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to study the research process. During the study, researchers seemed
to undergc a paradigm shift from viewing teachers as controlled by
state authorities, with behavior modifiable by positive
reinfcrcement, to viewing them as active participants in the research
process. Teachers seemed to welcome the new role, but needed time
away from teaching to involve themselves in the research process. The
world of teachers was relatively more isolated and rigid than that of
researchers with regard to constraining organizational policies. To
be successful, collaborative attempts to relate ‘he worlds of policy,
resarch, and practice must consider the implications of these
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Int-oduction
Wait time has been described as the regnicill:in of
education--having numersus cositive effzacts gn student
narticivation and att:tudes, uet no uneanted side effects. Yet
train:ing teachers ts use wait Cime 1n their teach:i:ng has bLeen

rotcriously difficult Shulman. 18873, This investigact

|

on
studies the inrer wathirgs of a h:ighly succsssful researchr groaup
fin terms of standard criter:a of gererat:ng publications,
presartaticns. and Seécuring natioral Furding), who ace attempting
tc implemert sart time -n high school biclcpe and chemistry
Classes ir a study Fondad by tha Nat:i:oral Science Foundatior,

The pol:cy ceowstrairts onr their act:isities g-e corpace! tc the

policy carnstraints orn the:rr t2achec-sub

prs

irrl:zetiors fFor translating research to practice are drawn.
Becom:rg “"reflecti-e Lbractitionars” has heen a growing theme
in recent years in the area of teachaing 7Schon. 1883, Yet,
rarely do we study aur own re @search praozess. Recent authcors have
ocinted cut the need ts ds so £Smulyan. 1987, so that .e may
come to better understand the complex interrelatiorsh 'ips hestween
research, oolic,. snd practice. The Fresent study 1s a .ear long
particinant observat:on study cf the lives and activitiss of a
group of educsticnal resesrchers collaborat.rg on o3 raticonally
funded research lnv/estigation. Tre study Focuses an: C1Y the
develonment = reses-ch 1dess. 723 tke subiect::ie mear:ng cf the
research as work tc the :individuals. T3} the g-oup's
interacticns. leadership structure. decision ralking process, snd

interactions with their teacher-subjects. and r4) the

‘nteractions of the iarger sccial context incladirg policies at
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the local, state. and naticnal levels,
Pelated Literature
Educaticnal research :is tuplcally preserted as a linsar
process of prcrtlem formulatisr, literature review. design. data
collection. analysis. and interpretation Impiications are
derived, and scmetimes rmplementation of research Findings 1n the
schocls is attempted. This tdealized versicn has been critic:zed
as obscur:ing the complevities of educatioral reseacch as a
process of human interactian rGeo. ges. 198G, Punch (1986 and
Kirk and Miller (1988 lilewise recommend cocumerting the hirstory
of a research protect. as this can shed important light on data
collected. Smulyan (19877 varticularly siresses how the
collaktorat:ive process between researchers and teachers affects
the resulting prsje and ocuicomes. She found that the research
"processes were much mare Comple:: than the implementation of a
set cf guidelines™ rp.11).
Williams 71981) studied a group of qualitative researchers

'‘ho conducted Case Studies in Science Educaticn and Fourd that
"who ceople are--their mot:ives and their personal: ties--h=lps
determine hou theu def:ine their purposes as researchers., how they
react to constraints in the research settirg. and how they gather
and process information” fp,.98), Regarding policy. W:lliams
found that “constraints were differentially communicated to the
researchers, who rece:ved them ard reacted to them in unique
ways” (p, 104). Whereas his study was retrospective, invols .ng
interviews with and observations of the researchers several years

later, my study 1nvoives partiicipant agbssarvation and intarviewing
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of an Ongoing research graup’'s collaberation.,

Amabile (1983) argues that in studying Creativity, we have

tended to Focus 0N indiv:iduals rather than on conditione

cornducive to creativity. She points out that policy constraints

Play an importanrt rsle in influencing creative output., Flexible

Grganizational structures that bend with inrgvation. a cl:mate
}=

conducive tg generating inew ideas, an established process Feor

develoning neuw ideas into products, support From higher

management. and a low level of supervision and evaluatiol enhance

Creativity., Becreas:ing outside stress. increasing e.ternal

Support. and act:ve wok on developirg Creative heuristics may

enhance creativity. She points out that modern science requires

Collaborat:i:gn, 1In a research study of 115 scientists, she

reosrts the Four most imrcortant factors fgo- realization of

Creative potent:al were 1) high responsibility For tmitiating

new activities. rg)y high degree of Fower to hire research

assistarts, (3) ng interfererce From administrative superior. and

T4) high stability of performance” (p, 1E7, This framework

serves as a backdrop For locling at the Creat:ve prccess in the

lives of the Tesearcrers ard teachers., The oresent study focuses

on a line of research From both the researchers’ and teachers’

Perspectives. and examines the pol:icy Constraints 1n the lives of

each role aroup.
Method

Several hundred Pages of Field notes collected frem October

until Jure ¢on an average of ten hours per weer . fFrom

observaticns of researchers interacting with teachers,

consultants, graduate students. and each cther. fForm one part of
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the data. Several hundred pages of dacuments including papers
and publications, prior staff meeting m:nutes. and master'’s
theses coming out of the iaboratory, are anothsr data scurce. An
“intellectual autobiography” dccumenting the l:terature |
reviswed and its i1nfluence cn the methcdclogical decisions I made
was recorded as reccmmended by Kairk and Miller (1986). Observer
comments on field notes. and analyt:c memos on emerging themes
were recorded. As a participart 1n the laborateoru, I jo:rned in
staff meetings. and conducted 1rterviews of teacher~ subjects., to
better understand the rcle and impact of this line of research on
their practice.,

In the second phase of this study e2ach of the Fcur
researchers, their secretary, the grcup's data analyst. and three
graduate assistants who had worked in the iaboratory were
interviewed to determine the role of the research in their lives,
and to test, verify. and refine emerg:ing themes fFrom phrase one of
the investigation. Data was coded according to the apr-oach
delineated by Bogdan and Biklen €13982) and a partial category
system evolved. Emerging themes regairaing the nature of the
collaborative process. the roles vlayed by the various
participants, a typology of how the researchers thought about
their teacher-subjects, and how palicies in the contaxts of the
teachers and researchers shaped the research, are discussed.

Results

Policy and the Researchers’ and Teachers' Perspecti-es

Ihe Researchers’ institution, Initially I began this study

because I was curious about how such a large research project was

locited at a primarily teaching institutian, with a common
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perception that if you do rasearch "1t comes out of your ownr
hide.” 1In interviewirg Tom, Asscciate Desn of Graduate Studies
and co-director of the project, I once asked how such a large
research project came to be at a primarily teaching institution.
He replied that the present admiristration was very suppoertive of
research. though this uwasn’t always the case. The president of
the college had held a raceptior for the group after they had won
an award. fMuch of Tom's travel meney 1s contributed by the
graduate office. Tom conveged that he fFelt that this institution
was the pesrfect locaticn Fer creative esearch--having fFewer
constraints than at a larger university. yet being large enough
to allow fer drawing on expertise from various disciplines.
Nathan, co-director of the project, aiso conveyed that the
institution was the right size to be interdisc:plinary. He also
Felt that having an interdisciplinary team Facilitated grouo
cohesion. He commented, "We have no professicnal Jealousy, being
From different departments. e aren't competing For the same
moneys fFor merit or anything else.” 1In other contexts,
institutional! policies regarding merit migirt i1mpcse an unintended

stress on cullaborative relations.

Collabarative cohesion vs, isplation. Intensive cbservation

of feormal staff meetings and informal contacts between the
researchers in and out of the laboratory yielded a picture of a
highly collaborative and dedicated group. Staff meetings were
almost unbelievabiy harmonious, each individual attempting to
both contribute and solicit opinions of cthers. Divergent

Opinions were freely expressed and listened to. All of the
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primary rasearchers have had some background in interperscnal
communication skills ftwo as psychologists ard ti'n as valiues
clarification teachers) and implement this tc a high degree. 1
kept waiting For this Ffacade of harmong to crack, and to some
degree 1t did. Some interpersonal 1ssues were kept beneath the
surface, the group choosing to overlock them. But i~ g=neral,
the level of collabaration and communication was high. The staff
strove to decrease rcle differentiation and achieve integration
of :ndividuals of different status, from undergraduates to deans.
This occurred to a h:gher degree than in many settings. Graduate
students in particular, were actively involved 1n all phases of
the research process. One researcher summed it up when she said,
”"Nobody just collates papers, we all collate papers.” Nathan, in
his 1interview, commented that he felt the group members were
alike in many ways. They were not very diverse, and that was a
strength. They could author different sertions of a paper. for
example, without a brealk in style,

In contrast, the isolation of today’s teachers has been well
documented (Lortie, 1975). The teachers in the wait time study
also expressed frustration at not having time 1n their lives to
collaborate with colleagues. The greatest strength of the
Classroom Interactiocn Research Laboratory’s new Teachears as
Researchers program, as repocrted by the teachers involved, i1s the
opportunity to come together with their peers to share :deas.
Mary, a teacher who was a graduate assistant in the laboratory
For a year, compared stafF meetings in the public schools--with

pre-set agendas and little time, to the staff meetings 1n theg

laboratory--where people shared the personal things they had baan




doing and often deviated from what was planned. She said, "In
the public schools you didn’t have time to keen 1t going For two
hours. 1In the lab there wes somet:mes set agendas fFor stafFf
meetings, but it evolved as we went along. I had the luxury of
being real Flexible.”

Flexibility vs. rigidity. The researchers, 1n conrtrast to

the teachers, had much fFlexibility in determining what they would
do and when they would do it. Though they had laid out a ground
plar 1n the i1nitial NSF prcposal, they have had time and
resources for adding to and deviating fFrom that ground plan. One
of the p~mrvasive tensions in the group focused on whether to
follow a straight and narrow path, or tc pursue the multiple new
Fascinating directions that arose in the research process. Bab,
the group's data anaiyst, said that this Flerxibility was the
group’s greatest strength yet their greatest weakness. He
commented that the research is rot theory based, "rather thsz
researchers are ernamored with procedures.” In his interview he
commented that, "I Feel I'm not responding to structure, I['m
providing structure. That gives me infinitely more power than a
data analyst ought to have.” Onr the other hand, "It 1s FfFun to he
with the group because they spend so much of their time saying,
‘What 1F?'. They generate neat ideas. I think that I've grown
in that environment in the way I think about things more than in
any other research environment,®

In staff meetings, James, a rasearcher and also chair of the

psychology department, often served to focus the group cn what

they had sst out to do. Pat. thse Fourth primary researcher,




commented in a meeting, "We’ve got 14 million variahles but where
are we going? We can generate all kinds of intersesting side
graphs, but what do we really want to know. There are an awful
lot of paths we can go down. but we obviously can’t go down a
million of them.” The group had many options regarding what
direction the research would take, whe would do what when, and
how it would ke best accomplished. A teacher's agenda 1s much
more constrained by the public school context, where the student
population. daily schedule, and curriculum are mapped out by
state and district policies. A state mandated curriculum is
chunked into 36 to 48 minute class periods and taught to
assigned groups of students.

The research group was ahle to be Flexible and responsive to
the data, and to the teachers they worked with. When they were
not able to train teachers to increase their wait t.wes in the
first part of the study, for =xample, they deviated from their
original plan of having teachers become wait time trainers, and
instead invited teachers to become tescher researchers on
problems of their own Choosing. This represented a ma jar change
in the way they conducted treir research. The ressarchers
evaluated the linear model they had been using to attempt to
change behavior and determ:ined to move to a collaborative model
in order to effectively engage teachers in the process of
lncorporating research into practice. Their perspective on
teachers shifted, and new roles For the teachers and researchers
were created. The researchers had great flexibility in hiring

graduate assistants, in allocating Funds For consultants, and in

determining what they wo.ld do, when ard how they would do it.
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The most pervasive policies were broad and over-arching--e.g. the
conference schedule, the college schedule. and the funding agency
deadlines—-and though these had ultimate 1mpact, they did not
determine the researchers day to day actions 1r the way the state
curriculum and a8 36 minute class period constrains a high school
teacher’s daily actions.

Fcr example, the teachers who were interviewed about thear
views on wait time universally reported that though they saw
value in the concept of wait time, the reason they didn’t attempt
to sustain three second pauses after posing a question, was
because they Felt a tremendcus pressure to get kids through the
curriculum at . Fast pace to prepare them for the New York State
Regents Examinations. These teachers repaorted that if they spent
even two class periods "off task” in aiscussion of content, they
would not get through the mandated curriculum and their students
would be penalized. These teachers were “driven by the regents”
and perceived their Jjob definittion to be that of covering the
content at a brisk pace. Teachers Felt Frustration at their lack
of control over their gwn actions. and Felt that they did not
have nearly enough time to ccver the content thsy were expected

to cover.

Foresight vs. presentism. The researchers wer= ultimately

responsive and responsible to several policy constraints
including funding agency guidelines. conference schedule
deadlines, and the ccllege schedule. Meeting deadlines For paper

and repor* submissions, and grant proposal submissicns For Future

Funding, required great foresight and long rarnge planming. For
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example, proposals would be submitted in August, and papers
written 1n January of the next year, For papers to be presented
in April. Initial planning For Future laboratory stud:es

began at least one and a half years before the end of the current
grant. Speculative discussions of possible Future directions of
the line of research were Frequent. Foresight was integral to
the survival and growth of the laboratory.

In contrast, the teachers reported that the bulk of their
time was spent solving immediate problems and concerns--grading
today’s papers and running dittos for tomorrow’s assignments,
This presentism has been documented 1in the literature (lLortie,
1375), and was very salient i1n the lives of these teachers, who
repocrted that all of their time was consumed with the daily
demands of preparing to teach Five classes. They voiced the need
For released time For teachers who were involved 1n research
brojects during the academic year,

Nultiple acts to juvagle vs. ore prescr:bed role. The

researchers’ lives involved integrating multiple and sometimes
conflicting roles. They had to learn to respond to constraints
of a variety of institutions--Funding agencies, professional
organizations. and the college--that were not necessarily
coordinated with one another. Certain times in the laboratory
became extremely stress inducing, For example when a conference
or grant submission deadline cocincided with when Final reports
were due For department Chairpersons and deans.

Whereas conflicts within the group were relatively rare,

there were often conflicts between an individual’s rgle inside

vS. outsids the laboratory. Two of the reseacchers were prometed
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during the course of the grant (one to associate dean, and one to
department chair), and the added pressures of dealing with a new
position with more responsibilities sometimes led individuals to
be away from the laboratory more than they wanted to. feeting
college policy constraints and deadlines, e.g. submiss'on of
annual reports, was sometimes salient in determining what went on
in these ressarchers’ lives. At other times getting out
conference and grant proposals, or gearing up for multiple
confersnce presentations, drove activities in the labaoratory.
Juggiing multiple roles was a pervasive requirement of being a
researcher. Staff also reported that they were trained to perfaorm
multiple roles in the research process--roles which were to a
high degree self-determined in response tc the "demands of the
situation.” Staff on the research team were selected to work
together., In contrast, teachers were less likely to determine
the role they would play, nor were they generally selected for
their Fit with a team.

Typically, teachers responded to pervasive but integrated
policies of the school. Though there were Federal. state,
district, and school policies operat’ »g, these were more likely
to be coordinated rather than conflicting (at least ideally), and
were locally interpreted in a more uniform Fashion. The most
constraining policies teachers reported that influenced their
actions were, Y1) the New York State Regents Examination, which
determined the content, wcope and pacing of their curriculum, and

(2) the scheduling constraint, typically involving too short a

time period fFor the amount of content expected to be covered, and
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too many classes to teach. Teachers Felt their role was highly
prescribed by these two constraints.
Summary

In order to better understand the complex relationships
betwean research, policy, and practice, this investigation sought
to examine a line of research from the perspectives aof the
researchers and their teacher-subjects. The role of policy in
Facilitating and constraining researcher and teacher activities
was discussed. During the course of the study the researchers
seemed to undergo a paradigm shift--from viewing teachers as
"driven by the Regents," their behavior being modifiable by
positive reinforcement { "supportive intervention”), to a view of
teachers as active decision makers and essential partners in a
collaborative research investigation. The teachers seemed eager
to take on this new role of disccvering what it means to be a
teacher researcher. However t 2y also expressed a need For some
time away From the pressing demands of day to day teaching, in
order to successfully involve themselves 1n the research process,
The description that has been presented portrays the worlds of
the researchers and the teachers as being at opposite ends of
several continuums. The world of the researchers invclved
collaborative cohesion, Flexible responsiveness, foresight, and
the need to juggle multiple acts. Policies From varigus
organizational levels had long term impact. without severely
constraining daily activities. 1In contrast. the world of
teachers involved relatively more isolation, rigidity, presentism

and a prescribed role. Polic:es such as the Regents Exam:ination

and the school’s daily schedule severely constrained ths scops
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and range of daily activities. Without considering the J

implications of these differences in the worlds of teachers snd
researchers. our attempts at trying to collaborate in relating
the worlds of policy, research, and practice are likely tc be

doomed to Failure.
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