the teachers evince unique beliefs and principles in
-their 1ntervieWG——an unsurprising commonplace. What is more surprising,
though is how the beliefs- and pr1nc1p]es differ. There ane differences here
in what counts as 1mportant, in cOncept1ons of what 1t is to be a teacher and
a person, in views of what knowledge and 1earn1ng is, and- much more Second,
we can readily extract from this picture of differences some 1tems of
practical knowledge. Despite the common Language Krts base’Shared by.these
four teachers, we should not expect them to treat a q1ven curr1cu1um
similarly. They will modulate (Roberts phrase aga)n) maten1a]s and
intentions according to the unique ways in which they percei*e them and very
-possib1y according to the beliefs and principles revealed nere. Also, we
would not expect these teachers to be stimulated in the same way by the same
programs of professionai development. But, the matter goes far deeper than
this: -any attempt to provide a sat1sfy1ng and fort1fy1ng profess1ona1
working environment for these teachers must take account of their
idibsyncratic stances toward those e1ements of teachiné 1ife which hame
special importance to them. |
Conclusions

A1l that might be concluded from the few case studées'and fragments
which have ben presented here has already been sa{d So the sources for
| conclusions to a study 11ke this are not found in the part1cu1ar1t1es of the
data but in the tieoret1ca1 or1entat1on and its methodological man1festat1on

The study, of course, has limitations. Many of these fall directly from
the context that was esta51ished for the teachers in which to consider “their®
teach1ng Had the "elements" been drawn from observat1ons of these teachers,.
then the be11efs and principles which would have emerged from their thinking

about particu]ar teaching events might well have. been d1fferent. Yet, the
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context was drawn broadly and 1t may be said with conf1dence that each

teacher was faczd with the same contextual prob]em namely, descr1b1ng with

. brief statements a broad view of what her teaching was like. Other

‘limitations arise in the factor analysis (already discussed) and in the

“

- extent ‘to which the finite boundaries of the grid 1tse1f constrict the flow

of significant "elements" and characterizing or distinguishing phrases. But,

for all of this, the power of the approach is clear, and that is worth

recalling. : A : »

Ear11er, the argument for studying teachers’ beliefs andhprinc1p1es was
pressed on the grounds of their 1nescapab1e 1mportance to understand1ng
curricudum innovation and 1mp1ementat1on, teacher decision mak1ng, and the
1mprovement of teach1ng.” Presumab]y, intensively detailed ethnograph1c work
cou1d provide similar knowledge of teachers' beliefs and pr1nc1p]es, but it
can only do so if there is a'fecus. In the present study, the focus on

beliefs and principles was determined initially, and the problem became one

of identifying a methodology consistent with the contextualist thesis.

Ke11y's Repertory Grid Technique is an outgrowth of a contextua]iet theory
and so provides the regearch.with'the necessary pointedness and c~asistency
from one end of the argument to the other. ‘ | )
Also noteworthy is the impact that the study had on some of the
participants. At the close of Ihe second .interview Ellen commented, fA Tot
cf self-examination gces on in these two days, fhese tno times.” Whenkl
asked; "How was that fcr you?" She replied: |
Enjoyable, kind of nervous, apprehensive at first. I didn't know if
what 1 was’saying was right; I didn't know what I was supposed to say,
then.I rea]ized‘just to say what you feel. 1 really concentrated and I
guess all my inner thoughts--I haven't done that in a long time, really

. -
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evaluated why I do what I do, whiﬁh we all should do every now and then.

That is the main thing; I rea11y,pouredvout and delved deep inside of my

soul. .v

I conclude that understanding one's oWn orientation to professional 1ife
islthe first sfep to judging it and even altering it. Evideht1y, a
p}actiéa11y useful, cohtextué]]y apt and theoretically sound approach to

improving teaching begins with comprehending the teacher's point of

view.
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1+ .
Curriculum Goals 1 11 {1« 3y 1J 3= 1 1+ 2-l1-11%
3 -
Extra Curriculum Academic Goals ' 2 141 1- ‘la
. - 6+
Extra Curriculum Personal Goals 2-16 6- 7+ ‘ 5
) 3 - -
Principles from Subject Matter 2+ l 4+ | l 3
E 7 : 3+ i ' -
Managing Time 3- 2
- 3+ |
Managing Behavior 3 14 2+ 4- 5
L ]+ «
Locus of Control 1- 5 11- 2+’ 2+ -’ 1 3-18
. s . 5+
Evaluation . 5- 2
: 2+ - 15- P+ 2 3. |
Student Involvement 2-{ 5+ 3 2- 3- 4- ! 3+ 5113
T Need for Order ° 2~ 5 2
: 3+
T Personal Need for Relations 4 3+ 3- 4
_Frustration . 4 l ]
Need to put Professional i |- I
Knowledge to Use 6 1 1
Ss_Personal Needs 3 1+ ! 3+| ' t+13
Ss Academic Needs, Differences, ‘ l
18+ 1 .2 3+
Limitations 4- 3 5 l 4+{ 7
Facilitating Learning: Self-Esteem ] ’ 2+ 2
Questioning 2 ! 1
Instructional Variety 6 6 4+ 2- 4
. / 1+ ‘ 2~ T
Motivation 1- 1- 4+ 5
Application and Transfer _ 4 l 1
Classroom Atmasphere 4 ‘ ‘ l 1
Qrdor ’ ‘ 2- 1
T i i :
l | |

Table 1. A Categorization of the Beliefs and Principles
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1. T is reading poetry

T writes a word from poem on the board

[AD]

3. Ss suggeét possible meanings for the word on the board
4. T leads a discussion highlighting diff. (different)'1nterpreta£ions.
; of poetry
5. Ss copy notes from the o/h (overhead) projector
6. Ss read Stories s%1enf1y |
7. Ss write stories imitating thése read
8. Ss do activity sheets
9. Ss check activity sheets 1h class with discussion of best answers
10. Ss work in grouﬁs to solve a problem
11. A group of 5tudent§ present‘a play written by them, based on a short
story they‘have read |
- 12.. Ss write p1ay.from short story in groups
13. Ss prepare props for the play
14. Ss give oral presentations of book reports using an interview format
15. Ss-give persuasive speecheé L
16. T chairs a class discussion
17. Ss copy words and define them pgior to reading Stofies
18. T dictates five words for a speiling test
19. Ss write sentences using the-dictated word

20. T distributes Moffatt (activity) cards

?

Figure 1. “Elements" elicited from Grace for the grid.
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15,
16.
17.
18.

Figure 2. Grace's terms and phrases for the "construct" axis.

Creative work (silent)

Accustomed to sneaking in public

Ss need some protection

Deve]dping reading skills

Need definit%ohs for reading
Related to spelling

Student participation

T is‘acting

Ss are listening

Ss read poetry line by line

Ss aware of several 1nterprét§§ions'
T and S working together for best results
Deve]ép 1nterpefsona1 skills
Develop listening skii]s

T dominated

Everything oridgkateswith T

Ss have less input

Develop their thinking skills

°

Y
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3 = Definitely associated
2 = Neutral
1 = Definitely not associated

“or_best res.

{silent)
13.- Develop inter-
ersonal skills

2. Accustomed to-
Ss aware of sev-

Creative work
9. Ss are listening

10. Ss read poetry
12.. T & S working to~

line by lipne

11.

aral interpretations
thinking skills

16: Everything ori-

6. Related to
spelling

7. Student
participation

8. T is acting
14. Develop listen-
ipg skills

15. T dominated
ginates with T
17.. Ss have

less input

18. Develop their

{speaking in public
gether

3. Ss need some

protection
{5. Need definitions

{4. Developing’
| for reading

{reading skills

1.

1. T is reading poetry

T writes a worg_fromvpoem'on the board . -~

—
—
—
(o8]
N
(aN]
(%)
D
a3
o
K
no
o
ko
o
KO
Ko

p—

[y~
™
(o8]
Ko
=)
=
ro
—

(%)
]

Ss suggest possible meanings for the.
word on the_ board

T Teads a-discussion of different inter-

pretations of poetry .

Ss copy notes from the overhead projector

Ss read stories silently

Ss write stories imitatinq those read

Ss do activity (work) sheets

Ko

S5 check activity sheets in class with
discussion of best answers

Ss work in groups to solve a problem

A group of 35S presents a play written by
them based on short story they have read

59

Ss.write play from short story in groups ‘

Ss prepare props_(for play)

Ts give oral presentations of book reports
using an interview format :

5s give persuasive speeches

T chairs a class discussion

S5 copy words and define them prior to
reading stories

T dictates 5 words for spelling test %

Grace's Comp1etea'Grid.

Ss.write sentences using dictated words

Figure 3.

20. T distributeé Moffatt cards

3
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Group 1

Students part1c1pat1on Everything originates with T (-)1
Develop their thinking skills ' Ss have less input (-)
Developing reading skills T dominated (-)

Ss need some protection
Accustomed to speak1ng in public,

Group 2
Ss are Tistening - Related to spe]}ing (-)
Developing Tistening skills Creative work (silent) (-)
T and S working together for best '
results

Develop 1nterpersona1 skills

Group 3

Ss read poetry line by Tine (-)

Ss aware of severail 1nterpretat1ons (-)
Need definitions for reading (-)

T is acting (-)

A

B

Nndicates negative varimax loading =

Figure 4. Factors extracted from Grace's grid. o
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g s . . e

1. DNirection: Teacher vs. Student

»

Teacher initiated Individually directed (-)1

T has active part _ Ss do it themselves (-)

T directly involves students Ss are responsible (-)

T and S interaction . >

Combination lecture' and questions ¢

[
2. Student involvement vs. non-involvement

Ss involved in doing No student response required (-)

Ss have to participate Ss sit back (-)
| Individuals answer questions T does everything (-) ’ ‘
| ' - Ss ciear their minds (-) ’

3. Management vs. attention
T allows disruption : Ss pay. attention (-)

Ss are not interested
I Behaviors you don't want to see

lIndicates negative varimax loading

Figure 5. The principles and component phrases for Betty
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Self-esteem ts -necessary for learning
Learning follows competenﬁ questioning
Ss feel glad that they asked

Ss feel free to try answers
Knowledge and asking questions

.Ss need healthy self-image o

Ss feel dood about being there

T doesn't put.down Ss

T competence and learning ‘

Ss- hampered by not ask1ng (the) best question

Management of time contributes to learning ' L

T fac111tat1ng . f
Time on instruction
T can Qe trusted.

.

. . » . . N
T.acher must be assertive and discipline

T being assert1ve
Rigid rules
Class rules posted

- Classroom management

étudents control the listening

Spec1f1c instructions

» Ss contro] activities

Ideas and concepts learned better if all forms of instruction used

Good T does (use many forms of 1nstructions)
Used as a means, not as an end

i

. e .
Figure 6. The principles and component phrases for Christine
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