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Preface 

This b o o k grew out of a friendly feud that the two of us began four years 

ago . Margaret S tubbs , having just comple t ed ten years of c lassroom teach-

ing, had c o m e to graduate schoo l hop ing to gain the expertise she felt she 

needed to convince others of her views on educat ion . Teresa Amabi l e , one 

year into her career as an assistant professor of psycho logy , had immersed 

herself in a program of research that she hoped wou ld help her build a theory 

of creativity. W e found each other because of our shared interest in educa-

t ion. Stubbs wanted to see if psychologica l theory supported her educat ional 

ph i lo sophy , and A m a b i l e wanted to see if her ideas on creativity were valid 

in educat ional settings. 

F r o m the start, our co l laborat ion was an uneasy one. W e spoke different 

languages . Stubbs talked of her feeling that children's imaginary c o m p a n -

ions were important , while A m a b i l e talked of the need for precise operat ion-

al definit ions of " imag inat ion" and "creativity." Stubbs found it difficult to 

articulate the justif ication for her methods of fostering independence and 

creativity in chi ldren, but A m a b i l e found it difficult to understand why 

anyone w o u l d be satisfied with anecdotes rather than looking to wel l -con-

trolled laboratory experiments . A l t h o u g h we found each other intellectually 

st imulating and genuinely interested in the other's pos i t ion , the frustration 

and impatience we somet imes felt during our first m o n t h s of col laborat ion 

were barely concealed beneath a thin layer of tact. 

The initial breakthrough came when Stubbs convinced Amabi l e that psy-

chological researchers need to talk more with teachers, to learn from them, 

and to lend their expertise to so lv ing teachers' problems . A s a way of 

mov ing toward these goals , in the fall o f 1979, we organized a small , one-day 

conference at Brandeis University on research in educat ion . The participants 

came from richly varied backgrounds and orientations: c lassroom teachers 

w h o had spent years conduct ing research in their o w n c lassrooms; staff 

developers w h o worked to help teachers better investigate their methods and 

o u t c o m e s ; critics of traditional academic research; school administrators 

responsible f o r j u d g i n g the merit of research proposa l s ; academic ians from 

graduate schoo l s of educat ion; and psycholog i s t s w h o had conducted re-

search in c lassrooms or were interested in do ing so . 

Our discuss ion that day touched on several topics of mutual concern: the 

attitudes of teachers and prinicipals toward the research enterprise; the atti-
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xii Preface 

tudes of researchers toward the teachers and principals they had dealt with in 

trying to conduct their research in c lassroom settings; what researchers and 

educators could learn from each other; h o w they could better col laborate on 

deciding which research quest ions to pursue and on implement ing well-

des igned evaluat ions of schoo l programs; and h o w educators and research-

ers might work together to publicize their f indings and encourage educat ion-

al innovat ion . These discuss ions threatened, at t imes, to become a full-scale 

version of the private feud that the two of us had enjoyed for several months . 

B e y o n d the d isagreements , however , we g l impsed s o m e points of agreement , 

s o m e feelings of sympathy between researchers and teachers, and s o m e c o m -

m o n goals . 

In an effort to deve lop further the insights that were born that day, we 

tried to locate publ ished discuss ions o f the issues with which we'd been 

dealing. Nearly all o f the v o l u m e s that we found on c lassroom research were 

col lect ions of either theoretical research that happened to be conducted in 

the c lassroom or teacher-init iated research that failed to meet academical ly 

accepted standards of m e t h o d o l o g y . In n o single source did we find teachers 

and researchers confront ing and at tempt ing to so lve the prob lems that can 

separate them so widely. 

This v o l u m e is des igned to fill that void. It presents a wide variety of goals , 

concerns , and m e t h o d s for several types of c lassroom research, including 

academic psychological research, traditional educat ional research, and n o n -

academic teacher-init iated research. The teachers, administrators , and re-

searchers w h o contr ibuted to this v o l u m e explore the problems of conduct -

ing and using c lassroom research and possible so lut ions to those problems 

from diverse vantage po ints . There is much over lap in the views presented, 

but there is a great deal of essential d isagreement as well . W e have tried to 

preserve both the agreement and the dissent. In do ing so , we hope we have 

made it poss ible for our readers—researchers and students of research, 

teachers, administrators , and students of e d u c a t i o n — t o gain fresh insights 

into the concept ion , conduct , and use of psychological research in the class-

room. Perhaps with the aid of those insights, the "feuds" n o w being carried 

on by researchers and educators will end as ours did, in an enl ightening, 

exciting, and product ive co l laborat ion. 
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Introduction to Part I 

If researchers and educators are to o v e r c o m e the phi losophica l and logistical 

problems that render psycholog ica l research in the c lassroom so difficult and 

of such l imited practical utility, they must , obvious ly , begin to discuss these 

problems. The chapters in this sect ion illustrate, however , that mere discus-

s ion is not enough . Certainly, an exchange of ideas and a clarification of 

pos i t ions can serve the funct ion of enl ightening both groups and leading 

them to a recogni t ion o f their c o m m o n goals . Just as often, however , educa-

tors confronted with researchers' pass ionate insistence on experimental meth-

o d o l o g y and control led observat ion experience noth ing so much as dismay, 

and researchers brought to a realization of teachers' preference for their o w n 

methods o f inquiry over the procedures of traditional research express frus-

tration and chagrin. Still, it must be admitted, a discussion of the issues is the 

only place to make a start toward overcoming these difficulties. 

In Chapter 1, Stubbs and A m a b i l e present two brief scenarios of teachers 

and researchers, each in their o w n mil ieu, cons idering the same quest ion 

a b o u t the b e h a v i o r o f ch i ldren . T h e s e s c e n a r i o s , in h i g h l i g h t i n g the 

approaches o f both groups , serve to out l ine the major issues confront ing 

c las sroom research. Chapters 2 ( A m a b i l e ) and 3 (Stubbs) e laborate on these 

issues by presenting excerpts from actual conversat ions between researchers 

and educators . The themes emphas ized in Chapter 2 concern the gap be-

tween these g r o u p s — a gap caused by phi losophica l disagreements on the 

format ion and funct ion of theory, methodo log i ca l d isagreements on the 

utility of experimental and nonexperimental techniques , and ethical disagree-

ments on the acceptabil ity o f manipulat ion and decept ion. Chapter 3 illus-

trates teachers' reluctance to alter their individual beliefs about children and 

about teaching, even in the face of research evidence. They describe them-

selves as less interested in theoretical research than in " a c t i o n " research that 

is directed at so lv ing a particular prob lem in their c lassrooms. They explain 

that this preference is often mot ivated by the need to bolster their pos i t ions 

in polit ical arguments . In Chapter 4, R a t h b o n e , A m a b i l e , and W a t s o n pre-

sent a fictional conversat ion between teachers and researchers that considers 

s o m e prob lems o f c lassroom research in even finer detail , including the 

utility and ethics o f research and the logistical problems inherent in do ing 

research in a c lassroom. A l t h o u g h Chapters 2, 3, and 4 focus primarily on 

difficulties and disagreements , each of them includes s o m e hint of possible 

resolutions. 
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Chapter 1 

Psychological Research 

in the Classroom: 

An Introduction to the Issues 

Margaret L Stubbs and Teresa M. Amabile 

T w o groups of profess ionals are invo lved in an inquiry into the nature of 

h u m a n behavior . Both groups are deeply commit ted to understanding c o o p -

eration and compet i t ion a m o n g boys and girls, yet their approaches to reach-

ing that understanding could hardly be more different. 

In the large, comfortable living r o o m of an old Victorian house , several 

teachers are just beg inning their weekly after-school seminar on children's 

thinking. A s they take their coffee and settle, weary but attentive, into their 

seats , a y o u n g teacher begins to describe the compet i t ion she observes be-

tween the boys and girls in her class. 

My seventh-graders have become obsessed with playing "Capture the F lag" 
lately. The way they choose teams and play the game, although ostensibly fair 
and fun-loving, involves a t remendous amount of competition. The girls find 
that the team leaders, invariably boys, choose them last so that they never get a 
chance to play. They complain about feeling excluded because they might not be 
good enough. And the competitiveness among the boys is even worse. The good 
players are arrogant; they don ' t want to play a game where, according to the 
rules suggested by the girls, you have to choose the bad players first and start 
with a handicap. Everyone takes the game very seriously and today, as we were 
discussing the problem, the feeling was very intense. Someone even cried—a 
girl, of course. What ' s happened to these kids? I watch the first-graders playing 
this game, and I 'm struck by the vivid contrast . There, the kids seem most 
interested in how to play the game and how to make it more fun. 

5 
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But another teacher describes compet i t iveness between boys and girls even 

in the first grade: 

I see the block area as something that can be very important, academically, for 
children this age. Yet, periodically some of the girls in my classes complain 
about not being able to work in the block area. I tell them it's open all the 
time—why don' t they just go in? They answer that the boys won't let them, the 
boys get there first and don' t want the girls to come in. The boys, on the other 
hand, complain that if the girls do come in they just leave right in the middle of 
playing. I tried again yesterday to encourage the girls to use the block area, and 
I think that what happened might provide a clue to the real problem. They went, 
but returned after a short time, saying, ' T h e things we build aren't as good as 
the boys' . We don' t know why, they just aren ' t . " I realized then that I had failed 
in all my efforts to make block play a noncompetit ive thing, and I think these 
kids were suffering because of it. 

On the same af ternoon, at a university not far away, a group of graduate 

students is gathering around a seminar table. They have just finished reading 

part of the psycholog ica l literature on cooperat ion and compet i t ion a m o n g 

children and, as they open their n o t e b o o k s , the y o u n g professor begins to 

describe one of the definitive experiments in the area: 

One of the most important features of this experiment is its use of the time-
lagged, reversal design. The ABA pattern was used in class 1, and the AAABA 
design was used in class 2, where A represents a week of baseline observations, 
and B represents the introduction of the experimental manipulat ion. In this 
way, it's possible to control for initial differences between the classes of pre-
school children used in the study, and it's also possible to control for whatever 
sort of extraneous factors might have varied in that nursery school over the 
duration of the study. Can someone describe the procedure in more detail? 

A graduate student paraphrases from her notes: 

The study was designed to s.ee if teachers' expressing approval of cooperative 
cross-sex play—play between girls and boys—could increase the frequency of 
such play. The observers were eight undergraduates who recorded the behavior 
of children in the class during each half-hour free play period for each day 
during the study. They used a coding scheme involving three operational defini-
tions: solitary play, when a child is more than three feet away from the other 
children; parallel play, when a child plays within three feet of another child but 
does not share the same play goals; and cooperative play, when children are 
playing in close proximity and have the same play goals. During the baseline 
periods, the teachers simply behaved as they normally do. During the experi-
mental period, though, the teachers commented favorably on instances of coop-
erative cross-sex play that they observed. They were trained to make one com-
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ment every five minutes whenever they saw such play. That comment had to 
indicate approval , mention the names of the children involved, and indicate that 
they were doing something together, like, " I think the house that Patty and Joe 
just built is grea t . " The comments had to be loud enough for the whole class to 
hear. 

The professor conc ludes the descript ion of the study with an explanat ion 

of its results: 

Right. Let me spend a minute discussing the analyses, since you haven't yet 
covered this in your statistics class. They used two straightforward analyses of 
variance—between subjects, comparing the experimental period for each class 
with the baseline period for the other class; and repeated measures, comparing 
each class's baseline period with its own experimental period. They generally 
found significant differences. For example, for class 2, there was significantly 
more cross-sex cooperative play during the experimental period than during the 
control period; the l v a l u e , with 1 and 13 degrees of freedom, was 18.33,/? less 
than .001. That means that there's only one chance out of a thousand that this 
difference between experimental and control periods occurred simply by chance 
and not because of the teacher's contingent praise. Of course, you should notice 
that during the final week when the teachers stopped praising kids for cross-sex 
cooperative play, instances of this kind of play dropped back down to the low 
baseline levels. 

These scenarios suggest that, in many ways , teachers and psychological 

researchers are living in two different worlds . The teachers have hours of 

actual experience observing cooperat ion and compet i t ion between boys and 

girls w h o m they k n o w well and about w h o m they care deeply. The research-

ers have virtually no such experience. They , on the other hand, have care-

fully articulated definit ions of the concepts they are deal ing with; they have 

what they consider to be a wel l -control led observational method; and they 

have a set of sophist icated techniques at their disposal . The teachers, w h o 

have none of these, have instead a network of col leagues w h o bring their 

o w n rich store of anecdotes and observat ions to a cons iderat ion of c o m m o n 

themes. 

Clearly, though , both groups are talking about the same th ing—coopera-

t ion , or the lack of it, be tween b o y s and girls. H o w might each group 

evaluate the inquiry being conduc ted by the other, if they were able to 

eavesdrop on the other's conversat ion? M o s t probably , the teachers wou ld 

be struck by the apparent artificiality of the researchers' m e t h o d s and obser-

vat ions . They w o u l d feel that, in contrast to their o w n observat ions , those of 

the researchers were t o o constrained by the presence of strangers in the 

c las sroom and by the s o m e w h a t arbitrary cod ing scheme to have any validi-

ty. A s a result, they might doubt that the results, even if they are statistically 



8 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

significant, could suggest any practical appl icat ions in their o w n c lassrooms. 

Beyond this concern with artificiality, the teachers might feel indignation at 

the experimental manipula t ion of teachers and students , and confus ion at 

the seemingly compl icated statistical analyses. 

Researchers, l istening to the teachers' discuss ion, would probably dismiss 

their observat ions as a mere series of rambling anecdotes , protest ing that this 

cannot be considered a legit imate m e t h o d of inquiry. They might suggest 

that the teachers are biased observers w h o are t o o close to the situation to 

view it objectively and that, moreover , their observat ions are unreliable since 

they are made by single individuals . The researchers wou ld probably note 

that the teachers seem to be more interested in adding to their store of 

anecdotes than in making general izat ions about the p h e n o m e n o n of cooper-

at ion. They might similarly object , if the teachers did try to make generaliza-

t ions , to the inabil ity of their m e t h o d s to provide any valid, general izable 

conclus ions . 

These , then, are the major issues that surface repeatedly throughout this 

vo lume. Both educators and researchers are intrigued by quest ions of h u m a n 

behavior but they disagree on the proper ways to answer those quest ions . 

Both are keenly interested in chi ldren, but teachers are more concerned with 

individual cases , while researchers are more interested in group trends. Both 

expect answers from research, but teachers want immediate results that they 

can apply in their c las srooms , while researchers want long-term generaliza-

tions about human behavior. 

G iven these divergent goa l s , concerns , and m e t h o d s of inquiry, it is not 

surprising that the conduct of psychological research in the c lassroom is often 

problematic . A n d it is not surprising that only a few c lassroom studies have 

inspired improvement in educat ional practice. Quite clearly, this is a pity, 

given the difficulty inherent in providing a high-quality educat ional envi-

ronment and the ever-diminishing resources available for accompl i sh ing this 

task. The contr ibut ions to this v o l u m e explore in detail the factors contribut-

ing to this d i lemma, consider whether the gap between educators and re-

searchers can or even should be bridged, and offer suggest ions for bringing 

educators and researchers closer, both ideological ly and practically. All are 

cognizant of the need for more effective c lassroom research. N o n e believes 

there is a simple so lut ion. 



Chapter 2 

Conversation I: 

The Gap between Teachers 

and Researchers 

Teresa M. Amabile 

A conversat ion can often be the starting point for changing perspectives and 

reformulat ing o ld m o d e s o f thought . At a recent working meet ing of several 

researchers, teachers, and others involved in the educat ional enterprise, a 

number of topics were discussed that bear on central themes in this book . In 

particular, these discuss ions served to i l luminate reasons for the fundamen-

tal disagreements that often arise when educators and researchers attempt to 

work together, and poss ible resolut ions to those disagreements . This chapter 

will present excerpts from s o m e of the conversat ions that most clearly em-

phasized the major points of divergence, including the purpose and use of 

research, the choice of research m e t h o d o l o g i e s , and the meaning o f theory. 

In the next chapter, excerpts from conversat ions on the difficulty of applying 

research to educat ional practice will be presented. 

The discussants whose c o m m e n t s appear in this chapter may be briefly 

described as fol lows: 

• Teacher 1: an e lementary-school teacher, educat ional researcher, and edu-

cational consultant; 

• Principal 1: an e lementary-school principal, formerly a teacher and educa-

tion instructor; 

• Educat ion Instructor 1: a professor in a university teacher-training pro-

gram, formerly a c lassroom teacher and principal; 

• Teacher 2: a teacher in preschool and junior high school ; 

• Researcher 1: a social psychologis t teaching in a university; 

• Researcher 2: a deve lopmenta l psychologis t teaching in a university; 

9 
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• Principal 2: an e l ementary-schoo l principal, formerly a teacher; 

• Educational Consul tant 1: a staff developer, formerly a teacher; 

• Teacher 3: an e lementary-school teacher; 

• Researcher 3: a deve lopmenta l psycholog is t do ing research in a graduate 

school of educat ion; 

• Teacher 4: a high-school teacher; 

• Educat ion Instructor 2: a professor in a university teacher-training pro-

gram, formerly a high-school teacher; 

• Educat ional Consul tant 2: a critic of social-science m e t h o d o l o g y and edu-

cat ional assessment , formerly a physicist , working on a student-training 

program; and 

• Teacher 5: a graduate s tudent in p s y c h o l o g y , formerly a c la s sroom 

teacher. 

THE PURPOSE AND USE OF RESEARCH 

Although psychologica l researchers tacitly accept the premise that formal 

research is worthwhi le and, indeed, may be the only way to answer most 

quest ions about h u m a n behavior definitively, many teachers seriously ques-

t ion this basic premise. They quest ion the ult imate utility of traditional 

research, largely because of its paradigms. 

Teacher 1: I'm doubtful about how much formal research can really tell us. 
Things that are known, for example, about how a child should work with 
materials for maximum memorization have mostly been developed in very 
limited one-to-one laboratory conditions. Those findings may not hold at all in 
the classroom, even if the researcher can reproduce them reliably in the lab or in 
small-group situations. The classroom has so many more variables. The fact 
that Thorndike says something is so, that he looked at a question for years and 
has all these studies to prove his conclusion, doesn't convince me that I can 
make it work in my classroom. 

So I think part of our work as teachers is to find those particular research 
results that we think are relevant to our classrooms—maybe from studies that 
were done in classrooms similar to ours. Certainly, teachers do make use of 
research. But they probably don ' t make use of it in the way the original re-
searchers would have suggested. The way that Piagetian ideas are being intro-
duced into education and used by teachers probably makes developmental psy-
chologists very upset and angry. But that stuff is filtering in in some way, partly 
because teachers think they've found something that can be useful. 

Even when they accept the potential validity of the research enterprise, 

teachers may feel that research is primarily useful as a w e a p o n in battles they 

must fight with adminis trat ions , schoo l commit tees , parents , or federal 
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agencies , as a means o f convinc ing others that their pos i t ion is correct. 

Researchers, on the other hand, might object to a seemingly selective atten-

tion to research f indings, and an apparent neglect of the objective advance-

ment of knowledge . 

Teacher 1: It seems that there are a couple of different ways in which research 
can be conceived of and used. The first is research that feeds into political 
decision making at whatever level, whether it's the individual classroom or the 
nation or anything in between. Then there's research looking for general find-
ings to advance knowledge about education. That ' s probably what most so-
called researchers are interested in—questions like, what kind of motivation 
works better over the long run. 

Principal 1: Does anybody know of a situation where a difficult educational or 
political decision had to be made in school, and research data was used to 
inform that decision? I can' t think of one. I 'm not aware of one situation in 
which such a decision was made on any other than very pragmatic or political 
grounds—like, we've only got two buildings, and we've only got X number of 
bucks, so this is how big the classes are going to be. I can't imagine my school 
committee saying, "Well , you know, Shmuchgavitch and Yaxen investigated 
this question, and their chi square showed. . . ." 

Education Instructor 1: Well, I can' t think of an instance where a given piece of 
research was solely responsible for the final decision. But I think that if a school 
system, for example, was thinking about going into team teaching, the school 
board might be responsive to five hot-shots from the local university coming in 
and giving testimonial evidence. 

Teacher 2: No, I don ' t believe that communities would pay much attention, even 
if there were convincing studies. For example, in my community, we're consider-
ing whether a middle-school system is better than a K-8 arrangement. But, even 
in my upper-middle-class community, it's not being considered because some 
researchers suggested one or the other as the best way to organize. The only 
reason it's coming up is an economic one. That ' s the only time anybody moves 
to do anything, when it's economically beneficial. 

Education Instructor 1: Or politically. You know, I wonder if anybody has 
examined how the post office makes decisions about moving the mail. We know 
that it doesn' t work very well, we know that the postman on his route probably 
has lots of practical experience that would be helpful to the planners, we know 
that there are traditions about transportat ion patterns and communication. But 
we also know that there are a lot of people who want their cronies in the post 
office—patronage, and so on. It 's so messy because of the politics. You're never 
going to get the pure truth out there, even if you set up all the universities in the 
country to look at the post office. And I don' t think it's going to happen in the 
schools either. 
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Researcher 1: Why this assumption that every decision a teacher might want to 
make must have political implications? I don' t think that 's necessarily true. 
Obviously, things like the grouping of grades depend on economics and politics. 
But aren't there a lot of decisions that teachers have to make in classrooms, 
decisions that could simply be better informed, without having implications 
outside of the purely educational? 

Principal 1: I really don ' t think so. I'd say that there's very little leeway for 
teachers to make any significant decisions in classrooms without political impli-
cations. Even on a very small scale—if a teacher decides to structure her class-
room differently, there's going to be an administrative response, there's going to 
be a response from other teachers, from the parents . Maybe there wouldn' t be 
much fall-out over a teacher deciding to use white instead of yellow chalk. But 
even there you could get involved in politics—a parent says, "Gee , I have a 
special-needs kid with a visual handicap, and he sees better with yellow." I think 
there really is that political dimension to every significant decision. 

Teachers , necessarily concerned with concrete and specific problems that 

they encounter every day in their c lassrooms, are, understandably, often 

more interested in act ion research on those problems than in formal research 

on rather esoteric or general issues. 

Researcher 2: Often, you have these specific problems that the teacher sees. That 
can be the best place to start—with the person who's really curious about 
something and isn't quite sure of the answer yet. But to translate that into good 
research, scientific research, whether using the physics model or whatever mod-
el, takes some doing. Because, for example, you don ' t really want to answer the 
question, "Should this bookcase be moved over there, will the kids read more if 
it's over there?" Answers to very specific questions like that just can't be gener-
ally useful. That 's why I think we need researchers and educators talking to each 
other, to do good principle-oriented research. But we do have to start with the 
educators ' questions. 

Principal 2: I don ' t agree that 's the way to approach it, at least it's not the only 
way. I do think that one approach is to take that one question by that one 
teacher, even if it doesn't apply to anybody else. Find out whether we should 
move this bookcase over there. Then go next door and find out if the boys 
should be forced to sit next to the girls—which can be a real question. Get some 
tiny little pieces that don ' t add up to theory and don ' t add up to anything, but 
serve real purposes for real individual people. I think that after a time we would 
begin to see some patterns that ought to give us a clue. 

Educational Consultant 1: Something that strikes me is that, with researchers, 
there is an at tempt from the start to make a generalization and to derive a 
principle prematurely. This kind of thinking masks individual effects among 
children in a class. Most research questions could be asked starting at a much 
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lower level, trying to build up a body of research to see if it's even possible to 
draw generalizations. What I'm trying to say is that the initial question is often 
framed with too much precision and without consideration of the context of 
things. It would be better to start with research that looks at very small pieces— 
for example, identifying things that are effective at this grade level or that grade 
level. The problem with most research is that the researchers are trying to 
immediately derive general principles they can apply nationwide. 

Education Instructor 1: It occurs to me that there's an awful lot of something 
going on, on a small scale, that wouldn' t normally be dignified by the term 
"research," but is nonetheless very important . It 's the record keeping and the 
documentat ion that ' s done, for whatever purpose—whether it's teaching the 
kids to document for themselves what they're doing, or justifying some new 
curriculum. When I was teaching I often found myself looking to my records of 
the past, documenting something that had been successful so that I could draw a 
parallel with something in the present. I could say, look, I don ' t know why I've 
got these troubles in this situation, but let me show you what we did last year. 
We took these measures and drew up these charts. . . . 

There's a lot of record keeping and documentation and reporting to parents, 
self-evaluation by teachers and evaluations of kids. . . . all of those things go on 
in all schools, and in the better schools they're done better. This can all be very 
useful. But I don ' t think teachers talk much about this, and I don ' t think 
principals spend a whole lot of time encouraging teachers to come up with new 
ways to report and document. If we were doing a much better job at that level, 
we might be able to raise the quality of this "small-scale" research. 

Teacher 3: And there's a related issue. It 's pretty rare, right at the local level, for 
all the people teaching one grade—say, all 12 third-grade teachers—to get to-
gether frequently in a forum where they can share their observations and intui-
tions. There could be lots of small-scale research going on in any one classroom 
that could well be generalized to the other classes. Never mind the grand re-
search projects that are done on a thousand classes throughout the country—I 
don' t know where you even begin with that. But we could have a tremendous 
resource right at the local level, with informal research going on by local 
teachers for themselves. This possibility shouldn' t be ignored, but it doesn't 
happen very much. 

Researcher 3: I support the idea of small-scale research, but I think it has to be 
open-minded. I don ' t think it works to start out with something you intend to 
just use as ammunit ion in convincing someone of your position. I 'm not sure 
that anybody learns anything from research if they go in expecting to find 
nothing but what they already believe. 

Teacher 4:1 have an analogy for research that might be helpful. A teacher who, 
at the start of the school year, has hundreds of observations, intuitions, and 
questions, is like someone who starts out with a messy garage full of stuff. 
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Research can provide the shelves for organizing, categorizing, seeing, and using 
that stuff. Good teachers will try on their own to build some shelves before the 
garage is full, by informal research. Then they find that their shelves aren't 
adequate, that they can't put everything on the shelves, and they look to new 
people—maybe to researchers—to provide new structure for them. But often 
the researchers try to give us "heavy" research, on esoteric topics. What we feel 
we need is action research. 

On our research evaluation committee, we find that the proposals that come 
from academic researchers tend to be "generalizable" general topics. The stuff 
that originates inside the school system is more attuned specifically to a particu-
lar thing going on in a particular class, school, or discipline. 

The academic research can give us structure—shelves—but small projects 
oriented to immediate action are important , too. 

Educational Consultant 1: A structure, properly formulated, will help us see 
things on the garage floor that we didn't know were there. But we can't formu-
late a structure properly if we don ' t first of all rummage around in the junk and 
see what 's there. The best researchers are those who, prior to starting work on 
their theories, spend a lot of time rummaging around in the phenomenon. 
That 's a very powerful way to inform theory formation. 

One issue that perplexes m a n y researchers is the apparent lack of interest 

in research a m o n g teachers, the seeming disregard for research quest ions and 

answers. There are, however , a number of forces impinging u p o n teachers' 

daily lives that might help to explain such instances. 

Education Instructor 2: Somebody suggested that there are a lot of teachers out 
there who are just brimming with questions about their classrooms, questions 
for researchers to help them answer. I 'm not sure that 's true. I 'm reminded of 
some work that Philip Jackson did about 11 years ago. He did some research on 
teachers and found, among other things, that they were remarkably uninter-
ested in research, that they were intuitive rather than rational in their approach 
to the classroom, that they were opinionated rather than open-minded about 
teaching. But rather than derogating teachers for this, he suggested a quite 
reasonable explanation. He said that , because the classroom is such a complex 
phenomenon and because the teacher has so much to cope with, by and large 
the best teachers do not concern themselves with research and, when confronted 
with it, brush it aside. So while teachers ' lack of enthusiasm for research may in 
part be at tr ibuted to politicians and the public, it may be something inherent in 
the classroom that causes much of the difficulty. 

METHODOLOGY 

Perhaps the mos t fundamenta l d isagreements between teachers and re-

searchers w h o attempt to work together arise over issues of m e t h o d o l o g y . In 
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many cases , researchers' main concerns lie with the internal validity of a 

s tudy—the level o f certainty with which one can draw conc lus ions about 

behavior in the experimental setting. Teachers ' main concerns , by contrast , 

often lie instead with the ethics of the research and the extent to which it 

appears to have been conducted under natural, generalizable condi t ions . 

Thus , teachers often object s trenuously to research that uses any kind of 

decept ion (by commiss ion or omis s ion) or any kind of experimental manipu-

lation. 

Teacher 1: I believe that research must be conducted with complete openness 
and mutuality. This applies to teachers as well as student-subjects. Research 
designs that manipulate student or teacher behaviors and then watch the result 
should be banned from the classroom. An example is the famous study in the 
late 60s of "Pygmalion in the Classroom." Teachers were deliberately fed misin-
formation about students, and then researchers looked at the effects on student 
achievement. The results were trumpeted around the world that teachers were 
such-and-such, and they affect kids in such-and-such ways. 

This has done immeasurable harm to researchers working in schools. I don ' t 
think there's any teacher who doesn't know about that result, and I would bet 
that most researchers who work on anything that seems similar will find that 
teachers are suspicious: "Wha t ' s your theory, what 's your real motive, what are 
you trying to find out about us?" This is a very difficult thing for researchers to 
overcome at this point. In addition, I suspect the results of that research. I've 
wondered whether the published version reports the real purpose of the re-
search, or if the real research is the effect of public reaction to this kind of 
information about teachers. . . . 

I'll sum it up very bluntly by saying that lies cannot produce truth. That ' s a 
very powerful principle governing any research, including research with kids. 
The purposes and methods of any educational research should be explained to 
the students as clearly as possible. 

Futhermore, although research which involves manipulating student behav-
iors is more generally acceptable to schools than research which involves manip-
ulating teacher behaviors, it's not acceptable to me. Neither students nor 
teachers should be manipulated in any way. I know that I would not participate 
in any experiment that required me to behave differently from another teacher, 
and prohibited me from changing my behavior during the course of the experi-
ment if I felt I had learned something. 

W h e n they consider the basic paradigms used by traditional research, 

teachers might a lso object to the very not ion of do ing experiments with 

humans , on the grounds that humans are prohibit ively complex . 

Educational Consultant 2: I keep hearing the word " research" and the phrase 
"experimental research" being used more or less interchangeably by research-
ers. I have difficulty with that. There are some sciences that clearly don ' t do 
experiments; as t ronomy doesn't . They do a lot of careful observations and 
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create a set of theoretical constructs that seem to evolve in the process of 
looking at the data. But, fundamentally, as t ronomy works with unmanipulated 
data. The data are brought in and classified and constructs built on this. 

It is my view that we deceive ourselves into thinking we can do experiments 
with people. I think that, when you talk about doing experimental research, you 
make the implicit assumption that you can do the same thing over again, and 
that the second time will differ in no important way from the first time. There is 
really no reason to believe that any human interaction is the same in all impor-
tant ways the second time as the first time. So I'm questioning whether there 
really is such a thing as experimental research with humans. 

Researcher 1: I have a couple of comments to make. First of all, it's true that 
humans are constantly changing in human interaction. You cannot ever exactly 
repeat any situation in human interaction. You can never exactly repeat any 
situation anywhere, even in the physical sciences. In that sense, it's not. . . . 

Educational Consultant 2: No , no, wait. . . . I really need to add something. In 
the theoretical construct that says, I 'm going to do an experiment on this 
collection of 100 million electrons and then I'll do another on another collection 
of 100 million, I am willing to state that the first collection of 100 million 
electrons is no different in any important respect from the second collection. 
Now, to the extent that you're willing to state that the first experimental subject 
is no different in any important respect from the second experimental subject, 
then I'm willing to grant your assertion that research on human subjects can use 
that model of research. If not, I won't . 

Researcher 1: I 'm talking about careful observation in controlled situations— 
that 's really what an experiment is. When we talk about doing an experiment 
with people, all we need in the simplest case is to look at two groups of people 
who were randomly divided. We're not assuming that they're interchangeable as 
people—certainly not. We're just assuming that the important ways in which 
they differ, and there are important ways, cancel out in the two groups. We 
assume that what we're looking at will not be importantly influenced by initial 
differences between the groups. Then we set up conditions differently for the 
two groups, and observe what happens. 

Educational Consultant 2: Absolutely, but it's built on the assumption that all 
the situationally relevant variables are essentially the same in both groups. 

Researcher 1: If you have enough people in each group and they're randomly 
assigned, you can make that assumption. 

Educational Consultant 2: That 's where I differ. I don' t think you can ever have 
enough people to satisfy my criteria of the relevant variables being controlled. I 
don ' t think it's statistically possible. I believe that there are other research 
paradigms that should be used with humans , rather than an imitation of what 's 
done in physics. 
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One educator , in suggest ing an alternative to traditional formal research, 

proposes that the researcher attempt to deal with a c lassroom p h e n o m e n o n 

at all levels s imultaneously , or at least sequentially: 

Educational Consultant 1: To me, an essential element of good research is the 
seamless tlow of activities, from one to the other, across an entire range: from 
research in cognitive development, to "seat of the pan t s " classroom observa-
tion, to curriculum development, to working with parents and teachers to get 
some sense of the values in the community, to trying to understand the politics 
of change in a school system, to trying to unders tand the climate of public 
discussion around that issue. 

It sounds chaotic, because it sounds like you're trying to address the whole 
world in all its complexity at once. I confess, it does not have the nice reduction-
ist features of tradit ional science, of saying, "Let me solve this piece of the 
problem first because it's largely decoupled from the rest." We're saying that 
the system is complex. It is generically complex. To try and deal with it by 
artificially carving off a piece is doing it a disservice. 

Another alternative that many teachers find attractive is the extensive use 

of anecdota l evidence . Whi le researchers object that such evidence is of 

l imited utility because h u m a n s are such biased observers and so p o o r at 

discerning patterns correctly, teachers suggest that it is far more meaningful 

to them than more formal methods . 

Researcher 1: Many of the teachers here have mentioned "storytell ing" as a 
method of research. I'd be interested in exploring the issue of what can be 
gained from storytelling. D o you see it more as a way of elaborating things 
people already feel they know, or really as a way of discovering something new 
and changing ideas? 

Principal 1: What it's done for me is to reduce loneliness. I can remember 
reading Summerhill on the train when I was an undergraduate going into gradu-
ate training in education. I can remember sitting on that train and crying 
because I suddenly felt, "My God! I'm not totally insane; here is a guy who's 
more insane than I am—somebody who really sees things as I see them." Often, 
for me, books and stories like that have been almost life-saving. They have given 
me courage, and a little support . I realize I am not alone. That ' s one thing 
storytelling can do. 

Researcher 2: What you're talking about is case-study research, or anecdotes 
well told. I don ' t think there's anything wrong with that. But does that method-
ology have to be diametrically opposed to traditional research methodology? 
Can you even have one without the other? 

Teacher 1: Well, it depends on who the audience is. In the work I do on training 
kids in computer programming, we do a lot of rather technical task analysis. But 
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when I talk to the teacher about the work, or to a parent, I tell stories about 
some of the kids. That ' s really meaningful to people, and they can say, "Ah , I 
see why that was useful," or " I see the advantage in this ." I don ' t think other 
kinds of presentations are nearly as useful in general, although they would be 
useful to someone who wanted to do a formal analysis. 

Researcher 1: I 'm trying to understand your distinction between methodologies. 
Observing kids, doing very careful observation, is one methodology. Another 
methodology is randomly assigning children to different groups, giving them 
different kinds of experiences, let's say, and then looking at outcomes. You can 
take a result from a study like that and describe it to people by means of 
anecdotes. You can extract a general principle and communicate it by telling a 
story about particular children in these groups. But the result is based on a very 
different kind of methodology, not on storytelling. 

Teacher 5:1 see the storytelling that some of us have done in teachers' seminars 
as being a kind of research in itself. One person relates an incident from the 
classroom and it calls up another incident in someone else's mind. By the end of 
the session, not only do I have half a dozen ideas I'd like to think about, but I've 
got stories to help me remember them. That 's an important part of storytelling 
for me; it gives me control over ideas, and allows me to keep them and use them 
in my own classroom. But it is very different from formal research. 

THEORY 

In cons ider ing the uses of research, researchers see themselves as builders of 

theory in a s low, tentative, but clearly cumulat ive process . Teachers , t o o , see 

themselves as theory bui lders—but the m e t h o d s of theory building and the 

uses of theory may be very different. 

Researcher 2: I think researchers and teachers might mean different things by 
the word " theory . " When I think of theory, I don' t necessarily mean a great 
unified theory, such as Piaget's. I mean an underlying conception of what 's 
happening in a given situation. That conception will guide my predictions. 
Take, for example, children's unsupervised play—something that teachers are 
concerned with. That concern is the initial step. But then I formulate some 
guiding conception, go in to observe, and try to draw some conclusions. I see 
how well those fit the original theory and, maybe, modify it. 

Teacher 1: There's a clear difference here between teachers and researchers. 
Teachers have all their anecdotes and want to see what kind of pattern emerges 
from them. Researchers want to have their theory, their pattern, figured out 
before they even look. They're not willing to even look at something unless 
there's some kind of pattern. I think that 's wrong. 
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Researcher 1: I think the difference is in the kinds of data that you're using to 
build the theory. In both cases, the theory is built on data. It 's just very different 
kinds of data. The teachers are talking about informal, observational, anecdotal 
kinds of data, and the researchers are talking about data from experimental 
studies or formal observations that are planned out in advance. The informal 
anecdotes aren' t planned in advance in that the "dependent variables" often 
aren't even specified. The observers see whatever strikes them. 

The major distinction lies in the level of certainty you can have about your 
conclusions. If you build a theory on anecdote, you probably have the feeling 
that you can apply your generalization to a lot of different situations. But you 
can't be very certain about that generalization. Certainly, you'd have a hard 
time convincing scientists that you've got decent generalizations. On the other 
hand, using traditional research methods, you can develop a theory that might 
not deal with a lot of complex variables, but the generalization would have a 
higher level of certainty. 

SOME IDEAS FOR CLOSING THE GAP 

There are no ready cures for the maladies that often plague col laborative 

efforts between academic researchers and teachers. One poss ible step toward 

bridging the gaps that exist might be made by the use of intermediaries— 

teachers with a special expertise in research, or researchers with a special 

understanding of the perspectives and needs of teachers. 

Teacher 3: I keep coming back to the idea that what we really need are transla-
tors, people who can tell teachers about research in terms we can understand, 
people who'll tell us what we need to know, but not more than that. Certainly, 
large, complex studies need to go on, but I 'm not interested in all the details—I 
couldn't handle them, if I were. 

Teachers have to get into that classroom every day and fill a thousand roles. 
We need someone to build a bridge to research for us, someone who has a 
familiarity with research, and theory, and teaching, someone who can help us 
observe our own situations better and formulate our questions better, and can 
sometimes provide us with answers to those questions: What are my problems? 
What does research say about this? What 's going wrong in this situation? 

Educational Consultant J: I think the translator would be useful not only for the 
teachers but also for the researchers, in a way that might protect the researchers. 
In a way, I 'm sorry that researchers feel they have to apologize to educators. If 
we had translators, there would be a buffer for them. They could do their 
research, they could take their time, they could work on what appealed to them 
and what struck them as important . Translators would be the link between the 
teachers and researchers. They could carry the teachers ' concerns to the re-
searchers and vice versa. 
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Teacher 3: Yes. Teachers can't afford to get bogged down in all the details of the 
research. We need someone who can communicate our concerns to researchers, 
and can come back and help us translate research findings into practice in a 
sensible way. 

Finally, one educator makes a modes t but encouraging proposal: that 

researchers, rather than trying to change teachers w h o believe in the value of 

their informal research, acknowledge its potential importance , and that, at 

the same t ime, teachers, a l though they may see no immediate benefits from 

formal research, make the leap of faith that research results might have 

long-range utility, and grant academic researchers the freedom to cont inue 

their pursuits. 

Principal 1: A lot of our discussion has had an adversarial quality to it—the 
researchers with their formal models of research, the teachers with their infor-
mal models, neither trusting the other. I'd like to offer a kind of compromise. 
It's beginning to seem to me that different sorts of research in different settings 
or for different purposes should have very different models. This may sound 
rather conventional, but I find myself thinking about a sort of peaceful coexist-
ence between the two kinds of research. On the one hand, the teachers could do 
their own research, with their friends, helping each other to inform their prac-
tice by looking at things that are really important to them, day to day, and 
discussing their observations. 

At the same time, in a different corner of the building, we would have re-
searchers doing their formal sort of research, but without teacher involvement. 
We'd be civil to them, and they'd be pleasant to us, by giving us some volunteeer 
time or something for our library. But they wouldn't bother us very much and 
we wouldn't bother them very much. We could have the attitude, I know this 
research isn't going to do me any good, but if my daughter becomes a teacher 
someday, maybe what this guy is working on will inform her practice, as Piaget 
has informed mine. 



Chapter 3 

Conversation II: 

Issues in the Application 

of Research Results 

Margaret L Stubbs 

In the previous chapter, teachers and researchers discussed a number of 

issues separating them. In this chapter, these discussants address the prob-

lem of applying research results in an educat ional setting. W h e n talking to 

researchers about their percept ions of teaching and research, their o w n needs 

as teachers, and which of these needs researchers might be able to meet, the 

teachers participating in the present conversat ion focused on two ways in 

which they w o u l d like to use research. They ment ioned , first, needing a m -

muni t ion to affect the direction o f educat ional pol icy , and second , want ing 

informat ion both to guide them in changing their general c lassroom prac-

tices and to help them in planning for individual children w h o s e learning 

styles and needs represent except ions to their generalized not ions of h o w 

children learn. 

Listed in the order in which their comments appear, the participants in this 

conversat ion are: 

• Teacher 1: a graduate student in psycho logy , formerly a c lassroom teacher; 

• Teacher 2: a language-arts specialist in an elementary school ; 

• Principal 1: an e lementary-school principal , formerly a teacher and educa-

tion instructor; 

• Researcher 1: a social psychologis t , teaching in a university; 

• Researcher 2: a deve lopmenta l psychologis t , teaching in a university; 

• Educational Consultant 1: a critic of social-science m e t h o d o l o g y and edu-

cational assessment , formerly a physicist , work ing on a student-training 

program; 
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• Teacher 3: an e lementary-school teacher, educat ional researcher, and edu-

cational consultant; 

• Researcher 3: a deve lopmenta l psychologis t , do ing research in a graduate 

school of educat ion; 

• Principal 2: an e lementary-school principal, formerly a teacher; 

• Educational Consultant 2: a staff developer, formerly a teacher; 

• Teacher 4: a h igh-school teacher; 

• Teacher 5: a graduate student in psycho logy , formerly a resource teacher; 

and 

• Educational Consultant 3: an administrator in a large public school system; 

liaison for that system to a graduate school of educat ion. 

RESEARCH AS POLITICAL AMMUNITION 

S o m e teachers feel a sense of frustration when their opin ions are relegated by 

others to the category of "mere" intuit ion. They are perplexed and dismayed 

when they are not taken seriously by those w h o make pol icy decis ions. 

Teacher T. When I was a teacher, I found myself confronting a curious paradox. 
I found that , frequently, parents and administrators expected me to be an 
expert. When I began teaching, I was told which was to be my classroom, given 
a supply of pencils, a set of 30 math textbooks, and, with no other directions or 
advice from my principal, expected to begin work competently within a few 
weeks. But when I put in my orders for additional math or reading materials 
and art supplies, I found that the expertise upon which those decisions were 
based was not taken for granted. I quickly learned that my opinions about 
opt imum class size, or the need for tangible as opposed to abstract math mate-
rials, or my preference for multiaged groupings as opposed to single-aged 
groupings of students, were just opinions, personal opinions that carried no 
weight by themselves and did not command the attention of my superiors. I 
remember feeling many times that if only I could reinforce my opinions with 
examples from research, or link myself up in some way with someone who held 
the same opinions that I did but had been recognized publicly as an expert, then 
my positions might become more credible. There wasn't enough time, especially 
in my early years of teaching, to develop articulate arguments to support certain 
pieces of my practice. I really had no idea of how to track down the work of 
researchers who might have been investigating the topics that I needed informa-
tion about . The most important thing for me was to teach, to refine my meth-
ods. Articulating and justifying my practice for others took a back seat, given 
the demands of my classroom. 

Alternatively, other teachers find it exasperating to be asked for their 

op in ions , as Teacher 2 explained: 
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Teacher 2: When we are asked for opinions it often seems to happen in response 
to some sort of crisis, and dealing with the crisis consumes the energy needed to 
articulate our opinions effectively. Last summer it became apparent that roofing 
repairs for two elementary schools in my town would not be completed on 
schedule, and as a result, the two schools would have to relocate in another 
town building for an indefinite period of time in the fall. Over 600 people were 
required to function in an outdated school facility which in its day was an 
adequate educational setting for considerably fewer students and teachers. After 
about a month or so had gone by, a rumor started circulating in the community. 
If the two schools could function so well in the old facility, did the community 
really need to have both schools repaired? The question overwhelmed us. We 
were exhausted from efforts beyond the call of duty already expended in the 
creation of what we felt was a successful, if crowded, educational setting in a 
temporary location. Our principals urged us to talk to the parents about the 
crowding problems. Exasperated, we panicked. How were we going to find the 
time to argue about the long-term effects of crowding, let alone describe all we 
had done to make the situation bearable, when we had all we could do just to 
keep our heads above water day to day? It would have been nice to have an ally 
to turn to , someone who had access to and could get us copies of the right 
studies, so that we could pass them along to people in the community. We didn't 
really have the time or energy to argue effectively that, of course, both schools 
were needed. 

In their remarks, both of these teachers refer to their o w n knowledge of 

the s i tuat ion in which they work. The first compla ins that her knowledge is 

regarded by others as mere op in ion . Both ment ion that it is often t o o diffi-

cult to articulate what they k n o w . Both a c k n o w l e d g e that research results 

are more conv inc ing than teachers' op in ions and both wish that they had a 

researcher in their corner to give them informat ion and credibility. H o w 

might these teachers have reached the particular conclus ions that researchers 

"out there" had answers to their quest ions and that they could use research 

findings as ammuni t ion in their arguments? Teacher 1 recalls: 

Teacher 1: When I stop to think about it, I first learned about research in 
elementary school. My classmates and I were often required to do "research" 
projects. When this happened, the most sophisticated of us who liked to read 
went to the library, withdrew as many books as we could about the topic of 
interest, read these, copied various paragraphs verbatim, and finally arranged 
these in some order to produce the required research report. But most students 
consulted only one source, the encyclopedia, and copied what was there. 

Regardless of how many sources we consulted, our conception of research at 
this stage, and throughout most of our g rammar - and secondary-school educa-
tion, was that it involved reading what other people had said about a topic 
and proving that we had done the reading by writing a report of it. As we 
became older, we were encouraged to recast this material in our own words. The 
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idea of venturing one's own opinion about the information was not introduced 
until much later, and the notion of evaluating how the sources quoted had 
obtained the information in the first place was introduced only briefly in some 
college classes. 

Curiously, at the same time that we were beginning to do research reports in 
school, we were introduced to the scientific method of research. We dutifully 
memorized the outline of the procedure and the definitions of its four basic 
components: observation, making hypotheses, experimentation, and generaliza-
tion. It was made clear to us that primarily scientists used this method to get 
information. 

But it would not be the method that we as students would most often use to 
get information. We learned then, perhaps not directly, but nonetheless em-
phatically, that the real investigators, the experts, were set apart from us in a 
number of special ways, and that our only access to scientific and other factual 
material was through reading what they had to say. 

Like Teacher 1, m a n y peop le still maintain the view that research is the 

special province of groups of experts w h o carry out their invest igat ions in 

special settings removed from the din of everyday life. They reason that 

particularly when we are unsure about or unfamil iar with a subject, we 

assume that s o m e group of experts has invest igated it impartial ly and has 

some definitive information about it. In order to become more knowledgeable 

about someth ing , we need to consult the experts about what they k n o w . 

Even in areas with which we have s o m e familiarity, we often look to outs ide 

experts for advice . W e may think of ourselves as g o o d parents or teachers , 

but because we are part ic ipants in those activit ies, we wouldn' t presume to 

generalize for others on the basis of our o w n experience, except perhaps over 

coffee with friends, when we might be likely to engage in friendly persuasion. 

The assumpt ion is that research experts have looked at the topic of parenting 

or teaching more broadly and from a greater distance than have the rest o f 

us. A s a result, m a n y peop le think of researchers as the col lectors and 

keepers of more "trustworthy" and reliable informat ion , information that is 

supposedly untainted by personal bias or the result of idiosyncratic influ-

ences. 

What is perhaps not so o b v i o u s to mos t peop le is that teachers in their 

c lassrooms , as well as other practit ioners in other settings, a lso make use of 

the scientific method . They observe, guess about what happened or what 

w o u l d have happened if someth ing were a little different, and somet imes 

even construct and carry out tests to see if they're right. But , unlike research-

ers, they don't use a mathemat ica l mode l to evaluate the conc lus ions they 

reach. They don't label their o w n hypothes i s testing "research" or give it the 

same kind of status that "research" is awarded in the culture at large, nor do 

they tend to generalize from it or tell other teachers to d o what they did. In a 

sense, then, in order to operate successfully in the c lassroom, teachers neces-
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sarily do d o research. Neverthe less , most teachers wouldn' t include "re-

search" within their j o b descriptions. 

In addi t ion to the no t ion of teaching as exclusive of research activit ies , all 

teachers receive the clear message of powerlessness from the culture at large 

( D a v i s , 1981). Explicit s tatements made in the media and warnings given to 

teachers during their training and in their work setting emphas ize supervi-

s ion, externally i m p o s e d curricula, and accountabi l i ty . Given this state of 

affairs, few teachers w o u l d be likely to place their o w n expertise on the same 

level with that of academic social-science researchers whose expertise has 

traditionally been recognized by the public . 

Consequent ly , s o m e teachers feel the need to try to bolster their o w n 

op in ions by seeking out research results that support their po int of v iew or 

criticize that of their adversaries . Unfor tunate ly , when they d o s o , they are 

likely to b e c o m e discouraged. One teacher w h o had at tempted to consult the 

traditional research literature on a topic in which he was interested described 

the extraordinary gulf that he found between the traditional research and his 

o w n work in the field. H e reported that he couldn't understand most of the 

articles that c a m e his way . It wasn't that he cons idered himsel f intellectually 

inferior to academic researchers; rather, he felt that the research reports to 

which he had access , like a majority o f journal articles, cons is ted o f c o n v o -

luted prose and special ized terminology which takes far t o o much t ime to 

decode into meaningful material. 

Even if one is able to achieve the translat ion that teachers believe is nearlv 

a lways required in order to m a k e sense of "scient i f ic" reports , one may find 

that research flies in the face of practice. A principal describing this dilemma 

commented: 

Principal 1: Something which is of deep interest to teachers, and something 
which has been researched quite extensively, is class size. I don' t think I've met a 
teacher who said it doesn't make a difference. Every teacher I've met said class 
size really makes a difference, and although I 'm not steeped in research on class 
size, I don ' t know of any studies that say anything else but that class size makes 
no difference to school achievement. It seems a very simple topic; it seems a 
topic that current research methods, whatever one may say about them, might 
throw light on, and yet they don ' t seem to. I'd like to know why. . . . I know of 
only one study which suggests that if you go from a class of 28 to a class of 22 
something sort of better happens. Please correct me, since I 'm not steeped in 
this literature, but everything else that I know says it doesn't matter whether 
you have 20 or 35 students in a single class. And yet this flies in the face of 
reality, doesn' t it? I think most of us as teachers would say it makes a hell of a 
lot of difference . . . not just to the teacher and the number of headaches she 
may succumb to if class size increases, but also to the children and what they get 
if there are 20 rather than 30 students in a classroom. 
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W h e n research presents conc lus ions that contradict those that teachers 

draw from their experience in the c lassroom, it may be, in part, because 

teachers and researchers, though interested in the same general topic , may 

define that topic differently and may use different measuring too ls to gather 

information about it. 

Researcher 1: If researchers are looking solely at one tiny bit of achievement 
information, in research on class size, they might be using a test that people don' t 
generally agree on. Obviously there are lots of things that teachers have in mind 
when they say that class size matters , that it does make a difference. But what 
teachers have in mind might not even overlap with what the researchers are 
looking at. 

Researcher 2: This is a validity problem. I think that, before a project is carried 
out, researchers and educators need to agree on what results, in the best of 
circumstances, would convince anyone to do anything differently about the 
topic of interest. In this case, it boils down to the question of what would 
convince you to make a decision about class size one way or another. Before 
anyone puts all the time and effort into a study, perhaps all involved need to 
address together the issue of whether or not there is anything that can be learned 
which would cause people to change their behaviors. Maybe we should establish 
validity before doing the study, rather than coming up with the experiment first 
and then wondering about how or even if the results are going to be used later. 

RESEARCH AS A GUIDE TO PRACTICE 

Unfortunate ly , both teachers and researchers are often pessimistic about the 

appl icat ion o f research results in the c lassroom. Like Researcher 2, m a n y 

wonder whether or not research results will be used at all, whether as a m m u -

nition to influence others' op in ions , or as information to guide the c lassroom 

practice of individual teachers. 

Educational Consultant 1: I think there is very little evidence to support the 
assumption that there are unambiguous research findings in any domain that in 
fact will inform practice. Take this question of class size or any other question 
about which researchers purpor t to find an answer to; do we have any reason to 
believe that if an answer were to be found and even universally agreed upon, 
that, in fact, it would inform practice? I have some suspicions as to why research 
findings don ' t affect teachers ' practices. I think it stems, in part , from the fact 
that too much of what happens in any interaction between schools and the 
larger community is adversarial in character. A receptive understanding of what 
happens in schools and what problems occur there doesn't exist on the part of 
the community. Failing that understanding, I think the community has no pre-
disposition to accept ideas or recommendations that say, "Yes. practice will 
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change." Ultimately, power, budgetary power and political power, resides with-
in the community; and nothing changes unless the community authorizes it to 
change. 

Researcher T. Isn't it conceivable that , on an individual level, a teacher might 
have a nontrivial question that could only be answered by a methodology 
involving manipulation? Say a teacher who's interested in the different effects of 
same-sex or opposite-sex groupings. That ' s an important kind of cause-and-
effect question which could be answered by certain kinds of experiments. 

Unfortunately , many teachers, like Teacher 3, do not trust cause-and-effect 

research or its findings: 

Teacher 3: As a teacher, if I have reading groups in my classroom, I have them 
grouped according to what I feel will best serve the kids' reading needs as I see 
them at that moment . I know there are many variables that affect what is going 
to happen to those kids' reading. A manipulative methodology can't possibly 
capture them all. I look upon the process of a person's growth as a very long-
term developmental experience which includes a personal relationship between 
the teacher and each child in the classroom. When I change my strategies with 
kids, I try to adapt to what I perceive as the needs of different kids and of 
different groups of kids. I do not experiment on the kids in a cause-and-effect 
kind of way. I don ' t start out by deciding that I 'm going to find out if sex 
grouping makes a difference to reading. I 'm not interested in someone coming 
in and saying, "Now, for the next two months , we're going to put two boys and 
two girls in each g r o u p . " I 'm not willing to do that as a teacher. I am willing to 
have someone come and observe my groups to look at the interaction between 
the boys and the girls. But I want to be able to conduct and to change and adjust 
my reading groups as I see best meeting the overall needs of me and my kids. 

Researcher 3: Are you willing to study differences in the ways that teachers do 
things? 

Teacher 3: After observing in my classroom, someone could go to the next class 
and say, gee, they do things differently, and, after visiting say 1,000 classrooms, 
she might be able to say, gee, in classrooms where the groups were all boys and 
all girls, the reading achievement seems to have been higher, in these 1,000 
classes. But even that wouldn ' t change what I did. I'd still be grouping my own 
way. 

Researcher T. I would put less faith in an informal observational study on 1,000 
classes than I would in a well-done experimental study on two classrooms. I 
think it's much too extreme to reject the kind of traditional research that re-
searchers conduct. Certainly, teachers need to be able to make informal obser-
vations well and quickly and use the observations to help them make moment-
to-moment decisions. That ' s fine if all they want is simple identification. But 
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there are lots of other things they have to do besides identification and descrip-
tion. If they want to know why kids are behaving the way they are, why some 
things work and others don' t , informal observation (even if it's careful) won't 
be good enough. It 's because people are bad observers, biased observers, apt 
to miss events or patterns, or to report them incorrectly. We can't make deci-
sions about these important questions by simply looking informally. That ' s 
where experimental research and formal observational research are important . 

Educational Consultant 2: I wonder, though, about how useful it really is to try 
to generalize at all. One teacher, for instance, found it advantageous to increase 
her class size because she felt that she needed more diversity in her classroom. 
She felt that with more children in the class, her students would relate to each 
other better. She was convinced that more students contributed to a better 
classroom atmosphere and she guessed that, had outcome achievement mea-
sures been taken that year, the scores would have been high. But in the class 
next door to her, it was advantageous to reduce the class size because that 
teacher had some special needs children in the class who had not been formally 
diagnosed by the courts as such but who were very active and had needs that 
demanded more time. A generalization which claims to hold in all cases is 
useless to teachers. What is important is that they be able to consider each class 
and each child in the class on an individual basis before making decisions. 

Researcher 2: But do you really want to limit investigation to the individual 
case? That kind of investigation isn't going to help anyone else except that 
individual teacher. It seems to me that one would want to find a way of applying 
the individual case to some kind of principle that can be used over the years or 
in other classrooms. 

Researcher 1: I think that it would help if psychologists looked to people who 
know about schools and people who know about teaching for researchable 
questions. What was said before was that the effect of class size depends on the 
students involved. If one adds a certain group of academically skilled students 
to a class of predominantly special-needs students, and the addition provides 
diversity, then adding those kids might help. Obviously, adding another sort of 
student might not help. It depends on the teacher as well. Those kinds of things 
are the independent variables. Teachers know that those kinds of things can 
mediate or influence the effect of class size. But researchers won't know what 
those things actually are unless they know something about schools. I think that 
given this information, as researchers, we can try to frame large studies that will 
be useful. They'll be very complex, and they'll be difficult to do, but I think 
they'll be the only ones that can give us any generalizable answers. 

Educational Consultant 2: I still think that if research starts at the level of 
pushing to get an answer that can be used nationwide, then many of the smaller 
contextual points will be masked; the resulting answers will be lousy and conse-
quently inapplicable. 
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Teacher 3: I agree. I think it's foolhardy to imagine that there are general 
findings which can be published, read by all teachers, and then applied in a 
straightforward way with predictable results. Teachers read things derived from 
research all the time, and sometimes they say, " A h , hah! That makes sense to 
me; I think I'll try tha t !" But it's not because the findings were scientific. It's 
because the findings fit a particular problem they've been working on, provide a 
different perspective on the problem, and fit with their intuitions. Magazines, 
even the popular teachers' magazines, are full of information from studies, or 
from things other teachers have done, and so on. Sometimes the suggestions 
work, and sometimes they don' t . 

As for research, I feel that I could get any answer to any question that I 
wanted from some researcher. Since I've been involved more in research, my 
experience is that it is in fact possible to set up a study to get any results that 
would be useful to me. I think that if the study didn't turn out the way I wanted, 
then I could just quietly bury it and do another one which would do a little 
better. 

Teacher 4: That brings up another dilemma. We need to be somewhat objective 
about using research for any purpose. When research is used as a tool to 
support anyone's vested interest, then the researcher has been had. 

A n addit ional problem e m b e d d e d within Teacher 3's particular stance 

toward research is that wi thout a means of evaluat ing the soundness of 

various research projects , teachers often bel ieve that one study is as g o o d or 

as bad as the next. Perhaps more familiarity with the general strategies and 

details of research design wou ld permit teachers to consider the usefulness of 

each study individual ly , rather than categorical ly accept ing or rejecting the 

validity of all studies. 

Given the long list o f obstac les m e n t i o n e d thus far in this conversat ion 

that cou ld thwart the appl icat ion of research results in the c lassroom, one 

might think that teachers wou ld be discouraged from trying to get answers to 

their quest ions from researchers. On the contrary. One discussant asked a 

group of teachers what kinds o f things they w o u l d like to k n o w if they had a 

group of researchers at their beck and call. H e reported that the teachers, 

when asked, could generate interesting quest ions , and that, as he analyzed 

them, their quest ions fell into four general categories: 

Teacher 5: First, teachers wanted information about current themes or fads in 
education. Some of them, for instance, wanted information about how to incor-
porate special-needs students into regular classrooms. Others were interested in 
the identification of gifted children, and with reference to this, asked about the 
effects of labeling certain children "gifted," and the effects of tracking on all 
children. Other teachers wanted information about heterogeneous and homo-
geneous groupings. Was it possible, they wanted to know, to be specific about 



30 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

when either might make a difference? Is one kind of grouping more effective for 
certain aged children or for teaching certain kinds of academic subjects? They 
wanted to know if there was any evidence for the detrimental effects of stan-
dardized testing on children. They expressed a lot of concern about the validity 
of such tests and wondered about the extent to which they failed to measure 
certain abilities or were inaccurate. 

Second, teachers wanted researchers to work with them to develop specific 
curriculum materials or instructional techniques. While expressing this need, 
teachers referred to the pressure stemming from the public's cries for account-
ability. Several mentioned that they'd like to find the least time-consuming 
method of keeping track of what students do in the classroom. Even a review of 
the different ways that others have kept track of children's activities in the 
classroom would be helpful. Teachers were also interested in becoming better 
observers of their own students and in learning ways to become more attuned to 
children's different learning styles. They mentioned that they'd like some better 
diagnostic materials which would help them get a fuller and deeper picture of 
the children which would include information about their social and emotional 
as well as cognitive developmental levels. 

Third, teachers would like to request direct feedback from researchers about 
what was happening in their individual classrooms. One teacher, for instance, 
was concerned about the times she did or didn' t follow through on something 
that she had initiated. She wanted to know what impact her directions had on 
her students. Another teacher was interested in having someone characterize the 
kind of authori ty that she held in her classroom. She sensed a split between her 
philosophical beliefs and her actual classroom practice with regard to this issue 
and she wanted information about whether or not the split evidenced itself in 
the classroom. 

Finally, teachers were interested in finding out about topics of general interest 
that are not necessarily tied to current trends in education: the measurement of 
developmental stages, what enhances a student 's ability to work independently, 
the effects of peer pressure, how best to respond to students ' inattention, the 
effects of informal classrooms. 

While this list is by no means comple te , it does suggest that teachers are 

look ing for informat ion about a variety of topics . These teachers were asked 

specifically what quest ions they wou ld address to researchers. But not all 

school people believe that researchers have the answers to their quest ions. 

Principal 1: At the moment, I 'm feeling that as teachers, we don' t need re-
searchers in the classic sense. It seems to me that as teachers, what we need is 
training in how to answer our own questions. The only level of certainty that 
makes any difference to us is an incredibly rough and ready level. As teachers 
doing our own research, we need a pair of binoculars, like birdwatchers. With 
our binoculars, we look very quickly, and can say, " I t ' s a blue jay; it isn't a 
kingfisher. I know that; I don' t have to look that up in the book ." That ' s very 
different from the biologist who puts a feather from a blue jay which has been 



Issues in the Application of Research Results 31 

fed a certain diet under an incredibly sensitive microscope. The biologists makes 
very fine adjustments, and realizes that yes, a calcium diet of a certain level does 
make a difference to the feather. As teachers, I don ' t think we're one bit inter-
ested in that kind of precision. I don ' t think it helps us; I think it's a plain waste 
of time. Teachers can' t justify anything at the .05 level of certainty. We aren't 
interested in that . We need to be able to answer our own questions well enough 
so that we become better at our jobs, and to do that , we don ' t need university 
professors. We need a friend who will help us, talk with us about our questions, 
ask tough questions of us, and come and sit in our classes—not to do a Flanders 
interaction analysis, but to say, "Gee , Fred can't stand more than ten minutes 
of doing any one thing, can he?" "Oh , I hadn' t noticed that ." 

Rather than want ing to be partners in designing traditional psychological 

research in the c lassroom, these teachers w o u l d urge researchers to suspend 

their usual or ientat ion to research so that they can help teachers in investiga-

t ions of the teachers' o w n choos ing and design. 

Teacher T. We need something in between traditional university research and 
what is thought of as teachers' trial-and-error speculations, perhaps a researcher 
whose role is to facilitate teachers ' understanding of the questions they're ask-
ing, someone who could provide background information or give advice about 
how others have answered such questions in the past so that teachers could gain 
a broader perspective about how they might conduct their own investigations. 

One educator c o m m e n t e d on the kinds of researchable quest ions being 

discussed. In her v iew n o one was address ing the really difficult issues, and 

she wondered why. 

Educational Consultant 3: What about questions about behavior toward various 
ethnic groups and minority groups, males and females, or who gets suspended, 
or categorized as "special needs?" Why isn't anyone studying the books being 
thrown, the bombshells, the fights that are interfering with any possibility of 
teaching kids to read and write? What about these nasty issues? 

Principal 2: Here's a nasty problem for someone to research. There are a number 
of children in my school who have been diagnosed as hyperactive and are being 
given the drug Ritalin, which is supposed to calm them down. I would be happy 
to have any information about how such a diagnosis is made, what the short-
and long-term effects of this drug are on children, and most of all, whether or 
not the drug is doing what it's supposed to be doing. Often the physicians who 
prescribe the medication advise the parents of these children not to tell school 
personnel when the treatment begins. Apparently, the doctors don ' t want the 
teachers' expectations for a child to change and thus perhaps influence the 
child's behavior. Consequently, we're left in the dark, and are forced to evaluate 
the child's classroom behavior without the benefit of having all of the informa-
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tion that we should have in order to make such a judgment responsibly. I have 
very mixed feelings about treating behavior problems with drugs. I would 
welcome research on the topic. What kind of study could be done? Would you 
have to give Ritalin to some kids and not to others? 

Researcher 2\ One could observe those children who are already taking the drug 
over a long period of time. 

Educational Consultant 1: It 's very important to distinguish between someone 
coming in and observing present drug-use practice in the schools as opposed to 
someone coming in and manipulat ing drug use in the school. The two are 
entirely different. 

Researcher 2: In the observational study, the researcher doesn't have complete 
control, but you can never be sure that you have complete control in any study. 
At least if you observe those who are already taking the drug, you know that 
you have a sample consisting of children whom physicians have already diag-
nosed and separated from the rest of the population. There's still the problem of 
confounding variables though, because some of these children may be worse off 
because they are more hyperactive than others in the sample to begin with. 

Researcher 3: But you've also got other physicians with other kids. 

Researcher 2: I guess you could try to involve other school systems, include 
other physicians, some of whom would prescribe Ritalin, some of whom would 
not. 

Researcher 3: Would there be any objections to this research? If someone want-
ing to do such a study came to a school, would anyone object? 

Educational Consultant 3: The school system might not even let you in the door 
because they might not want to admit that such behavior problems exist. Even if 
the school committee approved it, you'd have to go to each parent and ask 
permission. You could not go into my school tomorrow and ask to see the 
records indicating how many kids are taking Ritalin. All of that information is 
confidential. 

Educational Consultant 7: If you wanted to look at my kid's records, and that 
violated her privacy, I'd sue the hell out of you. 

Teacher 4: You also have to ask each student over a certain age if he wants to 
participate in the study before you include him as a subject. 

Researcher 2: Researchers don' t want to be unethical in any sense, but unfortu-
nately, what happens is that because we know that we're going to have fights 
over methodology and logistical problems just getting the study under way, we 
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sometimes sidestep some of the nasty issues. I'll give you two more examples. 
Recently, in our depar tment , there was an undergraduate student who was very 
interested in the effects of divorce on kids and whether kids really did feel guilty 
about bringing on a divorce. The department rejected the project because the 
question was so touchy. Instead, we asked her to do a retrospective study 
requiring adults to look back at their own past experiences. This revised study 
was mediocre compared to what she could have done, but there was too much 
involved in her first design. In another case, one of my colleagues wanted to do 
research on altruism or helping behavior. School systems rejected his study 
because they felt it was inappropriate for him to set up situations where he could 
actually observe when kids would be either helpful or selfish. When it was 
rejected, he gave up and did something trivial. I don' t know how to get around 
these stumbling blocks that prevent our doing more meaningful studies. 

Educational Consultant 3: My feeling is that researchers worry too much about 
getting their studies approved. They jump over the hard part , which is simply 
raising the tough issues. I 'm interested in researchers articulating the hard ques-
tions even if they can' t get consent to go ahead and try to find some answers. At 
least they could raise their voices out there, point out to the public what prob-
lems are affecting schools and kids in large proport ions , and support those who 
are arguing for large amounts of money to be funneled into solving those prob-
lems. It 's too easy to become trapped by what we believe we cannot change, and 
to think only in terms of what is possible or permissible. You know that if you 
ask some of those ugly questions, that there'll be a lot of problems and that you 
probably won't get another grant. What I 'm proposing is that, collectively, 
researchers could raise some of the significant issues affecting the educational 
and developmental processes without trying to raise money to study those 
processes at the same time. We need added voices. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The teachers and educat ional consul tants participating in this discussion 

indicated a need for support from academic researchers. All w o u l d advocate 

s o m e kind of co l laborat ion with researchers in the design of research in-

tended to improve educat ion . But the specif ications of such col laborat ion 

are less easily determined. A s this conversat ion reveals, in our culture, the 

educators of children and adolescents are caught in a bind. They are not 

granted the status o f experts on child deve lopment , cognit ive deve lopment , 

or any other processes assoc iated with the educat ional endeavor. Hav ing 

failed to achieve the public 's respect for what they d o k n o w about children's 

learning in c lassrooms, many teachers accept without quest ion the not ion 

that their knowledge base, convinc ing as it may be on an individual level, is 

grounded on speculat ion rather than certainty. 
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When educat ional practit ioners find others disregarding their opin ions 

and advice , they somet imes find it necessary to turn to the culturally recog-

nized authorit ies on h u m a n behavior , the academic researchers, w h o , they 

hope , will substantiate s o m e of their o w n views and lend them credibility in 

their efforts to affect educat ional pol icy at the larger level. 

Unfortunate ly , this referral system only serves to maintain the status quo . 

The educat ional practit ioner w h o passively cites information col lected by 

researchers retains her inferior status, while the researcher to w h o m she has 

turned is recognized as the expert whose op in ion is valued by those in the 

pos i t ion of making decis ions about educational pol icy. 

The educat ional pract i t ioners taking part in this conversat ion are clearly 

interested in col lect ing addit ional informat ion about various aspects of their 

work, not only with the goal of influencing large-scale educat ional pol icy , 

but also with the intent ion of improving their o w n decis ion making in their 

c lassrooms . Their desire for more information is thwarted by the fact that 

practit ioners often regard the research literature as inaccessible, either be-

cause they have little t ime to locate academic journals , or because when they 

do collect scientific reports on a topic , the reports are often t o o technical or 

t o o poor ly written to be of use. Even when practit ioners are able to translate 

the research reports into comprehens ib le prose , they often discover that the 

research findings fail to substantiate conc lus ions they've drawn from their 

o w n experience. Consequent ly , practit ioners find themselves in the awkward 

pos i t ion of having to reject or argue against recognized authorit ies . These 

practit ioners seem to agree that if research is to inform educational practice 

on either the large-scale pol icy level or within individual c lassrooms, re-

search results must be accessible to them; that is, they must be both easy to 

locate and easy to read and understand. There is s imply not enough t ime for 

practitioners to labor over technical jargon. 

S o m e of the educators c o m m e n t i n g in this conversat ion reject the not ion 

that traditional academic research is at all useful to them. They are suspi-

c ious of experimental manipula t ion , particularly in the study of h u m a n be-

ings, and of premature general izat ion. They d o not wish to b e c o m e bogged 

d o w n in the quagmire of researchers' attempts to ensure adequate control of 

extraneous variables. Instead, these practit ioners advocate a shift away from 

using the traditional scientific method as a background for research design. 

They want researchers to support their efforts to conduct their o w n investi-

gat ions as they try to establish their o w n particular type o f credibility. 

F r o m the c o m m e n t s included in this conversat ion , it may be conc luded 

that primary a m o n g the factors that affect the appl icat ion of research results 

in an educat ional setting are teachers' perceptions of their o w n work and of 

research. Unless these are articulated and unders tood by both teachers and 

researchers, it is doubtful that research results will significantly improve 

educat ional practice. 



Issues in the Application of Research Results 35 

Reference 

Davis, C. Teacher-initiated research seminar: A short report. In Evans, C , Stubbs, M., Duck-

worth, E., & Davis, C. Teacher-initiated research: Professional development for teachers and a 

method for designing research based on practice. Final report for NIE project number 0-0219, 

1981. 



Chapter 4 

A Visit to the Teachers' 

Lounge: A Dialogue on 

School Research 

Charles H. Rath bone, Teresa M. Amabile, 
and Malcolm W. Watson 

It was gorgeous the day I visited the college lab school—the first really nice day 
in some time, and the children were taking full advantage of it in the play-yard. 
Yet the director scurried out, advising the teachers to bring the kids in early 
because the psych students were expected at 10:30 to do their testing. Later, the 
director showed me with pride the triple interlocking schedule she had devised: 
schedule number one was of children tested (to guarantee that no child served as 
subject more than two times per week), number two noted times for testing, and 
number three specified place ("under the front stairs," I recall, could accommo-
date one child at a time while "front lobby" had room for two). From my 
perspective, this was more laboratory than school; research needs had clearly 
overridden educational functions. 

The observer in this scenario displays a resentment toward psychological 

research that seems to be c o m m o n a m o n g teachers. Often, teachers are 

suspicious of and even hosti le toward researchers, somet imes without even 

voic ing these sent iments except a m o n g themselves . Researchers, on the other 

hand, s e ldom take the t ime to discuss the basic issues of research with 

teachers, and are often insensit ive to the prob lems their presence causes . 

Here we present a discussion that might take place if researchers were to visit 

a teachers' lounge with the a im of addressing these issues. Rathbone , former-

ly a c lassroom teacher and presently a professor of educat ion , raises ques-

t ions and object ions that he has heard in his experience with teachers. In 

36 
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addi t ion , he presents several negative examples of researchers working in 

c lassrooms. A m a b i l e and W a t s o n , as researchers in social and deve lopmen-

tal psycho logy , respond to those quest ions , object ions , and examples . 

THE UTILITY OF RESEARCH 

Issue 1 

In deal ing with kids, context is all. Dur ing your brief stay with us in the 

schoo l , the odds are g o o d that you'l l over look or misunderstand the existing 

context , and the result will either be that you will inadvertently do something 

to alter that context ( leaving us to straighten things out later) or fail to take 

its influence into account (and thus invalidate your conclus ions) . 

Response 1 

First, we have n o intention of altering the context of your c lassroom without 

your full k n o w l e d g e and wil l ing c o o p e r a t i o n , and we try to ensure that such 

alteration will not take place inadvertently. Second , as to understanding the 

context of the school : that's really what most research is all about—contex t 

and its effect. Of course it is difficult to take all context variables into 

account when you d o research in the "real wor ld ." The only way to el iminate 

this prob lem is to d o noth ing but highly control led lab research, or to have 

teachers involved in a massive project under a long-term commitment . Since 

neither o f these alternatives is very attractive to y o u , we can only observe 

context as carefully as we can, bui lding into our studies your perspectives on 

h o w context affects our procedures and observat ions . 

Issue 2 

The record of the col lege lab s c h o o l — i n terms of produc ing first-class 

research—is dismal. W h y should we expect anything better to c o m e of your 

use of our school when y o u have been so ineffective with your own? 

Response 2 

Col lege lab s c h o o l s represent only one small part of psycholog ica l research 

appl ied to educat ion . They are not the typical sett ing for our research. Even 

so , the record is not that dismal . F o r example , K a g a n , Kearsley , and Ze lazo 

(1978) did a mass ive study in a laboratory day-care center and obta ined 

s o m e rather definitive results on day-care centers. (They found, a m o n g other 

things, that day care does no harm to deve lopmenta l sequencing or the rate 
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of deve lopment in y o u n g children.) Besides , what do you consider dismal? 

It's very easy to expect t o o much from research. This is a difficult business: 

look h o w long it took astronomers to figure out the center of the solar 

system. Children, teachers , and c lassrooms are infinitely more complex than 

that, and so are the results. 

Issue 3 

It takes t o o d a m n e d long to profit from research! If you c o m e in to look at 

my class or my kids in October , I want s o m e practical suggest ions that I can 

implement in J a n u a r y — n o t s o m e article stating tentative findings (and no 

implications for practice) three years hence. 

Response 3 

Y o u should realize that we often need a rather long period of t ime to analyze 

our data adequately and draw conclus ions from it. Moreover , we feel that we 

must be caut ious in drawing impl icat ions for practice on the basis of any one 

study; such caut ion takes t ime and care. Ideally, research is conducted so the 

results will be generalizable. If we d o a study in October, the results might 

well be appl icable to your class next year or five years from n o w . The major 

quest ion is whether y o u , as a teacher involved in research, will value the 

contr ibut ions that we can make to teachers in general or must we always pay 

you back directly for the use of your class? 

Issue 4 

Theory is useless unless it palpably improves practice. 

Response 4 

What you say is partially true; improving practice is one goal of research. 

But your comment is shorts ighted. W e need to build up a store o f knowl -

edge—in the form of theories , if y o u wi l l—before recommendat ions for 

practice can have any merit. Wi thout theory, we have noth ing but a col lec-

tion of unorganized facts that will have little or no impact on educat ion. The 

theory is the organizat ion that leads to real understanding; we need that 

understanding in order to make sensible improvements . 

Issue 5 

What y o u are do ing is insignificant. 
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Response 5 

N o , it's not . Bui ld ing a sc ience—an organized b o d y of k n o w l e d g e — i s hard 

work and takes t ime, but it is not insignificant. Psycho logy has successfully 

increased our understanding of many areas, such as learning processes , mot i -

vat ion , and cognit ive deve lopment . Science in general (and psycho logy in 

particular) has radically modif ied our world and has the potential to modify 

educat ional practices even further. It is unfair to belittle us for any lack of 

success our enterprise has suffered if you don't acknowledge the contribu-

t ions that have already been made , and if you are unwil l ing to offer us help in 

future research. 

Issue 6 

The only credible research on children is longitudinal . Your short-term, 

dissertation-length study can't hope to tell us anything reliable about kids. 

Response 6 

Your s tatement is only true if we are l ook ing at change in individual children 

(for example , the gifted children in Terman's [Terman and Oden , 1947] 

f a m o u s 25-year study) . There are, however , m a n y other issues and quest ions 

related to children and to deve lopment . Each prob lem may require slightly 

different research m e t h o d o l o g y and, indeed, most quest ions can be answered 

through the use of cross-sectional designs. 

Issue 7 

Since there's n o way of ho ld ing all the variables constant , anything that y o u 

investigators purport to discover is suspect in our eyes. 

Response 7 

It's a lways true, in any science (as it is in any eva luat ions y o u try to make of 

your teaching success) , that there's n o way of ho ld ing all the variables con-

stant. That 's why we need to use s o u n d techniques of methodo log ica l design 

and statistical analysis . At least then we can make s o m e reasonable infer-

ences about what causes what (or what goes with what) , rather than s imply 

basing conc lus ions on informal observat ion. 
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Issue 8 

Despi te all our behavioral objectives and "scope and sequence" charts, we 

acknowledge , deep d o w n , that s o m e of our hopes for children cannot be 

specified in advance , and a l though we can write out just if ications for certain 

activities, there exist important o u t c o m e s for which we can hardly find the 

words . If y o u could help us articulate these goals , fine, but if your efforts 

instead accentuate the already specifiable and thus legitimize our neglect of 

the ineffable, you are do ing us n o great service. 

Response 8 

This is why we need to col laborate with y o u — s o we can understand these 

things, so we can d o s o m e of our research on quest ions you want answers to . 

In addit ion, we w o u l d suggest that many of the things y o u consider "already 

specif iable" have not been adequately studied, but s imply assumed. 

Issue 9 

W e have been foo led by your s tatements of certainty. We're drawn to them, 

repelled by them, seduced by them, suspic ious o f them. W e realize you're 

under a g o o d deal of pressure to produce demonstrable proof (p < .05) and 

we crave the sort of certainty such results promise , but we k n o w in our heart 

of hearts that life and children aren't ever that consistent or predictable. 

Response 9 

G o o d researchers k n o w that their results only provide probabil i ty judg-

ments , not perfect cons is tency or predictability. More extensive training in 

the rationale for g o o d research methods could help you to understand what 

to expect from research. Some degree o f certainty is the best research can d o 

for us; nevertheless, some knowledge and predictabil ity are better than none , 

and more predictability is better than less. That is what research can provide. 

VALUES, MOTIVES, AND ETHICS 

Issue 10 

When the chips are d o w n , an investigator's primary obl igat ion is to his data. 

Since this is so , and since parents aren't on the scene, it is up to the schoo l s 

and to c lassroom teachers to safeguard the children from harm. We cannot 
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assume, for example , that children will be competent to assert their o w n 

rights of privacy. To afford satisfactory protect ion w o u l d require our con-

stant and vigilant moni tor ing and, frankly, we already feel understaffed. 

Response 10 

We disagree. W h e n the chips are d o w n , we feel that our primary obl igat ion is 

to the ch i ldren—as is yours . W e w o u l d argue that most contemporary re-

searchers have a very keen sense of the ethics of research, and are particular-

ly sensitive to these issues when children are involved. In fact, all researchers 

must n o w have their proposa l s approved by ethics commit tees at their re-

spective inst i tut ions , so there's a double system of protect ion. A l m o s t every-

where, these committees are very stringent and caut ious . Ult imately , our 

concerns about the children are no different from yours . 

Issue 11 

A l t h o u g h we k n o w that schoo l can't and shouldn' t be value-free, we recog-

nize our obl igat ion to scrutinize the environment for all values—implic i t and 

expl ic i t—that are taught and mode led . W e realize the special pressures re-

searchers are under to maintain their neutrality (and thus keep their data 

clean); at the same t ime, we worry that there are s o m e issues about which 

professed neutrality threatens to teach indifference, or worse. F o r example , a 

child might easily misinterpret the behavior of an adult w h o cont inued to 

take notes as a fight broke out , instead of intervening. 

Response 11 

A l t h o u g h it is important that we not let our values and prejudices contami-

nate our data, appl icat ion of the scientific m e t h o d does not necessitate an 

unfeel ing, robot l ike indifference to people . Researchers d o have very h u m a n 

needs and concerns; we have a real interest in children, and we can't imagine 

a way in which children could learn indifference from us. Y o u can expect 

from us what you 'd expect from any person visit ing your s c h o o l — r e a s o n -

able, normal , and natural adult behavior. 

Issue 12 

Y o u col lege p e o p l e really have t w o agendas: the first is to d o research, and 

the other is to train your s tudents in the business of do ing research. The risk 

that someth ing will g o wrong escalates sharply when inexperienced trainees 

are put into direct contact with children. 
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Response 12 

Y o u are right about our two agendas . But your criticism that some research 

assistants are "inexperienced trainees" reminds us of the dictum, " D o n ' t g o 

near the water until y o u have learned h o w to s w i m . " Everybody has to start 

s o m e w h e r e in work ing with children at school ; you yourself started as a 

student teacher. W e d o take responsibi l i ty for the peop le w h o work with us; 

we try to train and supervise them adequate ly . Moreover , we think it's 

important for y o u to take s o m e time to meet with them beforehand. If they 

are not acceptable to y o u , we can find s o m e o n e else. 

Issue 13 

W e worry that y o u goss ip about us and suspect that you disdain our work. 

Since y o u are really c o m i n g in to evaluate our performance , we're preparing 

to bar the gates! 

Response 13 

We are not interested in evaluat ing your performance as teachers. W e d o not 

want to study individuals , but general techniques , or curricula, or settings; 

any scientific work is designed to be generalizable to whole s i tuations, or 

groups , or approaches , b e y o n d any specific person or technique. Indeed, 

much of our research doesn't involve observing the teacher at all. The fact 

that y o u misunderstand our goal suggests that we should spend a lot more 

time discussing our research with you . 

Issue 14 

What you are do ing is potential ly dangerous . 

Response 14 

In a lmost all cases , y o u are wrong . N o n e of the researchers of our acquaint-

ance has done anything dangerous to children. Indeed, virtually nothing that 

psychological researchers do to people—chi ldren and adults—is outside of 

the regular, day-to-day experience of those people . 

PRACTICAL AND POLITICAL PROBLEMS 

Issue 15 

Can't y o u see h o w busy we are? In the past decade , our curriculum has 

proliferated to the point where every objective is carefully specified and 
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every activity scheduled in advance . Unless y o u find a way to influence our 

budget , our principal , or our year-end test, we s imply can't find time for 

your project. 

Response 15 

A l t h o u g h it seems terribly m u n d a n e , this is probably the single largest obsta-

cle we have found to research in c lassroom sett ings. Teachers and adminis -

trators feel they cannot afford the t ime or the effort to plan around research 

projects. In short, they often feel that they s imply can't be bothered. W e d o 

understand h o w busy y o u are; m a n y o f us have the same sorts of hectic 

schedules . Whi le we realize that disruptions of any kind can be difficult, we'd 

argue against the v iew that any change in the day- to -day program must be 

detrimental to the business of the schoo l . W e h o p e we can convince y o u that 

it's worthwhi le to a c c o m m o d a t e our project if we d o our best to a c c o m m o -

date your schedule. 

Issue 16 

Y o u col lege people are notor ious ly unreliable. Y o u don't even fo l low the 

same calendar as ours! Just when the children begin to get used to research 

people being around, you disappear. 

Response 16 

W e think it's important , for your peace of mind and ours, to work out 

schedules as far in advance as possible . Just as you have no control over your 

academic calendar, we have n o control over ours . W e can only try to make 

our presence comfortable for the children, c h o o s e the most reliable people 

we can to work on our research with us , and plan our work with y o u well 

ahead of t ime. 

Issue 17 

Where were the col leges when we were in trouble? H a v e the universit ies , in 

fact, been fair-weather friends, deserting the schoo l s when we've been threat-

ened? D i d y o u speak out forcefully about Proposi t ion-Thirteen-type budget 

cuts? D i d y o u work to influence P.L. 94-142 legislation to our advantage? 

Were you with us on recent changes in the state certification requirements? 

What sort of re lat ionship can we expect in the future? W e will be much more 

likely to let y o u work in our c lassrooms if we can realistically expect your 

support in these other, more public areas. 



44 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

Response 17 

Many of us are relatively unaware of the polit ical problems schoo l s face. If 

we b e c o m e real co l laborators , if we can deve lop more personal relationships 

with y o u , that awareness and concern might c o m e more easily. In fact, in 

m a n y cases , our research itself might be used to help y o u win s o m e argu-

ments . A l t h o u g h you cannot expect that we will a lways agree with y o u 

pol i t ical ly , y o u shou ld realize that most of us have a real interest in preserv-

ing the quality of the schools . 

Issue 18 

If things d o get pol i t ical on account of your research, and an angry parent 

turns up at a board meet ing , the schoo l is inevitably left ho ld ing the bag. 

A l t h o u g h we can share student t ime with y o u , we cannot ever share our 

o n g o i n g responsibi l i ty for the children entrusted to us. We're b o u n d to get 

nailed for your mistake. 

Response 18 

Ult imate ly , the responsibi l i ty for the children is yours . But remember that 

there are risks in nearly everything y o u do—bring ing volunteer aides into the 

c lassroom, for example . W e can only h o p e you'l l believe that the benefits 

from becoming profess ional ly involved with us will outweigh the potential 

liabilities. Naturally we will try to minimize any risks but, if a parent be-

comes upset, we're more than will ing to help you hold the bag. 

Issue 19 

Worthw/zz/e is worth money\ If the col leges consider student-teacher place-

ment worth a free course credit, why not the p lacement of a research team? 

Such a gesture might convince s o m e of our skeptics that this isn't just anoth-

er rip-off. 

Response 19 

We definitely should try to d o something for teachers, in reciprocation for 

their help. If our university adminis trat ions approve , we might be able to 

offer course credit; or, alternatively, we might be able to find college students 

w h o can help y o u as volunteer aides. 
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SOME NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES 

Example 1 

One teacher I k n o w a l lowed a col lege researcher into her class to ascertain 

the p r o n o u n acquis i t ion of her three-year-olds. Whi le it had been clear that 

the investigator intended to use little dol ls as props , she had neglected to 

ment ion that they w o u l d be arranged as a nuclear family. Unfortunate ly , it 

was this arrangement that proved so disconcert ing to one little girl; she had 

been trying to clarify her feelings about the fact that, unlike her c lassmates , 

she didn't have a daddy. With the added pressure o f a stranger's quest ions , 

she was s o o n in tears, and the investigator had no not ion why. 

Comment 1 

This is an unfortunate instance, and there are several points to be made . 

First, the researcher should have been sensitive to the child, and should have 

been able to deal gent ly with her as s o o n as she b e c a m e upset . It is not clear 

whether this was the case or not . Second, the researcher should have dis-

cussed the procedure with the teacher in detail before the study started, so 

that the teacher could have averted such potential problems . D i d the teacher 

miss an opportuni ty to alleviate the problem? Finally, though , it must be 

recognized that what the researcher did was not outs ide the ordinary experi-

ence of that child. Surely, very frequently, other people ment ion daddies , 

and other s i tuat ions (such as televis ion) lead her to think about nuclear 

families. The researcher should not be reviled for this. The researcher might 

have begun , " S o m e families have just a m o m m y , s o m e have just a daddy , 

and s o m e have both . This doll family has b o t h . " This , a long with a previous 

awareness on the part of the teacher, should have alleviated any problem 

with the procedure. 

Example 2 

I once witnessed a quest ionnaire being administered orally to a three-year-

old. The research was intended to d iscover the child's thoughts about the 

process of government , but in so do ing the invest igator was actually using 

the words "government" and "process" with the child. Predictably, she was 

gett ing nowhere; the level of abstract ion was whol ly inappropriate to the age 

of the subject. I wondered what she thought these nonresponses meant . I 

a lso wondered whether the child was mature e n o u g h not to be intimidated; a 

four-year-old might say, "That's s tupid ," while a three-year-old might con-

clude, "I'm stupid ." 
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Comment 2 

That sounds like a really d u m b researcher. Aga in , the researcher should have 

discussed the procedure beforehand with the teacher, in detail. A l s o , the 

researcher shou ld have d o n e s o m e pi lot test ing of the procedure with one or 

two children of that age to see if it was workable . 

Example 3 

M y friend went to a strict Montes sor i schoo l to ask if he cou ld d o research 

on imitat ion in their mixed-age setting. H e was interested in determining 

when and h o w younger children might imitate the behavior of older chil-

dren. H e was to ld , in effect, "Yes , they do; Maria Montessor i has written 

about the p h e n o m e n o n . Y o u should g o read what Montessor i wrote and not 

bother researching an issue that has already been settled. Y o u may not d o 

your research here." 

Comment 3 

That seems to us to be a terribly c losed-minded and unscientific attitude. 

T h r o u g h o u t the history of science, people have made p r o n o u n c e m e n t s on 

the basis of intuit ion or informal observat ion or p o o r experimentat ion that 

have subsequently been found to be full o f holes . Of course, if a school says 

" n o , " there's not much we can do . 

Example 4 

T w o difficulties arose when a col lege team came into a school district to 

develop an instrument to measure "c lassroom cl imate ." First, the control-

group teachers, w h o weren't trained to improve their cl imate, began express-

ing apprehens ion and later anger; and second , a third-grader confessed con-

flict between two quite honorable ideals: personal loyalty to her teacher, and 

honesty. When a certain quest ionnaire was administered, the child was asked 

to rate her teacher in various areas. She wanted to be loyal, yet didn't want 

to answer untruthfully. She compla ined to her parents , and the s ituation 

became rather messy because she was the daughter of a prominent judge and 

her mother made a public issue over the episode. The superintendent tells me 

that the district n o w has a new set of pol ic ies regarding testing, especially 

those instruments that deal with affect. 

Comment 4 

W e think that t w o precaut ions shou ld have been taken here, and these 

probably w o u l d have averted the crisis. First, the researcher should have 
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made the intents and m e t h o d s of the research team k n o w n to teachers and 

parents beforehand. Both should always have veto power—teachers for their 

classes, and parents for their individual children. Second, once a child had 

agreed to work with an experimenter (and children should always be asked) , 

it shou ld have been made very clear that she did not have to do anything she 

didn't want to d o , or answer any quest ions that she w o u l d rather not . These 

precaut ions are written into the guidel ines used by most university ethics 

committees to evaluate and approve research projects. 

RESEARCHERS' SUMMARY 

It s eems to us that m a n y teachers d o not have a clear understanding o f the 

enterprise of psychological research. First, they misunderstand the mot iva-

t ion for the research. M o s t of it is undertaken not to evaluate them or their 

children personal ly , but to arrive at s o m e general conclus ions about h u m a n 

thought , behavior , and deve lopment . A t the same time that they are carrying 

out their observat ions or their hypothes i s testing, researchers are not , typi-

cally, d ispass ionate and unfeel ing machines; on the contrary, they are often 

interested in children and teachers, and in what goes on in the schools . 

Second , there seems to be a basic misunderstanding of experimental design 

and statistical analysis and the conc lus ions that can be drawn from research. 

N o researcher sets out with the expectat ion that absolute certainty will be 

obta ined , and n o consumer o f research ( inc luding the educator) should ex-

pect such certainty. Typical ly, experimental designs in which different groups 

are randomly ass igned to different treatments can afford greater certainty 

about causality than observat ional methods , but n o m e t h o d can result in 

f indings that a teacher can immediately apply to practice with comple te 

conf idence in the o u t c o m e . That is and has a lways been a fact of life in 

science. K n o w l e d g e is accumulated only gradually, and theories can be built 

only through a painstaking and t ime-consuming process involving many 

studies. This does not mean , however , that researchers have noth ing to say 

to teachers about practice. Even one wel l -conducted study can somet imes 

provide teachers with important insights and suggest ions about practice. 

Third, s o m e teachers seem to feel that researchers have no regard for ethical 

issues in research. On the contrary, most contemporary invest igators are 

quite sensit ive to protect ing the rights and wel l -be ing o f children and 

teachers. 

M a n y o f these prob lems appear to stem from an underlying fear and 

suspic ion o f researchers on the part of teachers. Teachers seem to be 

alarmed by the not ion that experimental procedures involve the "manipula-

t i o n " of children; manipula t ion has understandably negative connota t ions 

o f unnecessary and poss ibly harmful control . In a lmost all s tudies , however , 

" m a n i p u l a t i o n s " involve noth ing more than the systematic use o f the kinds 
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of procedures and experiences that normal ly occur unsystematical ly in the 

child's everyday life. Indeed, in this sense, teachers are constantly introduc-

ing untested manipulat ions into their c lassrooms. A l s o , teachers appear to 

harbor the basic belief that psycholog ica l researchers are not do ing s o m e -

thing o f value. A s we noted above , it is necessary to take a long v iew of the 

scientific enterprise in order to see the enduring value of any individual 

s tudy. In addi t ion , t h o u g h , each researcher can and should attempt to make 

each project an enjoyable , educat ional , and rewarding experience for the 

particular children and teachers involved. 

Researchers are partly to b lame for any lack of understanding on the part 

o f teachers. S e l d o m in the past have academic researchers taken the t ime to 

discuss issues o f hypothes i s generat ion, experimental design, statistical anal-

ysis , or even ethical cons iderat ion with teachers. This is surely a s i tuat ion 

that can be remedied. The remedy, however , will require a genuine desire 

and c o m m i t m e n t on the part of teachers to make the effort required to learn 

about these issues. 

Final ly , it is certainly true that researchers have not been sufficiently 

sensitive to the practical and political problems that teachers face. Mos t 

researchers have no experience in elementary or secondary schools beyond 

their o w n dimly recalled schoo l years, and few have concerned themselves as 

adults with the educat ional and noneducat iona l issues that teachers con-

stantly face. It seems possible , though, that with improved communicat ion 

and co l laborat ion between researcher and educator, such sensitivity might 

be developed. 

TEACHERS' SUMMARY 

Despi te sincerest assurances and most plausible explanat ions from the re-

searchers, certain concerns linger. S o m e c o m e straight from anxiety; others 

are more substantive . They hover over the teachers' lounge and will not be 

simply wished away. 

Horror stories a b o u n d in s choo l s , o f course , and they inevitably feed 

teachers' worst anxieties . A n d when anxiety's high, it doesn't take much to 

keep it there: a single foul-up endures in the imaginat ion as well as in the 

memory . Converse ly , it requires innumerable il lustrations of productive or 

even s imply benign col laborat ion to assuage the concerns of those whose 

guard is n o w up. 

D i a l o g u e will help, especial ly if on a long-term, one - to -one bas is—where 

the same research personnel work in the same schoo l s year after year. Only 

then will trust levels rise and anxiety levels fall. Interpersonal ease, however , 

is insufficient; teachers must be brought in, not just as informed, friendly 

observers of c lassroom research, but as true col leagues in the total enter-
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prise. To accompl i sh this will require s o m e very fundamenta l alterations o f 

role and a t t i tude—on both sides. 

The present s i tuat ion involves an essentially unequal partnership: the 

senior partner informs the junior partner of decis ions already made and 

solicits cooperat ion in their implementat ion . N o wonder the subordinate 

feels resentful, suspic ious , oppressed, envious , petulant, or depressed! 

Only when teachers make decis ions about what problems should be ad-

dressed, only when they understand the statistical procedures employed , 

only when they are satisfied with the relevance of the quest ions being asked 

and comfortable with the mot ivat ion for publ ic iz ing results, only then will 

they perceive themselves as operat ing from strength and from a pos i t ion o f 

equality with the col lege-based researchers. 

Even for the relaxed, conf ident , unse l f -consc ious teacher, however , s o m e 

doubts r e m a i n — d o u b t s about the fundamental significance of school -based 

research as it is currently conducted . All t o o often, the results of this research 

have appeared trivial from the perspective o f the teacher, and this is a charge 

not so easily d ismissed. Theory bui lding and hypothes i s testing d o proceed 

methodica l ly , caut ious ly , and incremental ly , and, unless one is thoroughly 

immersed in the business , it is often very difficult to perceive long-term 

progress. Similarly, it is often hard to grasp the relationship of parts and 

w h o l e — b e t w e e n , say, the exciting concept of creativity and s o m e essentially 

pedestrian subtest on ideational fluency being administered to a second-

grader. 

W h a t is needed, then, is a new sort of relat ionship, one that enables the 

teacher to share in all decis ions m a d e about research conducted in schoo l s . 

Increased k n o w l e d g e will undoubted ly bring d o w n to a realistic level the 

rampant anxiety and mistrust n o w prevalent; increased teacher responsibil i-

ty may well produce both goa l s and m e t h o d s that seem more appropriate 

from the perspect ive of the practit ioner. Al l o f this will require tolerance 

and pat ience on the part of the researchers w h o , o f course, k n o w more about 

research m e t h o d o l o g y . Researchers must also acknowledge a wil l ingness and 

a need to learn what s o m e teachers already k n o w about life in c lassrooms, 

effective strategies for teaching and learning, differences a m o n g learning 

groups , and the like. With a c o m b i n a t i o n of forbearance, humil i ty , and 

openness from the researchers and a little more courage, trust, and effort to 

learn on the part of the teachers, research in schoo l s should improve immea-

surably. 
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Introduction to Part II 

Before at tempts are made to improve att itudes toward c lassroom research 

and to raise the quality of that research for both theory building and applica-

t ion , it is important to confront the quest ion o f whether research really does 

have s o m e t h i n g to offer to educat ion . The chapters in this sect ion argue that 

it clearly does . In Chapter 5, A m a b i l e focuses on the potential contr ibut ions 

of social psycho logy . She suggests that social psychologis ts ' interests in 

c las sroom research might exist because schoo l s s imply provide a g o o d sub-

ject p o o l for basic research, or because the c lassroom presents a particularly 

interesting sett ing for the study of social behavior , or because the researcher 

has an active concern for educat ional env ironments and practices. Given the 

nature of social p sycho logy , these researchers can offer teachers not only 

basic in format ion on a number o f relevant issues, but a lso a rich array of 

methodolog ica l techniques for answering teachers' quest ions . 

In Chapter 6, W a t s o n , after suggest ing that deve lopmenta l psycholog i s t s 

and educators share many of the same goals , explores s o m e of the reasons 

for the difficulty they often have in work ing together: differential emphases 

on theory bui lding and improv ing practice, differential concerns with infer-

ence versus descr ipt ion, and differential weight ings given to logistical prob-

lems. This chapter conc ludes by out l ining s o m e of the ways in which devel-

opmental psycho logy , a l though its impact on educat ion has been surprisingly 

l imited in the past , might contribute substantially to educat ional practice. 

Tradit ional educat ional research on teaching methods and curricula, while 

quite distinct from basic psycholog ica l research, has actually accompl i shed a 

great deal in its o w n realm. This po int is m a d e emphatical ly by Saphier in 

Chapter 7, when he suggests that a vast store of usable k n o w l e d g e o n teach-

ing and c lassroom behavior has been gained through educational research. 

Saphier proposes that there are t w o major prob lems with this research: it is 

d isorganized, and educators d o not read the research reports; he proposes 

some remedies for these problems . 

Finally, Chapter 8 (Amabi l e ) considers the role of various research meth-

odologies in the advancement of both psychologica l and educat ional inquiry. 

This chapter presents a guide to fundamenta l methodo log i ca l issues for 

teachers and for researchers w h o want to educate teachers about these issues. 

It also points to special methodo log ica l cons iderat ions that distinguish class-

r o o m research from research in other settings. 
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Chapter 5 

Social Psychologists 

in the Classroom 

Teresa M. Amabile 

Research conducted in c lassrooms can be roughly classified into three broad 

categories: nonexper imenta l or informal observat ional research, usually car-

ried out by teachers themselves; educat ional research, experimentat ion on 

teaching m e t h o d s or curricula, usual ly carried out by academic ians from 

graduate schoo l s o f educat ion; and psychological research, experimentat ion 

on all aspects of h u m a n behavior, usually carried out by academicians from 

university p s y c h o l o g y departments . M a n y teachers have n o familiarity what-

soever with research, and s o m e k n o w only the informal observat ional vari-

ety. Of those w h o are familiar with research, however , most think exclusively 

in terms of educat ional research—work that is specifically designed to test or 

build theories of instruction. 

A l t h o u g h deve lopmenta l psycholog is t s have a lways conducted much of 

their basic research in s choo l s , as other psycholog i s t s b e c o m e increasingly 

more interested in appl ied research or in do ing theoretical work in field 

sett ings, educators are more likely to be approached by academic ians w h o s e 

interests might at first seem quite foreign to them. I will attempt here to d o 

what researchers should probably d o more frequently for teachers w h o have 

little familiarity with traditional experimental psycho logy—expla in what psy-

cholog is t s (at least social psycholog i s t s ) are really up to . A l t h o u g h I will 

focus on the interests, purposes , o u t c o m e s , and l imitat ions of social psy-

c h o l o g y , m u c h o f what I say will apply to p s y c h o l o g y in its other special iza-

t ions as well. In concentrat ing on social p s y c h o l o g y , I will argue that many 

of the quest ions that teachers have about their c lassrooms and their students 

could be answered with the aid of soc ia l -psychological methods , and that 

many of the ques t ions that social psycho log i s t s formulate about h u m a n 

behavior could be studied quite successfully in school settings. 
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A l t h o u g h of l imited utility, an informal definition can be offered: social 

psycho logy is the study of the ways in which social experiences influence an 

individual's thoughts , mot ives , and behavior. Social experiences are very 

broadly defined and include all types of contact with other h u m a n beings. In 

many ways , however , this definit ion does not include everything that social 

psycholog is t s study. F o r example , they not only study the ways that one 

person's behav ior—say , a parent's or a teacher's—can influence a child's 

self-concept; they also study the ways that the child's personal i ty can influ-

ence his or her behavior toward other people . Indeed, social psychologis ts 

even examine the effect o f the inanimate env ironment—temperature , noise , 

physical objec t s—on attent ion, affect, and social behavior. So , most broadly, 

social psycho logy should s imply be defined as whatever social psychologis ts 

study. If it has anything to d o with the external environment , with people 

affecting or being affected by peop le , y o u can find a social psycholog is t w h o 

is interested in studying it. 

Tradit ional ly , most soc ia l -psycho log ica l research has been experimental , 

but s o m e is observat ional . Whatever the m e t h o d , nearly all o f the research 

has been mot ivated by theoretical interests. Recent ly , t h o u g h , social psy-

chologis ts have begun to talk a b o u t — a n d carry out—evaluat ion research. In 

conduct ing evaluat ion research, investigators use both experimentat ion and 

observat ion , as appropriate , to assess the effects of various interventions, 

programs, or settings: D o t o k e n - e c o n o m y programs in mental hospitals im-

prove patients' self-concepts? Are crimewatch programs effective in reducing 

residents' level of fear? W h a t cognit ive and social effects do " o p e n " class-

r o o m s have , as c o m p a r e d to traditional c lassrooms? Evaluat ion research is 

usually research des igned to assess the impact of a specific real-world pro-

gram, often at the request of the people initiating or funding the program. 

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGIST'S INTEREST 
IN SCHOOLS 

Often, when teachers and principals are approached by social psychologis ts 

(and other psycholog i s t s ) w h o want to d o research, they wonder whether the 

researcher's expressed interest in educat ion is genuine. D o e s this person 

really want to find out h o w children learn, or h o w they behave , or h o w they 

feel in various s i tuat ions , in order to advance knowledge and make teachers' 

judgments a little more informed? Or does he think he has found a large 

untapped subject p o o l , a group of subjects he can use to help him turn out a 

quick publ icat ion? D o e s he really think that, ult imately, his results will be 

worthwhi le to teachers? S o m e t i m e s , of course , the answer to these quest ions 

is " y e s , " and s o m e t i m e s " n o . " It depends a great deal on the researcher and 

the project. In trying to sort out the reasons for social psycholog is t s ' interest 
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in do ing research in the schoo l s , it might be helpful to describe the context in 

which social psychologis ts are trained and in which they work. 

M o s t social psycho log i s t s are trained to be theoret ic ians as well as empiri-

cal researchers but in most graduate programs, theoretically oriented exper-

imentat ion is clearly valued over purely empirical work. The more a social 

p sycho logy journal is devoted to theory, the more highly it is regarded in the 

field. A n d , of course , the more publ icat ions an individual has in the better 

journals , the more chance that individual has o f receiving p r o m o t i o n s in the 

academic tenure track. A l s o , a l though social psycho logy has n o w been es-

sentially cut off from federal funding, the agencies that had funded most 

social p sycho logy grants—the Nat iona l Institute of Mental Heal th and the 

Nat ional Science F o u n d a t i o n — u s u a l l y gave the highest priority to proposals 

that were firmly grounded in theory. 

This emphas i s on theory has produced a crisis o f sorts in social psychol -

ogy , a crisis that has been much discussed during the past decade. Social 

psychologis t s have begun to examine the progress of theory making in their 

field, and more often than not , have found it want ing. There are those (for 

example , Gergen , 1973) w h o argue that it will never be poss ible to build 

theories in social p s y c h o l o g y in the way that theories are built in physics; 

they suggest that soc ia l -psychologica l knowledge is historically b o u n d , that 

general izat ions which hold in one place and t ime d o not necessarily hold in 

another. There are others (such as Schlenker, 1974) w h o argue that there are 

invariant laws of social behavior , and that these laws may be discovered by 

taking into account all the variants of t ime and place. Mos t social p s y c h o l o -

gists have taken a caut ious ly opt imist ic pos i t ion , agreeing with Schneider 

(1976) , w h o said: 

There are some who feel that scientific social psychology is neither scientific nor 
useful for generating knowledge. It is asserted that social psychology has no 
laws of the form found in physics and no unqualified generalizations which hold 
up reasonably well across various situations. . . . I think it fair to say that such 
generalizations are few. Social-psychological knowledge is not as advanced as 
that of physics. The field is younger by a few hundred years, and my assumption 
is that social psychologists are trying to explain phenomena which are more 
complex than those studied by physical scientists. [Pp. 540-541] 

The message , which m a n y social psycho log i s t s appear to accept , is that 

comprehens ive and enduring theories of social behavior are not poss ib le at 

present. Given that more and more social psycholog is t s are finding less and 

less sat isfact ion with purely theoretical pursuits , m a n y are turning to re-

search that, whi le it m a y be useful in theory bui lding, is more directly c o n -

cerned with so lv ing practical prob lems on h u m a n interaction. Increasingly, 

journal editors and granting agencies are recogniz ing the importance o f 

applied social research. In this way, then, the interests of many social-
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psychological researchers in educat ion is genuine; they are no longer single-

mindedly striving for a unified theory of human social behavior but are 

instead trying to contribute to the body of knowledge about social behavior 

while f inding so lut ions to real-world problems . The c lassroom presents a 

setting rich with quest ions about the impact people have on one another. 

Educators need to k n o w the answers to those quest ions and social p sycho lo -

gists, with their training in conceptual izat ion , m e t h o d o l o g y , and analysis , 

are well equipped to help them find the answers. 

WHAT DOES THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGIST 
HAVE TO OFFER? 

Teachers may—just i f iab ly—wonder what a social psychologis t has to offer 

b e y o n d an ability to conceptual ize prob lems , design studies , and analyze 

data. What do social psycholog is t s know about the kinds of social forces that 

operate in c lassrooms and faculty lounges and school -board meet ings , forces 

that influence student learning and teacher self-confidence and educat ional 

pol icy decisions? What insights d o social psychologis t s have to offer? 

First, it must be said that, g iven the l imited training most teachers have in 

research m e t h o d o l o g y , the technical contribution that researchers can make 

is far from trivial. N o n e t h e l e s s , it shou ld be a c k n o w l e d g e d that the direct 

experience that most social psycholog is t s have with c lassrooms is l imited to 

col lege teaching and, in the distant past, their o w n ch i ldhood experiences in 

e lementary and high school . F o r the most part, they d o not have a clear 

not ion of what teachers' and s tudents ' major day- to-day concerns are. What 

they d o k n o w about , however , are general patterns of human social behavior 

—socia l behavior that appears just as surely in the school as it appears in the 

laboratory or the factory or the home . 

There is a wide range of topics that social psychologis ts have deve loped 

research m e t h o d s for and have, in many cases , amassed a rather large body 

of informat ion on; moreover , each area is directly relevant to quest ions that 

could arise in c lassroom settings: (1) Mot ivat ion . H o w does the behavior of 

teachers, parents , and peers influence a child's eagerness to learn on his 

own? (2) Social re lat ionships . W h a t d o e s friendship m e a n to y o u n g chil-

dren? H o w d o they form friendships? (3) Self-perception and self-concept. 

H o w d o success and failure influence children's self-concepts? What teacher 

responses can m a k e a difference? (4) Environmenta l psycho logy . H o w does 

the arrangement o f furniture in a c las sroom affect social interaction and 

feelings of comfort? W h a t about the effects o f noise , or extremes in tem-

perature? (5) G r o u p processes; (6) Conformity and independence; (7) A g -

gress ion; (8) C o o p e r a t i o n and compet i t ion; and (9) At t i tudes and att itude 

change. 
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M y o w n research has looked at the effects of various social factors on crea-

tivity. I have found, in essence, that if people expect that what they are do ing 

will be evaluated, and if that evaluat ion is made salient to them, they will 

often be less creative in do ing it, when compared with people w h o d o not 

expect evaluat ion. A l though this research is grounded in s o m e social-psy-

chological theories of mot iva t ion , and a l though most of the research has 

studied adults , it is an area that obv ious ly could be fruitfully appl ied to 

c lassroom situations. In fact, the original idea for the research grew out of 

my o w n experiences as an e lementary-school student and, more recently, as 

an e lementary-school teacher. I feel that other educators would share my 

interest in this quest ion , and that many social psychologis ts and educators 

could find a number of such quest ions of mutual interest. 

SOME EXAMPLES 

To date, a substantial segment of mainstream soc ia l -psychologica l research 

has been conducted in school settings. S o m e of this research has been excel-

lent, and has found its way into the very best soc ia l -psychology journals . It is 

safe to say, however , that a lmost none of it has found its way into the 

practice of educators , or even into their consc iousness . I think there are some 

clearly identifiable reasons for this state of affairs, and s o m e steps that can be 

taken to correct the problem. In order to illustrate this, I will briefly describe 

three social -psychological studies that were done in school settings. 

All o f these studies were grounded in social -psychological theory. The first 

two were at tempts to demonstrate the "overjustif ication effect": if a person 

w h o is initially interested in s o m e activity is made to perform that activity in 

order to gain s o m e extrinsic goa l , that person's interest in that activity will 

decline in subsequent s i tuations where the extrinsic goal is no longer present. 

This is called the "overjust i f icat ion" hypothes is because it deals with a situa-

tion in which a person's behavior is overjustified: her o w n intrinsic interest 

wou ld have been enough to justify engaging in the activity, but then an 

addi t iona l , unneces sary , and sal ient extr ins ic goal is in troduced . Self-

perception theory (Bern, 1972) predicts that if the extrinsic goal is salient 

e n o u g h , that person will c o m e to see herself as mot iva ted by that goal 

so that later, w h e n the goal is n o longer present , she will s h o w much less 

intrinsic interest in the activity. 

One of the earliest tests of this hypothes is was d o n e with children in a 

university nursery schoo l (Lepper, Greene , & Nisbett , 1973). The researchers 

placed a set o f magic markers on a separate table in the c las sroom and, by 

observing from behind a o n e - w a y mirror over a per iod of several days , were 

able to identify those children w h o s h o w e d the most intrinsic interest in 

playing with the markers. T h o s e children were chosen for the study and were 
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randomly ass igned to one of t w o basic experimental condit ions . (There 

was a third condi t ion , included for theoretical reasons , which will not be 

discussed here.) In the "reward" condi t ion , the experimenter escorted the 

child to a separate r o o m and offered him or her a " G o o d Player A w a r d " for 

drawing with magic markers for a few minutes . All o f the children eagerly 

agreed and, after drawing for about five minutes , they were given the award. 

Children in the "no reward" group were also asked to draw with the markers, 

but n o reward was offered. A g a i n , all eagerly agreed. T w o weeks later, when 

the children were again unobtrusively observed in their c lassroom, it was 

found that the children in the "reward" condi t ion s h o w e d significantly less 

interest in the magic markers than did the children in the "no reward" 

condi t ion . N o t only did this study provide support for the overjustif ication 

hypothes i s , but it suggested that the use of " t o k e n - e c o n o m y " systems of 

reinforcement in c lassrooms may , under s o m e c ircumstances , be detrimental 

to intrinsic interest. 

Since their original study was not a direct test for this latter impl icat ion, 

these researchers set out to d o such a test in a publ ic schoo l sett ing (Greene , 

Sternberg, & Lepper, 1976). They chose a school that already had an e labo-

rate system of rewards for performance o f math activities and worked within 

that system to assign s tudents randomly to one of several experimental 

condi t ions . A s in the original study, they had baseline measures o f each 

child's interest in the various math activities as well as fo l low-up measures of 

interest after the reward system was withdrawn. A l t h o u g h the results o f this 

study were considerably more compl icated than those of the lab study (as 

was the situation in which it was conducted) , for the most part they d o 

confirm the overjustif ication hypothes i s as applied to a token e c o n o m y in 

the c lassroom: subsequent ly , children s h o w e d lowered intrinsic interest for 

those activities they had been systematically rewarded for working with. 

The study by Greene , Sternberg, and Lepper relied on a great deal o f 

teacher involvement and support . M y third example , a pair of studies by 

Miller, Brickman, and Bolen (1975) , required even more teacher involvement 

(which the researchers say was wil l ingly and enthusiastical ly given). These 

studies pitted t w o theories against one another in their prescriptions for 

modify ing behavior: att i tude-change theory, which suggests that persuasion 

is the way to change behavior , and attribution theory, which suggests that 

people will change their behavior if they can be made to see themselves 

differently. In the first s tudy, the researchers at tempted to modify fifth-

graders' littering behavior by having the teacher either use persuasion (lec-

turing them on the dangers of po l lu t ion and s loppiness , putt ing up " D o n ' t 

Litter" signs, and so on) or attribution (tell ing them they are eco logy-

m i n d e d , putt ing up a sign saying, " W e Are Anderson ' s Li t ter-Consc ious 

C l a s s , " and so on) . In a post tes t , the attribution c lassroom was significantly 

neater than the persuas ion c lassroom or a control c lassroom. In the second 
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study, the researchers at tempted to determine whether the math achievement 

of second-graders w o u l d be affected in the same way. Teachers either used 

persuas ion ("You should be a g o o d arithmetic s tudent ," " Y o u should work 

harder at ari thmetic") or attribution ("You are a very g o o d arithmetic stu-

dent ," " Y o u really work hard in arithmetic") . A g a i n , it was found that 

attribution was superior to persuas ion in helping children to increase their 

math scores. 

These studies cou ld , conce ivably , be of great interest and practical impor-

tance to educators . They might provide insights into h o w teachers can pre-

serve children's intrinsic interest in learning, and h o w they can help children 

improve both social and academic behaviors . But I would guess that these 

studies , and m a n y others like them, have had virtually n o impact on h o w 

teachers think and what teachers d o . A large part of the prob lem is that they 

were all publ i shed in the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, the 

leading journal in social p sycho logy , but one that a lmost n o nonsocia l 

psychologis t s read. This is c o m m o n in social psycho logy—publ i sh ing in such 

an out let is well rewarded by a c a d e m i a — b u t the s i tuat ion is, I bel ieve, 

changing. A s the field itself gradual ly b e c o m e s more receptive to appl ied-

research prob lems , individual researchers b e c o m e more alert to the respon-

sibility they have to bring their ideas and findings to the attention of the 

people w h o might profit from them most . 

I w o u l d argue, then, that the purposes of most psycholog ica l researchers 

w h o work in c la s sroom sett ings w o u l d be quite acceptable and even excit ing 

to mos t educators—if the educators only knew what those purposes were. 

Misunderstandings and suspic ions a b o u n d because , to a large extent, re-

searchers have s imply not let teachers really k n o w what they are up to . 

Certainly, few teachers have been trained in experimental m e t h o d o l o g y , and 

many are ignorant of the specific goals of social psychology . A s I have tried 

to demonstrate here, however , it is quite poss ib le to provide straightforward 

explanat ions of the research endeavor and to generate examples o f research-

er-educator col laborat ions that were fruitful for both sides. Researchers 

must , as a group , begin to recognize the misunderstandings that exist and 

take the relatively straightforward steps necessary to correct them. The result 

will a lmost certainly be better-informed practit ioners and higher-quality ed-

ucational research. 
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Chapter 6 

Developmental Psychologists 

in the Classroom 

Malcolm W. Watson 

A deve lopmenta l psycholog is t w h o m I k n o w once attended a w o r k s h o p for 

psycholog is t s and preschoo l educators . The psycholog i s t s were to give the 

educators information gleaned from research that wou ld be useful in enhanc-

ing day-care and preschool practices. A s became apparent, the information 

did not seem particularly useful to the educators . Rather, it was trivial and 

irrelevant and seemed to skirt the central quest ions and issues raised by the 

educators . One preschool director asked the psycholog is t s what informat ion 

they had available on cooperat ive , parent-run day-care centers versus n o n -

cooperat ive centers. This quest ion , like others , made the psychologis t s look 

like fools with their lack of in format ion . One psycho log i s t said that this 

ques t ion w o u l d be an interesting one to s tudy to c o m p a r e the effects on 

children of the t w o types of centers. The educator w h o had asked the ques-

t ion then admit ted that, in fact, s o m e researchers had approached her center 

to study just that issue but that she had decided not to let them use her center 

in the study. 

This incident illustrates s o m e central prob lems that often block efficient 

and successful educat ional research. D e v e l o p m e n t a l psychologis t s and edu-

cators have m a n y c o m m o n goa l s and values: mos t important , learning more 

about deve lopment and successful educat ional techniques and helping chil-

dren deve lop and learn. But they seem to differ in other important ways: 

their research object ives , research m e t h o d s , and decis ions on w h e n and h o w 

to use children as subjects . A s in the a b o v e case of the educator w h o wanted 

information that psycholog is t s could not provide , educators may see psy-

cholog is t s as interested in trivial issues, k n o w l e d g e for its o w n sake, and 

intellectual games rather than in knowledge which is appl icable to current 

educat ional problems . On the other hand, it often seems to deve lopmental 
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psychologis ts that educators are themselves interested in trivial issues in their 

narrow-minded approach to specific prob lems rather than in underlying 

deve lopmenta l principles , and that, as in the case of the educator at the 

w o r k s h o p , they want to obta in informat ion without contributing the facili-

ties and means of ever obtaining it. 

These differences between developmental psychologis ts and educators are 

s o m e w h a t baffling. Perhaps each group is s imply suspic ious of the other. A s 

teachers may see it, psychologis t s k n o w theory but d o not k n o w real children 

or what it is like to be a part of the daily world of c lassroom teaching. A s 

psycholog is t s may see it, educators k n o w the practical aspects of teaching 

and deal ing with children but cannot see the forest for the trees. These 

suspic ions may be part of the problem but why d o they exist? They seem to 

be s y m p t o m s of prob lems rather than explanat ions . Both groups need to 

analyze further the various prob lems and differences between them and then 

formulate ways to reconcile these differences. 

DIFFERENCES IN THE GOALS OF RESEARCH 

To say that deve lopmenta l psycho log i s t s are interested in basic research and 

educators are interested in appl ied research may seem oversimplif ied but 

does indeed cut c lose to the core difference between the goals of each group. 

I would argue, however , that the differences in interest in basic or applied 

research are not the mos t serious hindrances to cooperat ion between psy-

chologis ts and teachers. The differing values placed on theory building may 

be. But first we should discuss basic versus applied research. 

Appl i ed research can be defined as research that has the so lut ion to a 

specific, real-life prob lem as its main object ive (e .g. , the evaluat ion of the 

effectiveness of a teaching technique or of an educat ional pol icy) . It involves 

using the results directly and immediately , whereas basic research involves 

the objective of obta in ing results that are meant merely to lead to a better 

understanding and to formulat ing and testing theories . If the results of basic 

research are ever put into practice, the appl icat ion usually c o m e s after s o m e 

time lag. The difference applies to the mot iva t ions for a particular research 

study or the subsequent use to which the study is put more than to the 

research procedure itself, however . A l t h o u g h this difference relates to goals 

of research, it a lone does not differentiate between basic and applied. In 

either case, appl ied, real-life prob lems may initiate scientific curiosity, and 

results may be applied to solve an immediate problem. 

The contrast between the theory building of basic research and applied 

research may be seen as a difference of primarily induct ion being used by 

psycho log i s t s versus primarily deduct ion being used by educators . In theory 

bui lding, the psycholog i s t induces general principles from a set of specific 
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p h e n o m e n a . In appl ied research, the educator deduces specific predict ions 

from general principles. Yet Lerner (1976) and others have argued that basic, 

theory-oriented research is primarily deductive rather than inductive. They 

say that a purely inductive approach, in which the researcher starts with facts 

and looks for more facts to build eventual ly a theory, carries the risk that, in 

starting wi thout a theory, the end result may be a mere col lect ion of disor-

ganized facts rather than wel l -organized principles . Accord ing to Lerner, 

since most successful basic research (as I a m arguing deve lopmenta l psy-

cholog i s t s prefer) involves hypothes i s testing based on testable theories , it 

must be considered deduct ive rather than inductive. A s noted above , how-

ever, applied research is a lso deductive. S o the use of deduct ion does not 

differentiate basic from appl ied research, since both types of research seem 

to involve deductive reasoning. 

The use of inductive reasoning may still differentiate between basic and 

applied researchers. Cattell (1966) has argued that all scientists should be 

engaged in deve lop ing theories ( i .e . , inductive reasoning) . Accord ing to Cat-

tell, the entire scientific process involves a cycle of inductive reasoning, 

hypothesis format ion, and deductive hypothes is testing that is continual ly 

repeated. So a major quest ion is: does applied research fo l low the same cycle 

as basic research? 

Basic research is first theory building and then theory testing; applied 

research can be theory testing or theory appl icat ion (which is a form of 

theory testing). Therefore, the main difference seems to be a matter of se-

quenc ing in the research cycle. Research, to the extent that it is appl ied, 

occurs after the basic theory bui lding (and inductive reasoning) has already 

taken place. This difference between basic and applied research may be 

minor indeed. Basic research may be quite applicable or lead to applied 

research, and appl ied research may certainly be scientific and theory ori-

ented and lead to basic research. My main point is that the differences (in 

sequencing) between basic and appl ied research need not be s tumbl ing 

blocks to more cooperat ion between psycholog is t s and educators . There is 

another difference, however , that may be more serious. 

Both basic and appl ied research are different from a mere technological 

approach in which research is conducted without the goal of using or build-

ing on underlying theory. S o m e educators and applied researchers seem to 

believe that a concern with theory reduces or destroys the educat ional use-

fulness of the research. For example , Egan (1979) , in spite of being a theorist, 

argued that deve lopmenta l research generally has failed to lead to worth-

while educat ional appl icat ions because deve lopmenta l psychologis ts are in-

terested in d iscovering general laws as ends in themselves . H e bel ieved that 

to apply the f indings to practical s i tuat ions required a technician w h o 

wou ld not be biased by the underlying theory. Yet such a technologica l v iew 

of research is l imited in its generality in large part because it is not based in 

theory. 
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McCandless (1967) at tempted to del ineate various d imens ions of devel-

opmenta l research, one of which is an atheoretical-theoretical d imens ion . 

Atheoret ical research is primarily designed to answer immediate problems or 

s imply to satisfy curiosity. This type of research often leads to a dead end of 

s imply supply ing facts that fit into n o organizat ion and are useless because 

the invest igator has deve loped n o framework or connec t ions to make them 

generalizable. For example , research on the specific seating arrangements 

and t iming of activities that are most conducive to successful learning will be 

useless to all but the teacher invo lved in the study and the particular class-

r o o m unless the research is based on general principles and theory. A theo-

retical framework a l lows the investigator to transcend the specific setting of 

the study and apply the results to other settings not identical to the original 

and thus engage in the scientific enterprise rather than merely in technical 

problem solving. 

Theoretical research is primarily designed to explain causal relations and 

integrate facts into general principles (i .e. , to build a theory if none exists), as 

well as to generate testable hypotheses and new facts. Studies o f c lassroom 

seating and activities, for example , may be based on principles of attent ion, 

reinforcement, mot iva t ion , and deve lopmenta l differences, and, thus, the re-

sults of the study could be used to support or modify the original principles 

and generate deduct ions for other s i tuat ions. Theoret ical research leads to 

quest ions of why things happen rather than s imply what happens in a given 

s i tuat ion. The " w h y " quest ions and answers seem to be more easily general-

ized across t ime, setting, and people involved, than the "what" quest ions 

and answers. 

In conc lus ion , a l though the major difference in research goals between 

deve lopmenta l psycholog is t s and educators seems to be differing preferences 

for basic and applied research, this difference need not block reconcil iat ion. 

Basic and appl ied research refer to different parts of the research cycle and 

reflect intended use of results rather than actual research methods . Whether 

in basic or appl ied research, underly ing theory is essential to true scientific 

inquiry. A n y researcher w h o disregards theoretical foundat ions and princi-

ples ( i .e . , theory bui lding and hypothes i s testing) may answer s o m e specific 

quest ion but may not be able to contribute any generalizable knowledge , 

even when using adequate m e t h o d o l o g y . This lack of generality w o u l d apply 

to educational applicat ions as well as to other areas of research. 

S o m e examples from my research may illustrate these arguments . In one 

set of studies , the early pretend play of infants and y o u n g preschoolers was 

assessed to determine h o w children deve lop the ability to use symbol iza t ion . 

W e found a deve lopmenta l sequence of symbol ic transformations (or substi-

tut ions) that children could perform on objects of play (Jackowitz & Wat-

son , 1980; Watson & Fischer, 1977). The predicted sequence was based on 

theoretical principles of changes in cognit ive skills as children deve loped. 
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A l t h o u g h this research was basic with n o direct appl icat ion to educat ion , it 

led to subsequent research on play and had impl icat ions for understanding 

the deve lopment of art and language in preschool children. 

One of the subsequent studies was an applied-research experiment on the 

assessment of the effects of role-play training in a preschool day-care center. 

I c o m p a r e d the differences between training children to role-play in groups 

and training children in motor -coord inat ion games . The dependent mea-

sures were the effects training condi t ions had on the children's subsequent 

skills in perspective taking, cooperat ion , imaginat ion, role concepts , and 

adjustment in the day-care center. The purpose o f this example is not to 

report results but to note that the study had as an aim appl icat ions to early 

educat ional curricula related to the value of role playing and training in 

imaginat ion and the respective values of group and solitary training. The 

findings were not intended, however , to be l imited to the specific curriculum 

that was used in the study. A l t h o u g h this experiment was an applied-re-

search project , it was based on deve lopmenta l theory regarding play and the 

funct ions of imaginat ion (e.g. , R o s e n , 1974; Singer, 1973; W a t s o n & Fischer, 

1977). In addit ion to providing guidance for training programs, the results 

were intended to be used to reassess s o m e aspects of the original deve lop-

mental theory. Thus , this research, while applied, was theory oriented. 

Both of these research areas seem to me to have value in increasing under-

standing of the deve lopment of pretending, imaginat ion , and symbol izat ion , 

as well as eventual appl icat ions to early educat ion . A n d yet, s o m e educators 

might argue that the studies of early pretending were not valuable in terms of 

educat ional appl icat ion and that the study of role-play training was o f lesser 

importance than other poss ible studies of specific teaching programs, for 

example of early reading or arithmetic abilities. A l t h o u g h their assessments 

may be correct, it is not because a particular study was applied and another 

was not . Educators and psycholog i s t s may ask, "In the long run, is it more 

important to gain information about the deve lopment of symbol izat ion or 

about the effectiveness of a specific early reading program?" F o r me, the 

answer does not depend on whether the study is basic or applied but on 

which study can best advance theoretical and general educat ional principles. 

One final po int . A major prob lem that remains unreso lved is that in most 

basic research there is a relatively long latency between finding results and 

their appl icat ions to the c lassroom. The delay is due in part to the length of 

t ime it takes to c o m p l e t e and analyze the results of a study, to get the results 

publ i shed, and to translate the results into specific teaching procedures and 

administrative practices for educators . Psychologis ts often cannot provide 

results that will be directly applicable to those students and teachers w h o 

are involved in a given study. S o m e educators cannot accept a delay in 

applicabi l i ty , which s o m e t i m e s takes a number of years, if it c o m e s at all. 

There is n o clear resolut ion of this problem except poss ibly a compromise in 
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the goals o f each group , i .e., that the psycho log i s t s plan more "quick" 

research that will be directly appl icable to the teachers, and that the teachers 

cooperate in more research that will not benefit them directly. 

DIFFERENCES IN THE METHODS OF RESEARCH 

In addit ion to the d imens ion o f atheoretical versus theoretical research dis-

cussed above , McCandle s s (1967) del ineated other d imens ions o f deve lop-

mental research which also may be used to separate deve lopmenta l psychol -

ogists from educators . O n one d imens ion , research can be either normat ive 

(i .e. , descriptive and concerned with means and frequencies) or explanatory 

(i .e . , concerned with determining causal relations). O n a second d imens ion , 

research can be either naturalistic ( i .e. , carried out under real-life condit ions) 

or manipulat ive (i .e. , carried out in a control led, laboratorylike setting where 

variables are manipulated) . 

Many psychologists view normative , naturalistic research methods as being 

second rate because of the sacrifices these methods require. In normative 

research, the basic quest ions concerning causal relations are virtually impos -

sible to answer because control led compar i sons of poss ib le causes are not 

carried out. Research carried out in naturalistic settings, such as a c lassroom, 

usually involves an inability to carry out all intended manipulat ions and c o m -

parisons or to use the most precise dependent measures available. Thus , even 

in a school , a psychologis t is likely to prefer testing children in an isolated 

r o o m for greater control o f extraneous variables. In other words , psycho lo -

gists may try to s imulate the laboratory in naturalistic settings to be able to 

conduct explanatory, manipulat ive experiments. 

On the other hand, teachers, when they d o get involved in research proj -

ects, tend to be suspic ious of explanatory, manipulat ive research methods . 

These methods , based as they are on a laboratory model , seem to sacrifice 

impact , face validity, and general izat ion to real-life s i tuations for the sake of 

control and precision. 

In debat ing the value o f these t w o methodo log ica l approaches , teachers 

may stress the similarity o f the experimental context to the actual problem 

context as the best way to general ize the f indings to real-life appl icat ions , 

whereas psycholog is t s may stress the control of variables and precis ion of 

measurement as the best way to generalize the findings to real-life applica-

tions. 

A l though McCandless (1967) implied that normative , naturalistic research 

is more or less of one piece , as is explanatory , manipulat ive research, this 

isn't necessarily the case. Researchers in both groups use all combinat ions o f 

methods . Nevertheless , deve lopmental psychologis ts could benefit by think-

ing more in terms of the descriptive value o f nonmanipulat ive observat ions 
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and the generalizabil ity that c o m e s from research in naturalistic settings (and 

indeed this is the trend in deve lopmenta l psycho logy) . Educators could be 

more open to research in laboratories as a lso generalizable and to the impor-

tance of better control and manipulat ion even in c lassroom settings. 

In conc lus ion , to argue the merits of normat ive , naturalistic versus ex-

planatory , manipulat ive research seems fruitless. Both have their place, and, 

in fact, the differentiations m a y not even be realistic. Research can be both 

naturalistic and manipulat ive , for example , and such research methods could 

meet the goals of either psychologis ts or educators . 

DIFFERENCES IN VALUE SYSTEMS CONCERNING 
LOGISTICS AND ETHICS 

A s with the t w o prev ious areas of difference, for the sake of compar i son , a 

discussion of this area requires s o m e general izat ions to be made even though 

psycholog i s t s and educators d o not fall neatly into a d i cho tomy . In the 

d o m a i n of logist ics , deve lopmenta l psycholog i s t s seem to attach a different 

value to particular logistical prob lems than d o educators . For most psychol -

ogis ts , the t ime that a child must be absent from regular c las sroom activities 

and the inconvenience to teachers are minor prices to pay for successful 

comple t ion of an experiment. After all, the benefit could likely be general, 

applicable knowledge that can be provided later to the teacher. F e w psychol -

ogists w o u l d be worried that occas ional breaks in the school schedule or 

occas ional absences w o u l d in any significant way decrease learning or school 

adjustment , and, therefore, this problem seems o f minor consequence to 

them. 

Neverthe less , this is n o minor prob lem for m o s t educators . The rigidity 

and concern o f s o m e teachers and principals concerning class schedules and 

students ' absences from specific ass ignments has several explanat ions . First, 

s o m e teachers m a y actually think that occas ional breaks or absences are 

detrimental to learning in s o m e significant and permanent way, but this 

reason is unl ikely in m o s t cases . Second , teachers are usual ly under pressure 

from parents and adminis trators , s o m e o f w h o m seem to be overly c o n -

cerned that teachers waste no t ime with such outs ide activities as research. 

Because of the various political and special interest group pressures on the 

educat ional sys tem, an extreme awareness o f specific educat ional goals and 

disa l lowed activities seems to pervade many schools . This concern is in part 

the result o f pressure to mainta in ach ievement scores that have a habit of 

cont inual ly decreasing. Research doesn' t mainta in scores or teach basics; 

therefore, educators don't waste t ime with it. Third, teachers, in preparing 

schedules , may b e c o m e t o o attached or commit ted to their plans . In addi-

t ion, they usual ly deve lop an at tachment to their students and feel protect ive 
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of their charges and their territory. They d o not demonstrate a s imple unwil-

l ingness to cooperate or a laziness in adjust ing to changes so much as a 

reaction to disruptions in a wel l -organized, control lable day, as we all at 

times react to disruptions in our plans. This reaction may be especially preva-

lent when psychologis t s demonstrate little sympathy for the teacher's tight 

schedul ing demands and little understanding of the daily challenges and 

routines of the c lassroom. 

Whatever the reason, though , teachers' concern with logistics can prove to 

be a major s tumbl ing block for researchers. In the role-play training study 

ment ioned previously , the a m o u n t of training, the number of children in 

each cond i t ion , and the dependent measures used were all less than ideal. 

These c o m p r o m i s e s resulted partially from the d e m a n d s and fears expressed 

by parents and teachers that the study w o u l d disrupt the normal schedule 

and activities of the day-care center. A s a result, the interventions had less 

impact than could have been poss ible , and several tests of the effects had to 

be neglected. 

In the d o m a i n of ethics, contrary to s o m e views, neither group seems to be 

more or less concerned with the ethics of research projects . F r o m my expe-

rience, it seems that few psychologis ts , as well as few educators , wou ld even 

consider performing studies that w o u l d be risky or dangerous to children, 

either physical ly, psycholog ica l ly , or educat ional ly . Neither psychologis ts 

nor educators , in most cases , place the co l lect ion of data above the rights of 

the children involved in a program. 

Most deve lopmenta l psychologis ts have n o need even to consider decep-

tion as part of their research procedures . Nevertheless , s o m e educators seem 

to think that psychologis ts are generally deceptive in their research and that 

any intervention invades the privacy and rights of the students and teachers. 

In fact, s o m e educators are not as r igorous as the psychologis ts performing 

the research in maintaining confidentiality and rights of privacy. In some 

cases , the teachers expect to be given informat ion on the individual children 

used as subjects and somet imes misuse or overgeneral ize results in ways that 

the psychologis ts try to avoid. A l t h o u g h psychologis ts should provide in-

format ion that benefits individual children, both psychologis ts and educa-

tors shou ld be caut ious in us ing informat ion for purposes other than those 

specified when the parents and children agree to participate in the research. 

A COMMENT ON THE PROBLEMS 

These three problem areas contain s o m e differences between developmental 

psychologis t s and educators that have inhibited them from cooperat ing 

more fully in deve lopmenta l and educat ional research. In the three areas of 

differences discussed, t w o major problems seem to be especially bothersome: 

latency t ime from results found in basic research to any educat ional applica-
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t ion and the problem for educators of finding enough t ime in the c lassroom 

schedule to a l low researchers to carry out adequate comparisons and well-

des igned experiments . These t w o prob lems present real hindrances to suc-

cessful, cooperat ive research. Nevertheless , this discussion should indicate 

that the other difficulties are not insurmountable and are often at a core level 

quite minor . In fact, it seems that most o f the differences in research goals , 

methods , and values placed on logistics and ethics are more apparent than 

real. Of course, this conclus ion assumes that both groups actually recognize 

a value in research, that both groups bel ieve that deve lopmenta l p s y c h o l o g y 

does have someth ing to offer to educat ional practice. 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF DEVELOPMENTAL PSYCHOLOGY 

Since there appear to be a few major differences between developmental 

psycho log i s t s and teachers , a long with m a n y minor differences, it might be 

appropriate to ask why we shou ld bother trying to o v e r c o m e them. Can 

deve lopmenta l p s y c h o l o g y in the c las sroom lead to educat ional improve-

ments , or is it more trouble than it's worth? I w o u l d suggest that it is worth 

the trouble and that deve lopmenta l p s y c h o l o g y has already made important 

contributions to educat ion. 

A b r a h a m Lincoln once said, "If we could first k n o w where we are, and 

whither we are tending, we could better judge what to d o , and how t o d o it" 

(Sandburg , 1954, pp . 2 3 2 - 2 3 3 ) . A l t h o u g h Linco ln was not referring to the 

interface of educat ion and deve lopmenta l psycho logy , his s tatement provides 

an excel lent summary o f why deve lopmenta l research is important to educa-

tors. T h e major value of a deve lopmenta l approach is its influence on 

teachers' thinking in terms of deve lopmenta l processes and sequences . H o w 

can educators or psycholog i s t s make dec is ions concerning any intervention 

or training (i .e. , "what to d o and how to do it") unless they k n o w where a 

person is in a deve lopmenta l sequence , what the end point is likely to be, and 

what processes brought the person from his or her origins to the present 

posi t ion? By understanding deve lopmenta l processes and developmental se-

quences , educators can decide w h e n a person is deve lop ing normal ly , what 

training w o u l d strengthen deve lopment , or, conversely , what intervention 

might be used to change the direction o f deve lopment . M o s t important , 

deve lopmenta l research can provide informat ion as to which educat ional 

procedures will take advantage of a person's current psychologica l processes 

and level o f understanding rather than fight against them. 

D e v e l o p m e n t a l research has produced important educational conclus ions 

in the areas o f cogni t ive deve lopment (e.g. , Bruner, 1973; M o s h m a n , 1979), 

the deve lopment of arithmetic skills (e .g. , Ginsburg , 1977), learning and 

m e m o r y (Bransford, 1979), reading skills (e .g. , Wi l l iams , 1979), social cogni-
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t ion and perspective taking (e .g . , H o l l o s , 1975; Shantz , 1975), competence 

mot ivat ion (e.g. , Harter, 1978), peer relations and moral deve lopment (e.g. , 

Hartup , 1976; Rest, D a v i s o n , & Robbins , 1978), child psychopatho logy and 

diagnos is (e .g . , Blau, 1979; Schwarz , 1979), and effects of divorce on chil-

dren (e .g . , He ther ing ton , 1979). Of course , this list is far from exhaust ive , 

but t w o specific examples from the general area of cognit ive deve lopment 

may demonstrate the potential usefulness of developmental research. 

Several recent studies have investigated children's deve lopment of meta-

phor use and understanding (e.g. , Gardner, Kircher, Winner, & Perkins, 

1975). Before this research was carried out , metaphoric understanding had 

been regarded as being either total ly present or totally absent. It is most 

likely, however, that children gradually deve lop through a logical s equence— 

that understanding is not all or nothing. In addit ion, children may s h o w 

differences in the deve lopment and processes of their spontaneous produc-

t ion, their comprehens ion , and their awareness o f metaphors . This differing 

awareness wou ld differentially facilitate children's intentional use and analy-

sis of metaphors in reading literature and in writing. 

In one study, Winner , McCarthy , Kle inman , and Gardner (1979) assessed 

the early precursors of later metaphors . They found that preschool children 

first used enactive metaphors , in which one object is substituted for another 

object in symbol ic play and is then renamed. In a second and s o m e w h a t 

more sophist icated way, children used perceptual metaphors , in which one 

object is renamed based on its perceptual similarities to s o m e other object. 

These early forms o f metaphors are quite frequent in preschoolers , even 

though metaphor use declines in school -aged children. 

In another study, Winner, Rosenst ie l , and Gardner (1976) assessed a se-

quence of steps of metaphor understanding in 6-to-14-year-olds. Children 

were asked to explain several metaphor ic sentences (e .g. , "The smell of my 

mother's perfume was bright sunshine") . A t y o u n g ages , s o m e children gave 

only inappropriate or incomplete metaphoric explanat ions . A l s o at the 

younges t ages of six and seven years, children usually explained metaphors 

according to one o f t w o stages in the deve lopmenta l sequence—either magi-

cal, in which a magical world is invented to make the double meanings 

appropriate (e .g . , " H e r perfume was made out of rays from the sun") , or 

metonymic , in which the two ideas are rearranged and related through con-

tiguity (e .g . , " W h e n she was s tanding in the sunshine, she was wearing 

perfume") . At older ages , children were able to use more advanced but 

nevertheless primitive metaphoric explanat ions (e.g. , "Her perfume was a 

ye l low co lor like that o f the sun") , and, at the oldest ages , children could use 

genuine metaphor ic explanat ions (e .g . , "Her perfume had a wonderful 

smel l") . Winner et al. also found that metaphors involving a cross-sensory 

reference (e .g. , a hard sound) were easier to interpret than metaphors involv-

ing a psycholog ica l - to -phys ica l reference (e .g . , a hard man) . S p o n t a n e o u s 
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metaphoric product ion occurred first, then metaphoric comprehens ion , and 

finally the ability to explain the rationale of metaphors . 

These studies provide knowledge concerning the orderly deve lopment of 

metaphoric understanding. If teachers were familiar with the sequence and 

its logic , they cou ld base their teaching of writing, poetry, and literature 

appreciat ion on the ability level of their particular students and, in addi-

t ion, use the sequence to deve lop exercises that w o u l d take advantage o f 

children's early use o f metaphor ic precursors both to encourage school -aged 

children's use o f metaphors and to help children deve lop through the 

sequence. 

In a second area of cognit ive deve lopment , investigators have begun to 

study the deve lopment of m e t a c o g n i t i o n — a person's ability to moni tor her 

o w n cognit ive processes , her knowledge and experiences , and her strategies 

and goals (e .g. , Flavel l , 1979; M a r k m a n , 1977). This research demonstrates 

that s o m e children are s imply not aware of when they understand s o m e -

thing, what strategies they use to solve a problem or memorize something , 

or what approach they should take in a given s i tuat ion to maximize learning 

and prob lem solv ing. F o r example , y o u n g children w h o are asked to m e m -

orize a set of i tems usual ly cannot accurately say when they are ready to be 

tested, whereas older e lementary schoo l children can. It is not surprising 

that these abilities are correlated with age and various aspects of cognit ive 

deve lopment . Flavell (1979) has begun to deve lop a mode l to study the 

c o m p o n e n t s o f metacogni t ive skills and to m a p out a sequence o f deve lop-

ment. F o r example , the first level of a child's awareness seems to be only that 

he or she unders tands s o m e t h i n g or not . Nex t , the child can moni tor when a 

lack of understanding is likely to occur and what the signals are. A s children 

deve lop further, they seem better able to m o n i t o r the accuracy of their 

feel ings and to predict h o w they will k n o w s o m e t h i n g given that they fo l low 

a particular course o f preparation. 

If I were a teacher, I wou ld be expectantly await ing further results in this 

area. It is directly related to teachers' choices o f study techniques for chil-

dren at different ages , for teaching children to study and memor ize informa-

tion, and for diagnos ing children's learning difficulties. Perhaps more system-

atic training o f metacogni t ive skills will be poss ib le when we k n o w the 

processes and sequences of normal deve lopment of these skills. 

SUGGESTIONS 

These t w o examples seem to me to demonstrate the applied utility of devel-

opmenta l research, and yet these results, like so m a n y others , may be diffi-

cult to translate into practice. The reasons may be due in large part to the 

problems and differences discussed in this article. 
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D e v e l o p m e n t a l psychologis t s and educators could resolve most of their 

differences through a series of act ions that usually are not carried out in 

present-day research. First, psychologis t s need to gain more first-hand expe-

rience in educat ional settings before carrying out research, and educators 

need to learn more about research m e t h o d o l o g y . Perhaps these activities 

could be incorporated into the educational requirements for both disciplines. 

S e c o n d , an educator w h o is considering a particular project should become 

better informed of a given deve lopmenta l psychologis t ' s research goals and 

concerns , and vice-versa, and the two people should discuss the rationale for 

these goals and concerns . Third, they should strive to c o m b i n e research that 

deve lops theory and investigates deve lopmental processes with programs for 

specific appl icat ions, rather than considering them as separate areas. Fourth , 

they should be honest and realistic about the final compromises in logistics 

and the effects these compromises will have on the results. 

These act ions indicate that the best thing that could happen w o u l d be for 

d e v e l o p m e n t a l p s y c h o l o g i s t s and educators to co l laborate in research 

studies , with both contr ibut ing to the quest ions , des igns , and decis ions , 

rather than educators merely a l lowing psychologis ts to carry out the psy-

chologis t s ' studies and then expect ing s o m e pay-off in usable results. These 

act ions w o u l d take t ime and s low d o w n the course of a given research 

project, but this sacrifice seems to be a worthwhi le price to pay for more 

contented research consumers and more long-last ing results. 
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Chapter 7 

The Knowledge Base 

on Teaching: It's Here, Now! 

Jonathan Saphier 

The foundat ion of a knowledge base about teaching is here, n o w , all around 

us, scattered in bits and pieces like a 1,000-piece j igsaw puzzle , comple te but 

wait ing to be assembled. A n d the amazing thing is that neither teachers nor 

researchers realize it. This is a pity, for it leaves the researchers feeling 

inadequate and the teachers feeling both c o n t e m p t u o u s of research and 

lonely in their quest for professional growth. 

Researchers fail to see that over a per iod o f 30 years they have created a 

comprehens ive set of categories for conceptual iz ing what teaching is—if they 

could step back and see the forest for the trees. They erroneously believe that 

their inability to c o m e up with consistent correlations between teacher be-

haviors and student achievement signals failure. 

Teachers , for their part, fail to see that the culture of their profession walls 

them off from profess ional talk with each other (as well as from researchers) 

about what is important and effective in teaching. A n d thus they also fail to 

see themselves as reservoirs of knowledge and potential contributors to the 

knowledge base about teaching. They erroneously believe that research has 

little to offer them, and so they do not read it. 

Happi ly , I see both these distressing s i tuat ions beginning to dissolve into 

an age of clarity and col laborat ion for teachers and researchers. To back up 

that rosy predict ion I would like to support my open ing claim that we have a 

k n o w l e d g e base about t each ing—that it's here, n o w , and then g o on to the 

specific obstacles both teachers and researchers must overcome so they can 

use it, communicate about it, and add to it. But first s o m e background. 

76 
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THE HISTORY 

The Study of Teaching: Poised on a Golden Age1 

[NJeither the observation of master teachers nor that of large numbers of effec-
tive teachers . . . has led to findings that are either substantial or sufficient for 
understanding teaching as a process. [Stolurow, 1965, p. 226] 

The findings from large numbers of studies consistently showed no relation 
between ratings of teacher effectiveness and measures of pupil growth. It is only 
reasonable that this dismal literature has led many people in education to 
assume that effective teaching is not identifiable. [Soar, 1973, p. 208] 

It appears that teachers do not, by and large, remain in a stable ordering on 
measures of teacher effectiveness. If . . . the independent variables typically 
looked at are often unstable, and the measures of teacher effectiveness also show 
instability, the possibility of correlating teacher behavior with student achieve-
ment to determine effective teaching behavior is quite limited. In fact, unless we 
reconceptualize much of what we do in this research, our research will be 
ludicrous! [Berliner, 1977, p. 158] 

[T]he results were so disturbing in their implications that we are presenting 
them here and now, not so much as answers as to emphasize how urgently 
answers are needed. . . . [the results are] startling in the mixed and negative 
support they offer for our best ideas about how an effective teacher behaves. 
[Coker, Medley, & Soar, 1980, p. 132] 

D o e s this s o u n d like the verge of a go lden age? 

These s tatements on teaching from eminent members of the communi ty of 

researchers reflect their feelings o f futility, impotence , and failure. They look 

at their o w n field and wince. Variables are labeled "trivial ," " inconsequen-

tial"; research m e t h o d o l o g y labeled " 9 5 % . . . inval id" (Scriven, 1977). 

T h o s e w h o can muster caut ious opt imism (like Rosensh ine and Furst [1973] , 

w h o preside benevolent ly over the annual "slaughter of the literature"), 

a lways a c c o m p a n y their op t imi sm with the three-great-problems-of-the-

research-to-date, or the 95-suggest ions-for- improving-the-research-to-come. 

While the three-problems and the 95-suggest ions sect ions of these articles are 

excellent, there is a posi t ive side to this history that seems to have escaped 

notice. 

W e are not in bl ind alleys; the direct ion of prev ious research has not been 

futile. W e are fo l lowing an evolut ionary process of inquiry that has grown in 

normal and healthy stages through an "ado lescence ," as it were; wi thout 

that normal evolut ionary growth we wou ld not stand as we do today on the 

verge of serious theory format ion , a new period in the short (since approxi-
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mately 1950) history of research on teaching. W e are po i sed on the edge of a 

decade when research on teaching can for the first t ime attempt to val idate 

new informed theories of teaching that cou ld not be constructed without the 

useful work that has g o n e before. In what fo l lows , the literature since 1950 

will be recast to s h o w in steps h o w it has deve loped the concepts and the 

methodo log i ca l too l s to begin to transfer practical knowledge to c lassroom 

teachers. 

RECASTING THE LITERATURE 

Since 1950, when trait ratings o f "effective" teachers began to be replaced by 

observat ional studies , we have learned much about what teaching is. In 

order to see that, we have to step back and understand the relation of various 

research tradit ions to each other. The chart in Figure 7.1 out l ines their 

deve lopment . 

In the 1960s, trait research responded to the trend toward c lassroom 

observat ion and began using live observat ion to produce its ratings on such 

global teacher variables as "clarity," "enthus iasm," and "variabil ity," and 

to relate these ratings to pupil achievement . A few researchers attempted to 

val idate these g lobal variables by studying specific teacher behaviors at the 

same time so that they might tell us what , say, "clarity" means behaviorally 

(Hiller, Fisher, & Kaess , 1969). Studies that l o o k e d at countable and specific 

teacher behaviors became k n o w n as "low-inference" studies: y o u didn't have 

to do a lot of inferring to count h o w many t imes a teacher asked a factual 

recall quest ion , or h o w often students called out in class, for example. 

Studies that l o o k e d at qualities like "clarity" or "cooperat ive c lassroom 

c l imate" became k n o w n as "high- inference" studies: y o u had to do a great 

deal of inferring from whatever it was y o u were seeing to c o m e up with your 

" 9 " on a 10-point scale for Ms . Jones on "clarity." 

In this period a variety of useful concepts were formed for describing 

aspects of c lassroom reality and used in descriptive field studies as more and 

more observat ional instruments were deve loped and tested. These studies 

sought to classify o n g o i n g c lassroom p h e n o m e n a into mutual ly exclusive 

categories. The researchers, w h o were not thinking about theory, were trying 

to deve lop reliable ways to capture selected aspects of teaching so that these 

aspects might be studied. These efforts were quite successful: reliable instru-

ments were deve loped that were descriptive of c lassroom cl imate, c lassroom 

management , c lassroom social systems, forms of instruction, the logic and 

linguistics of c lassroom discourse, and the epis temological content of class-

r o o m learning activit ies . 2 

Research o f the 1960s has been m u c h criticized for not seeking correla-

t ions between teacher behaviors and s tudent -outcome measures , and for 
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obtaining inconsistent results in those instances when it did. This criticism 

was premature. The accompl i shments of this per iod were: (1) to begin 

identifying e lements o f " teaching" at various levels o f abstraction by obser-

vat ion at various levels o f inference, and to rework and refine these categori-

cal concepts with clearer and more meaningful definit ions; and (2) to collect 

data about these e lements with better and better technology . Of course, 

o u t c o m e correlat ions were erratic because the variables were not yet suffi-

ciently refined, and more important ly , the matching considerat ions under 

which e lements operated had not yet been addressed. By matching , I mean 

that researchers were not yet focus ing on the appropriateness o f teacher 

behaviors for different students and contexts . 

Over this period we saw investigation of the " m o v e " 3 (Bellack et al., 1966), 

the " e p i s o d e " 4 (Smith & M e u x , 1962), and the "venture" 5 (Smith , M e u x , 

C o o m b s , Nuthal l , & Precians, 1967). Teacher-pupi l interactions were con-

ceived as increasingly complex cycles of various lengths. F r o m studying 

m o v e s and clusters o f m o v e s we witnessed the landmark deve lopment o f 

Joyce and Weil's (1972) work studying patterns of instruction they called 

" m o d e l s o f t eaching ." A mode l o f teaching is a blueprint for a kind o f lesson 

that approaches learning in a distinctive way, perhaps in a way that also 

deve lops inductive thinking (Taba's [1967] mode l ) , or personal creativity 

( G o r d o n ' s [1961] synectics) , or logical thinking (Bruner, G o o d n o w , & A u s -

tin's [1957] concept at ta inment) . With the deve lopment of mode ls of teach-

ing and the a c c o m p a n y i n g observat ional t echno logy , we t o o k a large step 

closer to theory. W e could n o w look at a sample o f teaching to see if a model 

was in operat ion and identify which one . If the teaching could not be asso-

ciated with a model , then a certain nonrat ional i ty or at least nonintent ional i -

ty might be attributed to it. This random versus n o n r a n d o m d icho tomy gave 

us a powerful discriminator. 

If, for example , we observe two teachers w h o have been trained to use 

Taba's (1967) inductive model to help students learn about H e m i n g w a y the 

man, both t imes we will see students (1) enumerate data about Hemingway; 

(2) group the data; (3) label their groups; (4) highlight dist inctive features o f 

each group; (5) c o m p a r e and contrast the groups; (6) make inferences about 

H e m i n g w a y , and on through three other phases of the model . W e will see 

this every t ime. That is what a m o d e l of teaching does for us; the events and 

teacher-student interactions are predictable because they are designed to 

attain a particular kind of learning. 

If we observe t w o teachers using "di scuss ion" to help students learn about 

H e m i n g w a y , we don't k n o w what's go ing to happen. The two lessons may be 

radically different—both perhaps g o o d , but different in unpredictable ways. 

In addit ion to an observat ion techno logy , " m o d e l s " gave us a concept 

traceable to specific or low-inference m o v e s but referenced to high-inference 

and abstract e lements of teaching like goals and objectives. It thus formed an 
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intellectual bridge between the world of m o v e s and the world of curriculum 

thought and gave us the opening for unit ing ways of thinking about high-, 

middle- , and low-inference e lements of what might comprise teaching. 

A t this point , around 1970, what we had was a 20-year history of re-

searchers cast ing around for meaningful e lements of teaching and deve lop-

ing increasingly complex concepts to capture aspects of that p h e n o m e n o n ' s 

reality. The concepts themselves , while diverse and rich in possibil it ies, re-

mained unintegrated in any unified scheme. 

Relat ively unaffected by the insights ga ined by J o y c e and his associates 

(1972) , researchers in the 1970s began to d o very complex studies using 

multiple instruments at more than one level of inference s imultaneously . 

They studied conste l lat ions of promis ing or appeal ing variables all at once 

and l o o k e d for correlations with student-gain scores. A landmark process-

product study by Jere Brophy and Carolyn Evertson (1976) at the University 

of Texas created multiple data bases through both high- and low-inference 

instruments and introduced pupil differences as a variable in the research 

design. T h u s for the first t ime we had a major observat ional study that 

correlated pupil o u t c o m e s with teacher behaviors which were matched to 

particular groups (not individuals) of students . 

Brophy and Evertson found that many behaviors "related posit ively to 

effectiveness [with high S.E.S. students but were] unrelated or negatively 

related in the other group [ low S.E.S. s t u d e n t s ] " (Brophy & Evertson, 1976, 

p. 173). A n d a number of behaviors seemed effective for both groups. The 

authors conc luded , "teaching in general and g o o d teaching in particular is 

not s imply a matter of using a few crucial techniques regularly. Instead it is a 

matter of mastering and orchestrating a large number of principles and using 

them as appropriate to specific situations" (p. 126). Let's call that "match ing" 

the teaching to the context . This is exactly the finding of M c D o n a l d et al. 

(1975) in the important "Beginning Teacher Evaluat ion S tudy" from Educa-

tional Test ing Service. Their f indings a l lowed for differential patterns o f 

teacher effectiveness not only by grade (grade 2 versus grade 5) but also by 

content (math versus reading). 

N o w we had studies invest igating wide-ranging empirical conste l lat ions of 

teaching variables, and we had recognit ion that these variables could be 

expected to have differential effects on different students under different 

condi t ions . The work left to be d o n e prior to theory building is on the 

variables and the concepts o f matching , both still in rather unrefined states 

( though promis ing work has been done by Soar [1977] and H u n t [1971; 

H u n t & Sul l ivan, 1974]). The variables need to be pul led together into s o m e 

rational construct that accounts for all aspects (or at least as many aspects as 

we can conce ive) of teaching as an entity, that include high-, middle- , and 

low-inference variables , and that can relate them to an operat ional mode l 

(see Saphier & G o w e r , 1980). 
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S o where does this leave us? W e are in a straight deve lopmenta l , evolu-

tionary track toward format ion o f a theory of teaching. The fo l lowing things 

have been accomplished: 

• A large number of variables, rich in possibi l i t ies , have been conceptual-

ized at various levels o f abstract ion to account for important aspects o f 

teaching. 

• Rel iable observat ional t echnology has been deve loped to classify, count , 

or detect the presence of these variables at various levels of inference. 

• T h e importance of matching teaching to pupil characteristics and other 

context variables for valid process-product research on teaching has been 

addressed, at least in beginning stages. 

W h a t remains to be done? T h e incredibly wide variety of variables needs 

to be laid out in a mode l that can hypothes ize their relat ions to each other 

and to teaching's o u t c o m e s . The important parameters of matching need to 

be conceptual ized, tested, and then incorporated into the model to make a 

real theory of teaching. 

Granted that is a lot of work—perhaps decades , perhaps lifetimes. Grant-

ed we are still in relatively early, poss ibly primitive stages o f development . 

But we are on the right road; we should take pleasure in the rapid, orderly, 

and progress ive deve lopment o f the field of c lassroom research in just under 

30 years. 

CURRENT RESEARCH 

N o w let me change the tone a bit. Desp i t e the great progress of the past 30 

years, there are still s o m e formidable confus ions abounding in the research 

one sees today. Let me advance the not ion that in effective teaching, match-

ing is the name of the game; that is, what's effective will depend on doing 

what's appropriate for different individuals , groups , and curricula. Unfortu-

nately the bulk o f research fails to realize this, and so , much of it cont inues 

to look for correlations between isolated out-of-context teacher behaviors 

and improved student ou tcomes . Real iz ing all this explains the disquieting 

findings of Coker , Medley , and Soar (1980). These researchers studied 25 

competenc ies c o m m o n l y thought to relate to teacher effectiveness and o b -

served a large number of teachers across all grades for two years. They found 

"few clear patterns . . . half had no significant relat ionship to either measure 

of student deve lopment , or did for students in s o m e grades but not in 

others. . . . For many competencies the effects actually seemed to be nega-

t ive" (p. 132). 

Well , o f course they got inconsistent and even negative correlations! What 

else could they expect? A n y study of a teacher behavior in isolation from its 
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context is probably go ing to be meaningless . Take teacher use of praise and 

rewards, for example: contextual condi t ions that cou ld make that behavior 

effective or ineffective are: 

1. T h e rewards are not things the students really want; they don't particular-

ly care for stars and stickers. Or the rewards are things the students want; 

they love to be a l lowed to draw with the teacher's magic markers. 

2. The students sense the teacher's praise is not genuine; it's always vague 

and del ivered saccharinely. Or the s tudents think she means it and the 

praise is usual ly a specif icat ion of what the student has d o n e and why it's 

g o o d . 

3. They don't like the teacher. Or they do like the teacher. 

Similar polar pairs of contextual factors could be offered to explain the 

effectiveness or ineffectiveness of any one of the behaviors cited in the Coker 

et al. study for a given teacher in a particular class. That is why, as Berliner 

says, "unless we reconceptual ize much of what we do , our research will be 

ludicrous" (1977, p. 158). 

In addi t ion to this switch from studying isolated variables to s tudying 

matching, researchers have a great deal of catching up to d o with school 

people on matters of practical significance. This is particularly evident in 

research on c lassroom management where admittedly sound research find-

ings produce ungalvanic , "so what else is n e w " reactions from practit ioners. 

For example , we are not greatly surprised or inspired to learn that a kinder-

garten teacher makes announcements and gives who le class directions from 

the same spot in the r o o m and has a particular body posture for do ing s o — a 

c o m b i n a t i o n her students have learned to respond to with attention (Shultz 

& Flor io , 1979). W e wou ld greatly like to k n o w , though, which kind of 

resistant student is a g o o d candidate for behavior modif icat ion strategies as 

o p p o s e d to Wi l l iam Glasser's reality therapy or Rudo l f Dreikur's logical 

consequences or any of the other major strategies of discipline (see Saphier 

& G o w e r , 1980). To my knowledge , n o researchers have addressed that 

one. 

Jargon and overcompl ica ted syntax in the reports of research findings are 

an old complaint , but deserve another replay here. It's a problem that doesn't 

seem to be improving . Unless research findings are put in more accessible 

language for teachers , not much appl icat ion can be h o p e d for. Fortunate ly 

we have magaz ines , like Learning, these days that occas ional ly highlight 

important research findings and explicate them in plain language (see article 

on "Wait T i m e , " Pierson, 1980). But these appear all t o o infrequently (and 

the one just cited appeared eight years after the research first came out) . 

The fact is that there is an assumpt ion abroad, shared by teachers and 

indeed by m a n y in the research field as well , that we have no real knowledge 

base about teaching. N o t h i n g could be farther from the truth. 
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THE TREASURE TROVE 

Yes, Virginia, there is a knowledge base about teaching! But it's not what 

you think. It's not a set of prescriptions, a list of behaviors k n o w n to pro-

duce effective learning ( though there are a few of these) . N o r could it or will 

it ever be! The knowledge base tells us there are certain things all teachers 

have to do , regardless of age group, grade, or subject. It tells us the situations 

or missions that all teachers have to deal with in one way or another. It tells 

us further what our options are for deal ing with each area of teaching, and it 

tells us finally that matching is the name of the game. In s o m e cases it even 

gives us g o o d guidelines for h o w to go about the matching. Miss ions , opt ions , 

and matching: let's unpack that a bit. 

Teachers make decis ions and act to deal with at least each of the fo l lowing 

areas: 

• gain and maintain students' attention to task; 

• keep the momentum o f events mov ing without wasted time; 

• communicate appropriate expectations; 

• discipline disruptive students; 

• build personal relationships; 

• set up procedural routines; 

• use established principles of learning; 

• practice clarity behaviors in explaining, reexplaining, or probing, for stu-

dents' understanding; 

• arrange use of space; 

• manage and organize time; 

• plan learning experiences for students; 

• use models of teaching; 

• create social , pol it ical , personal , and moral realities beyond prescribed 

curricula; 

• choose objectives; 

• evaluate student learning; 

• organize curricular learning experiences for continuity , sequence, and in-

tegrat ion . 6 

There are lots of ways to deal with each s i tuation: 4 0 + ways to gain and 

maintain attent ion, for example (Saphier & G o w e r , 1980), five distinct kinds 

of objectives (Saphier & G o w e r , 1980), 2 0 + models of teaching (Joyce & 

Weil , 1980). If there are many ways to deal with each o f the above jobs , then 

skillful teaching involves continual ly broadening one's repertoire in each of 

the areas and picking from it appropriately to match given students , groups , 

or curricula. The knowledge base about teaching to which I have referred is 

the available repertoire of moves and patterns of action in each of the above 

areas, available for anyone to learn, to refine, and to do skillfully. A n d , thanks 

to a history of th inking and of research, we k n o w what they are. This 
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knowledge base is made potent by applying its second c o m p o n e n t , matching, 

once one has deve loped a repertoire from which to choose . 

Let's take a simple management situation: dealing with intrusions. A teach-

er instructing a small group has an interruption from a student who ' s stuck 

on an item in a w o r k b o o k . T h e student c o m e s up for help. There are several 

opt ions the teacher may take, bearing in mind the need to keep the m o m e n -

tum of the group go ing and also not to cause the student w h o needs help 

unnecessary wait ing t ime. T h e teacher can: (1) wave the student off; (2) wave 

the student in but have him wait for an appropriate m o m e n t to get help; (3) 

redirect the student to another student for help; or (4) teach students not to 

intrude to begin with when instructional groups are go ing on. The c o m m o n 

feature of all these opt ions is that m o m e n t u m of the group and of J immy is 

not broken , or interrupted minimal ly . That is what 's important . N o one o f 

the four is inherently better teaching, but y o u can surely imagine condi t ions 

where different ones w o u l d be appropriate . If J i m m y won' t have the confi-

dence or social skills to approach Mark, or is l iable to get s idetracked on the 

way over, opt ion 2 will be better than opt ion 3. If J immy is overly dependent 

on the teacher w h o is trying to get him to rely more on himself, op t ion 1 may 

be best, especially if the teacher believes he can d o it himself. 

In sum, handl ing intrusions is s o m e t h i n g teachers have to deal with. They 

shou ld d o it in a way that preserves s tudents ' m o m e n t u m with their work 

( K o u n i n , 1970). There are lots o f ways for do ing that, but in any given 

s i tuation with particular individuals , one particular way will be a best match 

depending on the student. F inding it is skillful teaching. 

S o m e further examples from the knowledge base include the fol lowing: 

F r o m the ancient (since the 1800s, anyway , and Ebbinghaus) tradition of 

learning-theory laboratory research, we have over 20 principles of learning 

directly applicable to c lassroom practice and, astonishingly, only a few are 

c o m m o n l y seen in c las srooms . Made l ine Hunter and her co l leagues have 

done a beautiful j o b o f capturing these principles in programmed b o o k s for 

teachers (Hunter , 1969; 1971). Here are a few examples . 

W h e n a s tudent answers a quest ion incorrectly ("What 's the formula for 

the area o f a circle?" "2 pi r") , the teacher should supply the quest ion for 

which that's the right answer ("That w o u l d be right if I'd asked y o u for the 

c ircumference") . Then the teacher should deliver prompts ( " D o y o u remem-

ber h o w there's an exponent in the area formula?" Then ho ld the student 

accountable ("Pz r 2. " "That 's right. I'm go ing to check you on that at h o m e -

r o o m this af ternoon and I'll bet y o u remember it!"). Three straightforward 

steps: supply the quest ion for which the answer is right, deliver prompts , and 

hold accountab le . 7 

A n o t h e r principle o f learning: student practice o f new skills shou ld be in 

short bursts, shou ld be grouped in the smallest units that retain meaning , 

and should be frequent (Bugelski , 1971). This means that for learning new 
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math facts, for example , drills should be short ( 2 - 5 minutes rather than 20) 

and frequent (twice a day not twice a week) , and that only a few facts should 

be introduced at a t ime, mixed in with previously learned ones but drilled 

with more repetition than the previously learned ones . Furthermore, for the 

specific item of math facts, practice doesn't advance learning unless tied to 

speed; the drills must be t imed at s o m e point and speed increased up to a 

criterion to be effective. 

This cluster of principles on practice has been repeatedly established and is 

as unshakable as anything we have in psychologica l research. Yet in thou-

sands o f c lassrooms over the nat ion we see abso lute v io lat ions of these 

principles daily as students p lod through w o r k b o o k s in math for 20-minute 

periods or longer with no t imed or control led drills. 

Mary B u d d R o w e (1972) tells us about "wait t ime ." If y o u have the 

pat ience to wait three s e c o n d s — e n d u r e three seconds o f si lence instead o f 

the average 1 .5—when a student doesn't answer a quest ion right away, if you 

can ho ld off redirecting it to another student or supplying the answer your-

self for that extra 1.5 seconds , achievement goes up. You're st imulat ing 

students to think. 

There's also excellent material in the scholarly journals (which are written, 

it seems , mainly for researchers talking to each other) . Review of Educational 

Research (RER) and the American Educational Research Journal are t w o im-

portant ones . A recent RER, for example , had t w o g o o d articles on coopera-

tive learning and its effects on students (Sharan, 1980; Slavin, 1980). F o l l o w -

ing a review of research in the field, Slavin (1980) concludes: "The effects of 

the techniques on the group cohes iveness variables, such as mutual concern 

and race relations, are unques t ionably pos i t ive ." J o h n s o n (1981) , citing his 

o w n review of the literature ( J o h n s o n et al. , 1981) across 122 studies con-

cludes that "cooperat ion is considerably more effective than interpersonal 

compet i t ion and individualistic efforts in p r o m o t i n g achievement and pro-

ductivity. The students in the 50th percenti le in the cooperat ive condi t ion 

perform at approximate ly the same level as students in the 80th percenti le in 

the compet i t ive and individualistic condi t ions ." 

These are very strong claims and, one wou ld think, of great interest to 

teachers. The articles containing them do not leave one wonder ing h o w to d o 

cooperat ive learning either. They provide nice summaries of the practical 

steps and details of carrying out several forms o f cooperat ive learning and 

give addit ional references for more detailed study. 

Let's take a l ook at mode l s of teaching. Research has s h o w n that n o one 

model is superior to another (Nuthal l & S n o o k , 1973) for produc ing student 

gain on standarized tests. But that, of course , is because the different mode l s 

are a imed at things s tandardized tests don't measure. W e believe that Taba's 

(1967) model of teaching does increase the ability of students to think induc-

tively, that Ausube l ' s advance organizer mode l (1963) is effective at teaching 
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students to assimilate hierarchical information logically (Lawton , 1977), that 

Oliver and Shaver's (1966) jurisprudential mode l teaches advocacy and evi-

dencing, and on and on through the 2 0 + models . 

W e could use more research to prove that the kind o f thinking the model 

intends is actually deve loped by learning through the model . W e d o have 

s o u n d research val idat ing the ability of clinical instruments to identify h o w 

faithfully a mode l is being implemented ( G o w e r , 1974; McKibb in , 1974; 

O ' D o n n e l l , 1974; Rude , 1973; Wald , 1972; Weil , 1974). A n d we have reliable 

training sys tems for teaching them to teachers (Joyce & Weil , 1980). Quite a 

cohesive and convincing body of research! A n d lo and behold, we hardly 

ever see the mode l s in operat ion in schoo l s , recitation and direct instruction 

instead dominat ing the scene as if the mode l s do not exist. Of all the riches in 

the knowledge base, this material on m o d e l s and the material on principles 

of learning are most clearly and most extensively deve loped, and most ac-

cessible to teachers. A n d they have been around in these accessible forms for 

over a decade. W h y have most teachers not read this material? W h y d o most 

not even k n o w it exists? It is t ime we l ooked at teachers and the culture of the 

school to fa thom why this treasure trove remains substantially unused. 

WHY DON'T TEACHERS TALK ABOUT TEACHING? 

I am a teacher and for 17 years I have encountered col leagues in teachers' 

r o o m s , p lanning sess ions , team meet ings , faculty meet ings , committees , and 

various social occas ions , and d o n e so in m a n y different districts in three 

states. In recent years, as a consultant , I've been to over 50 schoo l s , K - 1 2 , 

not just peeking in the door but hanging around long enough to know it's 

very unusual to hear teachers talk about teaching. A n d I'm beginning to 

understand why. 

It's not that teachers aren't serious about what they do; they are— 

intensely so . It's not that they don't talk about s tudents; they d o — a l l the 

time. It's not that they don't struggle to be professional; they d o — t o the 

point of frequent burn-out. It's that they usually face their most serious 

prob lems a lone , and when they d o talk to each other about profess ional 

matters, it is usually about one o f the fol lowing: scheduling; ordering; per-

sonnel pol ic ies; materials; un ion matters; p lacement; schoo l organizat ion; 

parents; kids; test ing and record keeping; curriculum. To be sure, these are 

not trivial matters, but they are not about teaching. I arranged them in order 

as they approach teaching. Talk about teaching might sound like this: 

. . and that 12th-grade group really seems to respond to enl i s t ing 8 and 

alert ing 9 m o v e s if y o u stick with them long enough; they need a lot o f energy 

from y o u . . . ." 
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" A n y of y o u using jurisprudential or group invest igat ion designs for your 

units this month? Wel l , really I was wonder ing which one , if either, y o u 

thought might be appropriate for the Civil War material with the juniors?" 

" W h a t about cooperat ion? . . . A n y of y o u been able to d o anything with 

them in cooperat ive committees yet?" 

" H e y , I need an idea. Whenever I turn to the board they inch up that front 

lab table a nudge. They're playing a game with me, pushing me just so far 

and then backing off. It's really very annoy ing ." 

This talk has certain distinctive characteristics, characteristics that set it 

apart from the above list that starts with "schedul ing ." First, it is about 

interactive teaching. Second , it both solicits ideas from others about nuts-

and-bol t s teaching issues and gives ideas. Third, it uses certain terms that 

c o m e from an assumed shared technical vocabulary of the field ("enlist ing," 

"alert ing," "jurisprudential ," "group invest igation"). The teacher-talk one 

hears in lounges and offices is conspicuous ly lacking in all three, and the 

same goes for more formal settings. 

It's not like that in other fields. Businessmen talk about management skills 

all the t ime. D o c t o r s , athletes, e lectr ic ians—many, many fields are full o f 

informal talk and professional activities that focus on the skills of their 

practice. A skills approach looks at what one says and does when face to face 

with a difficult pat ient , a z o n e defense, a new house to wire. Skills are things 

that profess ionals have and practice and adapt. They c o m e from behavioral 

repertoires from which practit ioners choose , depending on the demands of 

the m o m e n t . Problems are so lved by team efforts or input from col leagues 

and consultants . Practit ioners have a c o m m o n background in certain stan-

dard act ion techniques—the diagnost ic sequence o f a neurological exam, the 

football team's p laybook , the trained dexterity of the electrician with needle-

nosed pliers. Teachers don't have this in c o m m o n — o r at least they act as if 

they don't . The reasons I offer be low may both explain the situation and 

suggest things to d o about it. 

Structural Isolation 

S o m e of the b locks to profess ional teacher-talk are structural. Teachers 

work in separate r o o m s , separate spaces, with separate groups of students. 

They d o not k n o w what other teachers are doing. Once every t w o years, 

maybe , a teacher visits another school and says, "I wish I did that more 

of ten ." T i m e schedules keep teachers apart except for s o m e lunch periods 

and faculty meet ings where agendas of current business supersede any possi-

ble talk about teaching. The few brief minutes shared in teachers' r o o m s 

during the day, grabbed as islands o f respite, focus on social izat ion, as they 

probably need to . S o , structurally, neither separate class t ime with students 
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nor shared breaks during the day bring teachers together in ways that sup-

port talk about teaching. 

Is this structural i solat ion replicated in other fields? D o c t o r s pass each 

other in hospital corridors daily and consult about patients . They attend 

grand rounds weekly and hear col leagues present cases, share new tech-

niques , and discuss alternative so lut ions . Clearly that's not a somet ime thing 

for doctors , not an opt ion , not a one-shot course or w o r k s h o p . It's an 

ongo ing part of the culture of being a doctor . Research scientists, lawyers, 

athletes, numerous other fields have organizat ional structures and mutual 

expectat ions that bring them together around the nuts and bolts of their 

daily practice. But not teachers. Besides these structural reasons, teachers 

seem to have learned s o m e att itudes of their o w n that are b locks to profes-

sional deve lopment . 

Protecting Autonomy 

Increasing pressure from the public and from administrators in recent years 

has put teachers under close scrutiny. There is much heard about accounta-

bility. It shows up in more and more required curricula, making teachers feel 

less trusted and less free to pursue the kind of individual or idiosyncratic 

curricula that they thought were tradit ional ly their right. This is an assault 

on the one remaining zone of a u t o n o m y for teachers—what they d o behind 

c losed doors in c lassrooms with students . They already feel relatively power-

less within the school ; they are, in fact, usually quite removed from decis ions 

that affect what happens at schoo l and district level. This real "we"-"they" 

att itude about decis ions from above adds to these feelings of pressure and 

powerlessness and makes teachers even more defensive, more protective o f 

their remaining a u t o n o m y in the c lassroom. That's not the sort of a t m o s -

phere that makes teachers want to invite people into their r o o m s and talk 

openly about what they d o , even with each other. 

Timidity about Self-Revelation 

Everybody feels qualified to give an op in ion about w h o is a g o o d teacher and 

w h o isn't (as they d o incidently, about w h o is a g o o d parent and w h o isn't). 

W h y is that? Perhaps it's because everybody has experienced teaching and 

parent ing on the receiving end. The result is that teachers are a lways being 

judged , often behind their backs . That 's a pretty st icky profess ional c l imate , 

and it contaminates teachers' relations with each other. This cl imate suggests 

that, as teachers, the kindest thing we could d o for each other is say nothing , 

leave the other guy's teaching a lone , it's his! That translates into teachers not 

talking with each other about teaching lest they seem to be judgmental . 
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Another contributing factor is the seemingly nontechnical nature of teach-

ing. W h e n y o u sit in the lunch r o o m at Kennecot t Copper C o m p a n y , as I did 

for a week in between w o r k s h o p s I was giving there for managers , you're 

likely to hear one metallurgist say to another , " W h a t the hell have I missed? 

W h y are these stress lines crossing like this?" They find it easy to talk to each 

other about their difficulties and their successes . Perhaps the "scientif ic" 

nature of their field a l lows them to reveal things they're do ing wi thout 

feeling they're risking their inner selves. To talk about one's teaching is far 

harder. There are t w o attitudes one can see at work here, and somet imes they 

appear s imultaneous ly within the same person. On the one hand there's the 

belief that g o o d teachers are born, not made; it's intuition (attitude 1). On 

the other is the^ belief that you've seen it all before and y o u already k n o w 

everything that's important to k n o w about teaching (attitude 2). 

If g o o d teachers are born, then to confess prob lems to col leagues is to risk 

being thought inferior. If a metallurgist has a problem, it's a technical matter 

to be worked out . Skills and knowledge are brought to bear. If a teacher has 

a p r o b l e m there's s o m e t h i n g w r o n g with h im; he's not g o o d e n o u g h . 

Baloney? Of course its baloney! But as an attitude, an insidious and debilitat-

ing attitude, it's as real as rulers and chalk in the profess ion. 

Regarding att i tude 2, if one already k n o w s all there is to k n o w about 

teaching, then s low student progress is the students' fault; one can blame 

them and avo id se l f -examinat ion. There's n o need to talk about adjusting 

instruction. 

M o r e often, though , teachers tend to .take their prob lems personal ly , to 

b lame themselves and feel inadequate . They don't have a j o b culture that 

treats these as profess ional prob lems , and they rarely have anyone to g o to 

for help. They're like s o m e parents with prob lem children w h o feel guilty 

and pretend everything is fine. Both parents and teachers are accused of 

b laming the kid when things aren't go ing well , academical ly or behavioral ly. 

A n d that happens often enough for us to self-examine about it from time :o 

t ime. But y o u don't hear the critics of teaching recogniz ing h o w often teach-

ers b lame themselves and what psychic and professional costs accrue from 

the resulting timidity and loneliness teachers impose on themselves . 

These obstacles to teacher-talk about teaching are very deep-rooted in the 

c l imate and structure o f s choo l s themselves , and need, I feel, direct confron-

tat ion by those involved with staff deve lopment and school administrat ion. 

But they also need to be addressed by teachers themselves . The culture of the 

profess ion is passive with regard to teacher growth as a competent profes-

sional. A s Joyce says , we need a new attitude that a l lows "everyone [to be] a 

student of teaching" (Joyce & Weil , 1980). The pos i t ion I'm taking is that 

teachers need an aggressive stance toward research and toward their o w n 

professional development , an attitude that lets them reach out to the research, 

to cull it, to feel free to throw away the junk, the shoddy , the irrelevant, to 
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expect to d o so with much of it, but to k n o w that the nuggets they find can 

improve their teaching and are worth searching for. That attitude would 

enable teachers to see themselves more as members of a profess ion which, 

like other profess ions , has advancing frontiers of knowledge , hard quest ions , 

and orderly and rigorous ways of working on those quest ions . What condi-

tions might make this stance possible? 

TEACHERS AS RESEARCHERS: A NEW SELF-IMAGE 

There is much that can be said about the promise and possibil it ies of 

teachers as researchers of their o w n teaching. First, I think we have learned 

that the col laborat ion of researchers and teachers on c lassroom issues is 

quite product ive (Tikunoff & Ward, 1980). The teachers keep the researchers 

anchored to earth and the researchers bring m e t h o d o l o g y and analytical 

capabil ity to sort data and clarify relationships. These co l laborat ions have 

produced practical results in identifying prob lems and indicating so lut ions . 

Elsewhere in this v o l u m e there are g o o d examples of this product ivi ty 

(Chapter 11, by Claryce Evans and Chapter 13, by Richard C. Carter). 

Second , I think we have learned that many teachers have tacit knowledge 

about aspects of their practice, especially c la s sroom-management behaviors . 

In one of my studies (Saphier, 1980), I found that in comparing interviews 

with observat ions , teachers " k n e w " far more than they could say about h o w 

to gain and maintain student at tent ion and anticipate b locks to m o m e n t u m . 

They used m o v e s and techniques that they could not describe in interviews, 

but that were part of their repertoires when observed. W h e n their attention 

was drawn to these m o v e s in v ideotapes , their reaction was , " O h , I do d o 

that ." The study of their o w n teaching with a researcher brought to con-

sciousness things they already did but for which they had no label. 

Third, in my study, profi l ing teachers' behaviors in terms o f the areas of 

teaching listed earlier in this chapter did another thing: it s h o w e d them a lot 

of things they were not do ing . They were able to compare their behavior with 

the universe of opt ions for that area of teaching (whether it be ways to 

maintain m o m e n t u m or use different mode l s of teaching) and to use that 

data to make dec is ions about whether to expand their range. This kind of 

activity with researchers induced teachers to be more self-analytical and 

reflective about their practice in a supportive environment . Their universal 

reaction was that they had (1) learned someth ing about what they already 

do—acqu ired s o m e new language and concepts for describing their practice; 

and (2) had a look at s o m e interesting opt ions for broadening their reper-

toires. 

Fourth , the range of opt ions for teacher behavior on each parameter or 

area o f teaching was constructed with input from the research literature and 
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from the teachers themselves . In m y study I brought the categories to the 

teachers, but they filled out the range of opt ions by what they said (inter-

views) and what they did (observat ions) . Thus they were vital partners in 

building the knowledge base. 

In s u m , what has been demonstra ted by this line of work is that teachers 

themselves are a resource for the knowledge base on teaching, that they can 

be systematic and reflective about their practice, and that they can use this 

reflection to c h o o s e to expand their repertoires in product ive directions. But 

what is equally apparent to me is that s imply urging teachers to take the bull 

by the horns and be that way is not enough . The culture and the cl imate of 

the schoo l must support that att itude, that definition of profess ional ism. In 

the end, the inquisit ive, open att itude of teachers toward one another and 

toward educat ional research that I am advocat ing can only c o m e through 

sound profess ional deve lopment programs. W e cannot expect teachers to 

seize themselves by the neck and shake themselves out o f a debil i tating 

culture a lone , individually, and without change from the very institutions 

that have fostered the culture to begin with. 

By the same token we must see more sophis t icated research that recog-

nizes the complex i ty of successful t eaching—recognizes it by studying multi-

ple variables in context, and at various levels of abstraction s imultaneously . 

We're not go ing to get anywhere anymore with correlation studies of isolat-

ed teacher behaviors and student outcomes . They served their purpose but 

the purpose is past . Researchers need the co l laborat ion o f teachers to steer 

clear o f the trivial and increase the savvy and sophist icat ion o f their ques-

t ions . Researchers, incorrectly s tereotyped as convo lu ted and esoteric in 

their thinking, need teachers to complicate their thinking appropriately and to 

inform their quest ion asking. It is around forming these quest ions and 

around sorting through the existing knowledge base that teachers and re-

searchers must c o m e together. 

NOTES 

1. I wish to acknowledge the collaboration of Robert Gower, many of whose ideas appear in 
this section and in Saphier & Gower, 1980. 

2. This list was modified from Dunkin & Biddle, 1974. 

3. Something a teacher says or does, taking a second or less, often both a solicitation 
(question) and a response. 

4. A multispeaker unit consisting of one or more exchanges that comprise a completed verbal 
transaction between two or more speakers. 

5. More than one episode about a single topic having a single content objective. 
6. These categories were derived by the author from a survey of the literature on the study of 

teaching and from several observational studies carried out in 1976, 1977, and 1979. Explana-
tions and specifics are described in Saphier & Gower, 1980. 
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7. "Improving Instruction," Address to Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel-

opment, Houston, 1977. 

8. Enlisting: "moves that tend to captivate students in the interest or excitement of the 

activity, e.g., suspense, challenge, novel prop" (Saphier & Gower, 1980). 

9. Alerting: "moves that keep students on their toes," e.g., startling, incomplete sentences, 

circulation (Saphier & Gower, 1980). 
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Chapter 8 

Methodology: 

Considerations for 

Classroom Research 

Teresa M. Amabile 

Much of the disagreement between academic researchers and practicing edu-

cators in their views of c lassroom research, and much of the difficulty asso-

ciated with conduct ing such research, can be traced to methodolog ica l issues. 

Several excellent treatments of educat ional -psychological research have been 

publ ished in recent years (see the annotated bibl iography included at the end 

of this chapter) . These v o l u m e s , however , tend exclusively to address either 

audiences w h o have no acquaintance whatsoever with research methodo l -

ogy, or audiences w h o have already achieved s o m e level of sophist icat ion in 

considering experimental design and statistical analysis . In this chapter, I 

will address both groups with the aim of achieving three goals: first, to 

acquaint teachers with s o m e of the fundamental methodolog ica l considera-

t ions of formal research; s econd , in so do ing , to provide researchers with a 

guide they might fo l low in discuss ing m e t h o d o l o g y with teachers; and third, 

to out l ine s o m e special features of c lassroom research that even rather expe-

rienced academic researchers might not take adequate account of. Through-

out , I will review s o m e of the most c o m m o n l y employed designs for class-

room research, not ing their appropriate provinces of application. 

FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
A BRIEF GUIDE FOR TEACHERS 

At several points in the present v o l u m e , and in many other publ icat ions on 

c la s sroom research, it is clear that even educators w h o have given a great 
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deal of careful thought to quest ions of research somet imes seem unsure of a 

number of research issues, including: the nature of research designs and 

statistical inference; the relative importance o f quest ions o f validity; the 

sources of threats to validity in c lassroom research; the role of control groups 

and random ass ignment in research methodo logy ; and the relative merits of 

longitudinal and cross-sectional designs. These fundamental principles of 

research m e t h o d o l o g y are ' ' second nature" to properly trained researchers. 

Often, however , educators may remain unaware of these principles, or mis-

understand them, or understand but reject them. If teachers and school 

administrators d o wish to b e c o m e full col laborators in the research endeav-

or, they must b e c o m e familiar with important methodolog ica l issues. The 

burden cannot be placed solely on educators , however; it should be the 

responsibi l i ty of researchers w h o wish to work within c lassroom settings to 

discuss these considerat ions of design and m e t h o d o l o g y with teachers. 

The Nature of Research Designs and Statistical Inference 

A Continuum of Designs. Psycholog ica l researchers and laypersons alike 

tend to use the word "exper iment" rather loosely in c o m m o n discourse. 

Formal ly , however , a "true exper iment" is quite narrowly defined; it is a 

study in which the experimenter systematical ly manipulates condi t ions and 

randomly ass igns subjects to those condi t ions . S ince it is often imposs ib le to 

conduct a true experiment , there are a variety of research designs from which 

to c h o o s e . These designs can be categorized according to a rough cont inuum 

of experimental r igor—the degree to which the experimenter controls treat-

ment condi t ions and subjects' ass ignments to those condi t ions (see Isaac, 

1971, p . 14)—from least to most r igorous: case studies, exemplif ied by many 

current teachers' seminar groups , used to study intensively the background, 

current status, and change over t ime of individual units such as persons , 

classes, s choo l s , or communit ies ; action research, exemplif ied by many staff-

deve lopment programs , designed to deve lop new skills or approaches to 

solv ing prob lems for direct appl icat ion in the c lassroom; correlational re-

search, an observat ional technique often used in educat ional assessment, 

des igned to investigate h o w closely one behavior or attribute is correlated 

with another; quasi-experimental research, often the best research on causality 

that can be d o n e in an educat ional sett ing, e n c o m p a s s i n g a wide range of 

designs in which the experimenter has less than complete control over treat-

ment condi t ions and subject ass ignments; and true experimental research, in 

which causal relationships are investigated by randomly assigning subjects to 

carefully control led treatment condit ions . 

Mos t s imply, an experiment can be considered to be a systematic attempt 

to account for the variability in a group of scores . Scores on the dependent 

variable—the behavior or characteristic of interest—are different from one 
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another; they vary from one another. This variance comes from three sources: 

(1) systematic variance caused by the independent variable (the variable the 

investigator is manipulat ing); (2) systematic variance caused by other, ex-

traneous sources; and (3) random or error variance c o m i n g from any of a 

large n u m b e r of k n o w n and u n k n o w n sources . T h e purpose of experimental 

design is to control the variance: to maximize the systematic variance caused 

by the independent variable, by making its manipulat ion as strong as possi-

ble; to control extraneous sources of systematic variance by ensuring that 

noth ing but the independent variable varies systematical ly between condi -

t ions; and to minimize error variance by control l ing, as much as possible , the 

circumstances under which the experiment is conducted (Kerlinger, 1973). 

In the most straightforward case, the experimenter begins with a motivated 

hypothesis that t w o groups will, if p laced under different condit ions , behave 

differently on s o m e crucial measure. The oppos ing hypothes is , which is al-

ways at least implicitly a part of the experimental plan, is the null hypoth-

esis—that the t w o groups will not differ, that the independent variable will 

have n o effect. It is important to note , however , that the hypotheses cannot , 

strictly speaking, ever be proven. That is, if the dependent variable measures 

fail to s h o w a reliable difference between the groups tested, we cannot take 

this as p r o o f of the null hypothes i s . W e cannot assume that the groups were 

the same for the same reason, s ince groups may s h o w the same behavior for 

different reasons. (For example , one group of children might work quietly 

because of a deep interest in the work, but another might work quietly 

because of a fear of punishment) . Likewise , we cannot take the lack of 

significant differences between groups in any one experiment as proof that 

the treatment is ineffectual. There may have been any number of flaws in the 

procedure that masked any potent ia l effects. If, however , we k n o w that the 

experiment was conducted correctly, and there are statistically significant 

differences on the dependent variable, we can safely conclude that the treat-

ment did cause that difference. But we can never be absolutely sure. 

Statistical Significance. T w o important points , often misunderstood by 

educators and other " c o n s u m e r s " of c lassroom research, are the meaning of 

statistical significance and the probabil ist ic nature o f results. A statistical 

test pits the systematic var iance—the average difference between groups in 

an exper iment—against the unsystemat ic error variance. A "statistically sig-

nificant" result at, say, the "/? < .05 level" means that there is less than a 5 

percent chance that the observed difference between groups was just caused 

by chance (by r a n d o m variat ion) rather than by the independent variable. 

The most reasonable thing to conc lude is that the independent variable 

caused the observed effect; it is never, however , a certainty, even with the 

very high levels o f statistical significance of p < .01 or p < .001. 
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In Defense of Experimentation. It is a prevalent v iew a m o n g educators that 

carefully and thoughtful ly d o c u m e n t e d case studies are far superior to exper-

imental m e t h o d s for answering quest ions about c lassroom behavior , child 

d e v e l o p m e n t , and pedagog ica l practice. There are a number of poss ib le 

reasons for this d isenchantment with experimentat ion, including: a sense 

that the independent variables manipulated and the dependent variables 

assessed in exper iments are t o o far removed from the events and behaviors 

that teachers bel ieve to be m o s t important in the c lassroom; a belief that the 

p h e n o m e n a that need to be studied in c lassrooms are much t o o complex to 

be tackled experimental ly; a doubt that the results of particular experiments 

are ever widely generalizable; and a d i sappointment with the equivocal re-

sults produced by most experiments and the necessarily tentative conclus ions 

that can be drawn about c lassroom practices. 

Other observat ional methods besides the case study, such as straightfor-

ward correlat ional s tudies—in which one naturally occurring behavior or 

attribute is correlated with another—are also c o m m o n l y preferred over 

exper iments by educators . One primary reason for this preference seems to 

be the "natura l" quality of these observat ions , and the absence of any ma-

nipulat ion of factors such as teaching techniques , physical environments , 

s tudent groupings , and so on . To be sure, as is d iscussed be low, there are 

potential problems with the manipulat ion of variables. Nonethe less , the 

preference for observat ion over experimentat ion suggests an incomplete ap-

preciat ion of the important differences between correlation and causation, 

between the research functions of description and inference. Only in an exper-

iment, where the experimenter systematical ly varies the independent vari-

able, can we confidently infer that differences measured in the dependent 

variable were caused by differences in that independent var iable—and, even 

then, only if certain operating procedures are fo l lowed. 

If a teacher randomly ass igned half o f the children in a large class to spend 

t w o hours per week in a special "discovery r o o m " where they could individ-

ually perform s imple science exper iments , and the other half to read for two 

hours per week about the same science topics , any superiority of the first 

group in science achievement at the end of the year could reliably be attrib-

uted to effects of the "discovery r o o m " (assuming that the two groups' 

experiences were the same in all other respects). 

On the other hand, if the teacher simply kept track of the a m o u n t of t ime 

each student in the class spent in the "discovery r o o m " throughout the year, 

and then found a posit ive and significant correlation between time in the 

r o o m and science achievement at the end of the year, he w o u l d have no basis 

for assuming that use of the "discovery r o o m " led to improved science 

achievement . T h e direction o f causality might be just the o p p o s i t e — d o i n g 

well in science might lead students to want to use the "discovery r o o m . " Or 
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it might be that both behaviors were caused by s o m e third factor, such as the 

students' general intelligence. 

Nonethe le s s , correlat ional studies can serve a useful descriptive function. 

The discovery o f a significant correlation tells us that t w o variables are 

related, and a l lows us to predict a person's s tanding on one of those vari-

ables if we k n o w his or her standing on the other. Moreover , there are ways 

in which sophist icated correlat ional analyses can point toward c a u s a t i o n — 

but not with the level of certainty attainable with exper imentat ion . A n d , 

while g o o d case studies are superior to mos t experiments in their ability to 

capture teachers' intuit ions and provide insights on day-to-day c lassroom 

experiences , they are infinitely worse than experiments in their inability to 

sort out complex p h e n o m e n a meaningfully, their lack of generalizable re-

sults, and the equivocal nature of their f indings. Indeed, Campbel l and 

Stanley (1963) have defended the experiment 

as the only means for settling disputes regarding educational practice, as the 
only way of verifying educational improvements, and as the only way of estab-
lishing a cumulative tradition in which improvements can be introduced with-
out the danger of a faddish discard of old wisdom in favor of inferior novelties, 
[p. 2] 

Even given the l imitat ions of nonexperimental and quasi-experimental 

methods , however , there clearly are c ircumstances in which they may appro-

priately be applied. If it is imposs ible in a particular s ituation to d o an 

experiment , it is undoubted ly better to use whatever quasi-experimental or 

nonexperimental design might be feasible than to let an interesting and important 

p h e n o m e n o n slip by unstudied. The point is that the entire range should be 

considered, and the most powerful design that is appropriate to the particu-

lar s ituation should be applied. In this view, the advancement of knowledge 

in educat ion is seen as an extremely s low process in which there is a gradual 

accumulat ion of understanding based on the col lect ion of individually tenta-

tive conclus ions drawn from a variety of methods . 

Validity 

A compla int that educators c o m m o n l y vo ice about c lassroom research is 

that the results of specific experiments cannot be generalized to other class-

r o o m s , other groups of chi ldren, other teachers or experimenters . They are 

saying, in essence, that these experiments lack external validity. It is much 

less c o m m o n , however , for educators to express concern about internal valid-

ity: the degree to which the differences obta ined in an experiment can be 

considered as caused by the independent variable. Nonethe les s , a l though the 

external validity quest ion is extremely important in c lassroom research and 
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teachers' concern with external validity is complete ly justified, internal va-

lidity is even more important; if we d o not k n o w what caused the difference^ 

we observe , there is no point in wonder ing if the results we o b t a i n e d — 

whatever they may mean—are generalizable. Internal validity is a prerequi-

site for external validity. 

Several methodo log i s t s (e .g. , Campbel l & Stanley, 1963) have provided 

detailed lists o f factors that threaten internal and external validity in experi-

mental and quasi -experimental studies. S o m e threats to internal validity that 

are most c o m m o n in c lassroom research involv ing pre- and pos t - te s t s are: (1) 

experience (a lso called history), specific, extraneous events that may occur 

between the first and second measurement; (2) development (a lso called mat-

uration), processes that occur over t ime (such as cognit ive deve lopment or 

the onset of b o r e d o m ) and are separate from the independent variable; (3) 

testing familiarity, the effects of having taken the first test on performance on 

the second test; and (4) instrumentation changes—for example , changes in the 

observers or scorers used. 

In all experimental designs, internal validity becomes quest ionable when 

there are (5) differential mortality rates, or drop-out rates, o f subjects in 

different condi t ions of the experiment . F o r example , experimental treatment 

#1 might be m u c h more stressful than treatment #2 . If m a n y more subjects 

dropped out of #1 than out of #2 before the experiment ended, those w h o did 

stay in treatment #1 w o u l d probably be very different peop le from the sub-

jects in treatment #2; they might , for instance, be more tolerant individuals. 

Thus , the goal o f equat ing the t w o groups in all ways wou ld have been 

undermined. 

In addi t ion , errors in sampl ing may result in (6) statistical regression ef-

fects, where subjects w h o were chosen for their extreme scores on s o m e 

premeasure w o u l d have naturally been expected to b e c o m e less extreme on 

the pos tmeasure , even without any experimental treatment. F o r example , 

children might be administered s o m e school readiness test as preschoolers . 

Scores on the test are not perfectly reliable; a child scoring 56 one t ime might 

just as easily score 53 or 62 another t ime, wi thout any real change in his 

ability. Thus , if children scoring at the extreme lowest end of the scale on this 

test (say, the lowest 5 percent) are chosen for a study and then, as a group , 

they score s o m e w h a t a b o v e the lowest 5 percent on the test after the study, 

that change could well be due solely to "regression toward the mean"; they 

couldn't poss ibly g o any lower, and r a n d o m variability in testing would 

cause their average score to m o v e s o m e w h a t c loser to the popu la t ion aver-

age. Their scores w o u l d probably have improved even if they hadn't been in 

a study. 

Final ly , one ot the most widespread and serious threats to internal validity 

can arise through a variety of (7) selection errors. These errors can enter into 

the sampl ing of subjects for the various groups of an experiment. If the 
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selection process is not truly r a n d o m , there may be important initial differ-

ences between the different groups , even before treatments are ever imple-

mented. 

External validity, a l though its dist inction from internal validity is not 

a lways clear, can be seen as most c o m m o n l y threatened by (1) the reactive or 

interaction effect of testing, whereby people in the "real wor ld ," w h o hadn't 

had the experience afforded by a pretest, w o u l d react to the posttest differ-

ently from people w h o received the pretest as part of the experimental 

procedure; and by (2) the reactive effects of experimental treatments, whereby 

any of several features of taking part in an experiment may cause subjects to 

respond differently to an independent variable from people w h o had been 

exposed to that variable in the "real wor ld ." 

M a n y of the threats to validity can be traced to either the person do ing the 

study {experimenter bias) or to the persons being studied {subject bias). Ob-

viously , characteristics of the experimenter, such as physical appearance, age, 

sex, warmth, and so on , may influence subjects' responses . Worse yet, they 

may interact with the experimental treatments . F o r example , children might 

respond very posit ively to a y o u n g experimenter under one set of condi t ions , 

but very negatively under different condit ions . Beyond such relatively un-

control lable features, however (which can only be accounted for by using 

more than one experimenter) , there are a number of more subtle exper imen-

ter factors that might bias the results o f an experiment: rating errors, by 

which an experimenter tends to rate everyone favorably, or everyone unfa-

vorably , or everyone toward the middle of the scale; the halo effect, whereby 

raters tend to be overly influenced by one very posit ive or negative character-

istic in their ratings of other unrelated characteristics of that person; and 

self-fulfilling prophecy, whereby an experimenter conscious ly or unconsc ious -

ly behaves in ways that lead subjects to confirm the experimenter's expecta-

t ions. These sources of experimenter bias can be reduced by us ing expe-

rienced raters w h o d o not k n o w the subjects and w h o are, as much as 

poss ible , blind to subjects' experimental condi t ions . In addit ion, again, it is 

helpful to use multiple experimenters. 

Factors contributing to subject bias are perhaps even more subtle than 

those leading to experimenter bias. Most important a m o n g these are: the 

guinea pig effect, whereby the subject, aware o f being tested, behaves in an 

artificial manner; the Hawthorne effect, whereby virtually any changes in 

subjects' environments can improve their performance (perhaps because the 

changes introduce novelty) , regardless of the specific nature o f those changes; 

and role playing, whereby the subject attempts to adopt the role of the " g o o d 

subject" and produces whatever responses he or she believes the experimen-

ter wants . The primary technique for e l iminat ing or reducing each of these 

sources of bias involves keeping subjects unaware that they are in an experi-

ment or, at least, unaware of the experimenter's hypotheses and dependent 
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variables of interest. Clearly, such unobtrus ive and actively or passively 

deceptive methods raise ethical quest ions about subjects' informed consent 

and rights to privacy. This is an important issue, and researchers must 

consider ways of striking a balance between unethical procedures that can 

lead to complete ly unequivocal results, at one extreme, and ethically unques-

t ionable but scientifically useless procedures at the other extreme. 

In all studies, o f course, including nonexperimental , quas i -experimental , 

and experimental , the results become more meaningful as the dependent 

measures b e c o m e more clearly specified and the observat ional settings be-

c o m e more carefully control led . The better able a researcher is to convert a 

global conceptual variable, such as a child's anxiety level, into concrete, 

easily measured behaviors such as number of nail bitings or hair manipula-

t ions , the more likely it is that other researchers will be able to replicate his 

or her f indings and that those findings will be generalizable to other settings. 

It is perhaps at this level that researchers are most in need of advice and ideas 

from teachers. There is no foo lproof m e t h o d for operat ional iz ing a concep-

tual variable , and few peop le w o u l d have better no t ions than teachers about 

h o w to assess someth ing presumed to be present in the c lassroom, such as a 

child's anxiety or comprehens ion o f a mathematical theorem. Moreover , 

teachers can assist researchers in deve loping measures that have face validity, 

measures that seem intuitively to capture the underlying concept; face validi-

ty of measures can be important in determining educators ' response to and 

util ization of research findings. 

Perhaps the mos t powerful guarantee of both internal and external validi-

ty is the use o f random ass ignment . External validity can be bolstered by 

randomly choos ing subjects for the experiment from the entire populat ion to 

which the researcher wishes to generalize (for example , all schools or teachers 

in a district). Internal validity can be enhanced by randomly assigning 

members of that subject poo l to experimental and control condi t ions in the 

experiment. 

Random Assignment and Control Groups 

W h e n told of a particularly startling research result, s tudents and others 

unfamil iar with research m e t h o d o l o g y often object by saying, "But what if 

the subjects in G r o u p 1 were initially smarter [or kinder, or more aggressive] , 

and that's w h y they scored higher on the p o s t - t e s t [or were more will ing to 

help people , or were more aggressive]?" This object ion to experimental re-

search f indings is a cogent one / / s u b j e c t s had not been assigned to condi-

t ions of the exper iment on a truly r a n d o m basis . The object ion loses force, 

however , if subjects were randomly ass igned—as they always should be, 

whenever poss ible . Surely, there are initially large individual differences be-

tween subjects , s o m e of which could important ly influence performance on 
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the dependent variable. By randomly assigning subjects to condi t ions , h o w -

ever, the experimenter can be pretty certain that these differences will cancel 

out—that , for example , there will be just about as many very smart people in 

condi t ion 1 as in condi t ion 2. Certainly, there is a chance that such factors 

will not be equal ized initially. It is, however , a small chance , and the level of 

statistical s ignif icance (e .g . , p < .05) tells us just h o w small that chance is. 

This discussion of ass ignment of subjects to condi t ions assumes , of course, 

that there are different condi t ions in an experiment . One essential principle 

of experimental design is that of control over extraneous sources of variabili-

ty, control that can be gained, in large measure , by the use of random 

ass ignment . The other basic principle is that of comparison. N o matter h o w 

carefully devised and col lected the dependent measures in a study are, no 

matter h o w unbiased the subjects and experimenter, the results are meaning-

less unless there is s o m e basis for compar i son , unless there is s o m e way o f 

k n o w i n g h o w the subjects w o u l d have behaved if they had not been exposed 

to the independent variable. This is the function of control groups. In the 

simplest case, subjects are randomly assigned to a control group or an exper-

imental group , and only the experimental group receives the independent-

variable manipulat ion. 

Des igns that lack proper control groups are quite c o m m o n in c lassroom 

research. The first three of these designs must be considered nonexper imen-

tal or "preexperimental" at best, because they are incapable of providing 

clear information about causality: the one-shot case study, the one-group 

pretest-posttest design, and the static-group comparison (Campbel l & Stanley, 

1963). In the one-shot case study, a single group is observed during a n d / o r 

after the introduct ion o f s o m e independent variable, and the seeming effects 

of that independent variable on s o m e dependent variable are recorded. The 

observat ions , of course , tell us noth ing about a poss ible causal relationship 

between independent and dependent variable, because we have n o way of 

k n o w i n g whether the subjects w o u l d have behaved this way even if the 

independent variable had never been introduced; indeed, they might have 

behaved this way even before the variable was introduced. In other words , 

such a study has n o internal validity. 

The one-group pretest-posttest design seems to get at this before-after 

compar i son , and it is quite c o m m o n in educational research. It t o o , however, 

is of extremely l imited use because of quest ionable internal validity. If we 

give a group of children s o m e pretest, introduce an independent variable, 

and then find a change on the posttest , we cannot know if we should attribute 

the change to the independent variable or to any of a thousand other vari-

ables that might have changed over that same t ime period. Thus , a l though it 

is s o m e w h a t better than the one-shot case study, this design is not really 

desirable. 
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In the stat ic-group compar i son design, t w o different groups are chosen , 

one is exposed to the independent variable , and then both are tested. For 

example , Mr. Wil l iams's Grade 4 might serve as the control while Ms . 

Harper's Grade 4 is given a brief course to improve reading comprehens ion . 

If, however , a difference is found between the groups on the posttest , we do 

not k n o w if we shou ld attribute it to the independent variable (the reading 

course) , to initial differences that might have existed between the two grades, 

or to any other factors that might have differentiated the t w o classes during 

the testing period. 

The ideal "true" experiment to test this reading course w o u l d have in-

volved randomly selecting children for the study from the entire populat ion 

of interest (all fourth-graders in the U S A ? ) , and then randomly assigning 

members of that sample to experimental and control condi t ions . Clearly, 

however , this is not poss ib le in most schoo l sett ings and, strictly speaking, it 

is not even poss ib le in most laboratory se t t ings—al though there we might 

c o m e closer. N o n e t h e l e s s , there are a number of quasiexperimental designs 

that can be used in schoo l s as next-best approx imat ions to true experiments , 

and can enable the researchers to make s o m e tentative s tatements about 

causality. 

For example , in the time-series design, the same group is observed on a 

large number of different occas ions over t ime. On one of those occas ions , the 

independent variable is introduced, and use of appropriate statistical tech-

niques can a l low the researcher to make inferences about the effect of that 

independent variable. Or, better yet, in the equivalent time-samples design, 

over a period of several observat ions the independent variable is introduced 

and withdrawn several t imes. (These two designs , of course, can only be used 

if the effects o f the treatment are expected to be relatively temporary.) 

Another useful quasi -experimental design is the nonequivalent control group 

design. Similar to the stat ic-group compar i son in that a second nonrandomly 

chosen group is used as a control , this design represents an improvement in 

that both groups receive both a pretest and a posttest . Finally, the multiple 

time-series design combines e lements of several of the others. Two groups 

(nonrandomly assigned) are fo l lowed through several observat ions over time; 

during that sequence , the independent variable is introduced and withdrawn 

several t imes. 

A s noted earlier, subjects should , if poss ible , be assigned to experimental 

and control groups randomly . B e y o n d this initial select ion, however , there 

are a number o f precaut ions to take in deal ing with the different groups to 

ensure m a x i m u m control over extraneous factors. M o s t important , the 

experimenter should make an effort to ensure that the experimental and 

control groups are treated identically in every respect, except for the inde-

pendent variable. T h u s , if the independent variable manipula t ion involves 
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having members of the experimental group spend a half-hour watching a 

fantasy film, it would be inappropriate for the control group to spend that 

hal f -hour a lone in an empty r o o m with noth ing to d o . Instead, it might be 

appropriate for the control group to watch a half-hour nature film. Certain-

ly, depending on the nature of the theory being tested, it might be necessary 

to use more than one control group to rule out a number of different alterna-

tive explanat ions that might be proposed . In general, however , m a x i m u m 

control over c o n f o u n d i n g variables is achieved when the experiences of the 

experimental and control subjects "take the same a m o u n t of t ime, involve 

interaction with the same peop le , require the same informat ion , and include 

the same activities, except for the introduct ion o f the treatment" (Carlsmith, 

El lsworth, & A r o n s o n , 1976, p. 241). 

Certainly, this is an ideal that can never be perfectly achieved, as is true of 

nearly all design criteria. Researchers should not claim to be able to achieve 

more than they can but, at the same t ime, teachers should realize that re-

searchers can only approximate the ideal experiment even under the best of 

c lassroom condit ions . 

Longitudinal versus Cross-sectional Designs 

M a n y educators appear to believe that only longitudinal studies (studies that 

fo l low the same children over a long period o f t ime) can provide useful 

information about teaching, learning, school env ironments , or the att itudes, 

behaviors , and apt i tudes o f s tudents . There are m a n y areas o f psycholog ica l 

and educat ional inquiry, however , for which cross-sect ional studies (one-

time studies involv ing t w o or more groups) are entirely appropriate—for 

example , ques t ions about personal i ty , m e m o r y , att i tude format ion and 

change, mot iva t ion , percept ion , and responses to different techniques of 

instruction and discipline. Teachers are quite correct, however , if they feel 

that cross-sectional methods are inadequate for answering certain quest ions 

about human deve lopment . 

Certainly, cross-sect ional studies can tell us something about true devel-

opmenta l change , if we can assume that observed differences between two 

different age groups are a n a l o g o u s to changes that occur in children from the 

first age to the second, but this information holds only at the level of group 

averages (Baltes, Reese , & Nesse lroade , 1977). Only longitudinal studies of 

the s a m e children over a relatively long per iod of t ime can provide infor-

mat ion about crucial intraindividual changes , as well as interindividual dif-

ferences. 

Observed differences between age groups in cross-sectional studies are 

complete ly confounded with cohort effects—differences between groups of 

children born in different years, differences due to societal , cultural, political, 

and historical differences. To be sure, cohort effects are a more serious 
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problem if the groups compared are very different in age—say 30-year-olds 

and 50-year-olds , than if they are c lose—say 4-year-olds and 6-year-olds. 

Nonethe le s s , the problem must a lways be considered. Straightforward longi-

tudinal research, however , does not avoid this problem, either. If only one 

group is studied, we have no way of k n o w i n g whether changes observed over 

t ime are universal deve lopmenta l changes , or shifts due to external historical 

factors. Thus , the external validity of a s imple longitudinal study is l imited. 

In addit ion, there are some measurement problems in longitudinal studies. 

Test familiarity might be a problem if children are given the same tests 

repeatedly over a period of t ime. A n d , if the subjects are initially chosen for 

study because they are extreme on s o m e variable, by statistical regression we 

w o u l d expect their scores to b e c o m e s o m e w h a t less extreme over t ime, inde-

pendently of any developmental processes . 

It has been suggested (Baltes , Reese, & Nesse lroade , 1977) that, in order 

for deve lopmental researchers to solve these di lemmas, they use careful selec-

tion procedures , e m p l o y a wide variety of measures , and create designs that 

combine features of both the longitudinal and the cross-sectional designs. 

These des igns , though s o m e w h a t more difficult to implement and to analyze 

in their complex i ty , are probably the best way to ensure reliable conc lus ions 

about the nature of deve lopmental change. 

SPECIAL FEATURES OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: 
A BRIEF GUIDE FOR RESEARCHERS 

Academica l ly trained researchers w h o m o v e into c lassroom settings enco un-

ter a wide range of difficulties that are absent or less serious in traditional 

laboratory research. M a n y of these are c o m m o n to most types of field re-

search, but s o m e are specific to educational settings. 

Divergent Views of the Purpose of Research 

Quite justifiably, teachers see academic researchers as exclusively or primari-

ly concerned with theory bui lding rather than evaluat ing c lassroom settings 

and practices and provid ing s o u n d recommendat ions for change. A l t h o u g h 

g o o d theoretical research should , ult imately, serve to inform practice, it is 

true that much of it cannot be used directly and immediately in c lassroom 

settings. Teachers daily use informal observat ions and analysis of case stud-

ies to inform their daily c lassroom decis ions , but it may be years or decades 

before a given piece o f theoretical research can be directly appl ied to class-

r o o m practice . Because of this, teachers may c o m e to doubt the worth of 

basic research. 
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A c a d e m i c researchers, on the other hand, suffer from their o w n set o f 

mi sconcept ions about the utility o f research. Whi le educators are probably 

not sufficiently concerned with the design factors required to ensure the 

internal validity of research, researchers are often not sufficiently concerned 

with its external validity, the generalizability of its conclus ions . Single small 

studies in single research sett ings can often produce interesting, informative, 

and clear results, but those results can se ldom be generalized to other set-

tings or to general educat ional practice without successive modif icat ions and 

replications. 

In addi t ion , researchers may not give sufficient considerat ion to the dif-

ference between statistical significance and practical significance. A relatively 

small absolute difference between groups might , though statistically signifi-

cant, be t o o small to justify any changes in educat ional settings or practice. 

Isaac (1971) identifies principal criteria and modifying criteria for evaluating 

c lassroom research. Principal criteria have to d o with the internal and exter-

nal validity of the study: what d o we k n o w about processes , about cause and 

effect in this and other settings? Modi fy ing criteria, on the other hand, 

include the practical cons iderat ions that can be crucial determinants of deci-

s ions to be made on the basis o f research: cost of implement ing a change, 

t ime involved , convenience , personnel training required, and educators ' 

preferences. In general, it can be assumed that if the principal criteria are met 

and the modi fy ing criteria present n o obstac les , a change based on the 

research will usually be adopted . The modify ing criteria, however , become 

the only bases for decis ion making when the principal criteria reveal n o 

differences between alternatives. W h e n a statistically significant difference is 

so small that its educat ional s ignif icance is quest ionable , modify ing criteria 

might outwe igh principal criteria. A n d , even when a difference appears to be 

both statistically and educat ional ly significant, modify ing criteria might mit-

igate against any changes in practice being implemented. 

Special Sources of Bias 

Researchers w h o are unaccus tomed to working in educational settings might, 

if they fail to acquaint themselves with the c lassroom or schoo l as a research 

environment , either fail to take into account s o m e important contextual 

variables or misinterpret behaviors and, consequent ly , draw erroneous im-

pl icat ions from their f indings. A s a s imple example , a researcher w h o blindly 

assumes that go ing ou tdoors at recess t ime is a powerful posit ive reinforce-

ment for all children will be seriously mistaken if he conducts a study using 

recess as a reward in a school where staying indoors and tending the school ' s 

animals constitute the real privilege. 

In addi t ion , researchers need to take into account other sources o f bias 

that might be peculiar to school settings. It is important , for example , to be 
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aware of the extent to which children and teachers in a given school or 

c lassroom have participated in research in the past. W e worry about col lege 

s o p h o m o r e s being overly researched and, consequent ly , being particularly 

suscept ible to subject bias in the form of the "guinea pig effect," but this 

problem is probably even more serious when subjects are repeatedly drawn 

from a lab schoo l or a very cooperat ive public or private school . Other 

factors, such as the "learning to learn" p h e n o m e n o n , whereby often-tested 

children deve lop an unusual facility with s o m e types o f performance, might 

bias results in such settings. A n d , finally, the role of the teacher must be 

taken into account . Even when teachers are not directly involved in treat-

ment implementat ion or data col lect ion, their attitudes toward the research 

may be c o m m u n i c a t e d to s tudents in a variety o f ways and may important ly 

influence the students' behavior in unpredictable ways . 

Obstacles to True Experiments; Considerations 
for Quasi-Experiments 

As ide from the purely practical prob lems involved in at tempts to implement 

true experimental des igns in c las sroom sett ings, academic researchers often 

encounter obstacles in the form of educators ' attitudes toward the use of 

random ass ignment and control groups. There are generally two objections: 

first, that in ass igning children to treatments , need or ability are better 

criteria than purely random assignment; if a particular treatment is supposed 

to improve se l f -concept or academic achievement , then why not apply it to 

those w h o need such improvement the most? Second , there is the object ion 

that it is s imply wrong to treat children differentially, that any treatment— 

especially treatment that promises i m p r o v e m e n t — s h o u l d be administered to 

everyone equally . This second object ion, of course, goes beyond a rejection 

of random ass ignment; it involves a rejection of the concept of any sort of 

control or compar i son groups. 

There are a number of ways in which researchers might attempt to deal 

with these object ions . In s o m e s i tuat ions, where the experimental treatment 

involves an appl icat ion of strictly l imited resources, it might s imply be im-

poss ible to administer the treatment to everyone; in such cases, random 

ass ignment might be accepted. Or, the researchers might make it possible for 

the control group , instead of receiving n o treatment, to receive a type of 

treatment that is worthwhi le but distinctly different from that received by the 

experimental group. In any case, the researchers should promise , whenever 

poss ib le , to administer the experimental treatment to all subjects from the 

control group after the experiment , if indeed the treatment proves to have 

posit ive effects. 

B e y o n d these measures , it might be poss ible to convince educators of the 

appropriateness of using control groups and random ass ignment (see C o o k , 
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C o o k , & Mark, 1977). Researchers should discuss the threats to internal and 

external validity presented by nonexperimental designs, and should point 

out that school boards , cit izens, and funding agencies will only be convinced 

by u n a m b i g u o u s causal evidence . In addi t ion , it can be po inted out that 

perhaps the measures taken to identify subjects of greatest need are faulty, 

or, even more important , perhaps the experimental treatment does not have 

the hypothes ized effects; that can only be ascertained by conduct ing an 

experiment. Finally, researchers can point to examples of successful random-

ized experimentat ion in c lassroom research. 

A s in all field sett ings, there are problems in c lassroom research associated 

with members of the control group becoming aware of the experimental 

treatment to which others are being exposed . A number of " c o n t a m i n a t i o n " 

effects are poss ible , and it is difficult to predict which will occur. The treat-

ment effects m a y "diffuse" to subjects in the control group , or those in the 

control group may try harder to compensa te for whatever it is they are not 

being given, or they may become demoral ized and perform more poorly than 

a group that did not k n o w about the treatment. In addit ion, if institutional 

administrators discover the differences in treatment, they may wish to c o m -

pensate the control group by providing them with whatever they are not 

receiving (or the administrators may be forced to d o so) . 

Thus , a number of confounding factors might enter in when researchers 

attempt to assign children randomly in a given c lassroom (or even a given 

schoo l ) to different treatment condi t ions—espec ia l ly when the treatments 

are long term and potential ly significant. A reasonable c o m p r o m i s e so lut ion 

is to assign randomly larger units , such as classes, to treatments , trying to 

match the units as c losely as poss ible on potent ial ly important extraneous 

variables, and using pretesting to determine the initial equivalence of the 

units. 

Quasiexperimental methods such as this are certainly preferable to the 

nonexperimental m e t h o d s that w o u l d have to be used in their place. In 

devis ing and implement ing such methods , a great deal of creativity is often 

required. F o r example , if it is not poss ible at a given t ime to use a control 

group, it may be reasonable to use t w o or more levels of the treatment within 

the experimental group, and then to use a cohort (for example , next year's 

class) for compar i son . A l s o , if it is possible to control suspic ion or resent-

ment about the repeated introduct ion and removal of treatment, a t ime-

series design might be used in the absence of a control group. Another 

possibi l i ty in such a s i tuat ion is to use nonequivalent dependent variables— 

addit ional dependent variables that are similar to the primary dependent 

variable but, according to the theory being tested, should be affected s o m e -

what differently from that variable. In this way, it might be poss ible to rule 

out other alternative explanat ions (see C o o k , C o o k , & Mark, 1977). In any 
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event, whenever quasiexperimental designs are used, the researcher should 

explicit ly consider and attempt to e l iminate each of the threats to internal 

validity. 

Developmental Considerations 

A c a d e m i c researchers w h o are accus tomed to working primarily with adult 

subjects should acquaint themselves with special developmental ly relevant 

issues before conduct ing research in schoo l sett ings, even when their hypoth-

eses are not deve lopmental . It may seem obv ious that a given task may 

mean s o m e t h i n g very different to a child subject than to an adult experimen-

ter. N o n e t h e l e s s , it is important for researchers, even those experienced in 

working with children, to pilot-test any new measures and procedures thor-

oughly , and to solicit teachers' advice on their use. Moreover , researchers 

should be alert to the possibi l i ty that particular age groups of children might 

s h o w floor or cei l ing effects on particular measures , thus masking or distort-

ing independent-variable effects or developmental trends. 

In research that is deve lopmenta l in nature, the problem of task equiva-

lence for different ages of children b e c o m e s a serious one. A l t h o u g h using 

the same task for widely differing age groups is in many instances clearly 

inappropriate, using different tasks that seem to equate across the ages is 

quite risky, since the tasks may actually have different meanings and require 

different processes . The best so lut ion for this problem probably involves 

control by systematic variation: having several versions of a particular task 

and administer ing each to each age group tested (see Baltes, Reese , & Nessel -

roade, 1977, p. 216). 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

So that researchers and educators may share c o m m o n understandings about 

research methodo logy and the nature and functions of research, it is necessary 

not only for educators to b e c o m e acquainted with the fundamentals of re-

search design independent ly and with the aid of researchers, but it is a lso 

necessary for researchers to b e c o m e acquainted with the special validity 

problems in c lassroom settings, and the methodolog ica l considerat ions pecu-

liar to working with children and with schools as institutions. Several excel-

lent sources are avai lable for those wishing to explore each of these issues in 

more detail. The first four provide g o o d introductory reviews of research 

design and m e t h o d o l o g y , and the remaining four present more advanced 

considerat ions of design. 
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Introductory 

Carlsmith, J. M., Ellsworth, P. C , & Aronson, E. Methods of research in social psychology. 

Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1976. A readable introduction to experimentation in gen-
eral and social-psychological experimentation in particular; includes chapters on ethical 
issues, deception, and the avoidance of bias. 

Isaac, S. Handbook in research and evaluation. San Diego: EdITS, 1971. A well-organized, clear, 
complete but concise (186 pps.) guide to all types of research and data analysis; an invaluable 
aid to anyone with no training, rudimentary training, or long-forgotten training in research. 

Katzer, J., Cook, K., & Crouch, W. Evaluating information: A guide for users of social science 

research. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1978. A very basic, enjoyable treatise on evaluat-
ing social-science research; considers errors in research and how to decide whether research 
reports are trustworthy and useful. 

Moursund, J. Evaluation: An introduction to research design. Monterey, Calif.: Brooks/Cole, 
1973. A practical, nonstatistical treatment of the problems involved in constructing and 
carrying out evaluative research. 

Advanced 

Campbell, D. & Stanley, J. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for research. Chicago: 
Rand McNally, 1963. The "classic" guide to experimental designs and the many variations 
that approximate them; discusses statistical treatments for each design presented. 

Cook, T. & Campbell, D. Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis issues for field settings. 

Chicago: Rand McNally, 1979. A complete discussion of the important issues in field experi-
mentation, including causal inference, validity, and statistical analysis. 

Hamilton, D. , MacDonald, B., King, C , Jenkins, D. , & Parlett, M. Beyond the numbers game: A 

reader in educational evaluation. Berkeley: McCutchan, 1977. A good introduction to the 
educator's point of view on experimentation; the section on alternative methodology is 
particularly helpful. 

Wohlwill, J. The study of behavioral development. New York: Academic, 1973. An advanced but 
well-reasoned consideration of the study of human development, including an evaluation of 
the various methods that can be used; not a "how-to" book, but useful nonetheless. 
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Introduction to Part III 

M a n y academic researchers d o not consider the educational practitioner's 

role in research as extending much beyond a passive acceptance of the re-

searcher in her c lassroom or a submiss ive agreement to implement the 

researcher's experimental procedure in the teaching practice. There are, h o w -

ever, s o m e teachers w h o take an activist's s tance toward practit ioners' in-

vo lvement in and evaluat ion of research. Represent ing a radical pos i t ion on 

this issue, Hul l (Chapter 9) maintains that customary forms of academic re-

search cannot be useful to teachers. H e proposes , instead, that teachers en-

gage in "personal research," a program involv ing careful observat ion of and 

reflection on children's behavior in the c lassroom, fo l lowed by a discussion 

and integration of these reflections with other teachers. In defending his view 

of research, Hul l describes the personal and profess ional experience that led 

him to it. 

In Chapter 10, Watt and Watt take an equal ly radical stance toward the 

use of traditional research designs in c lassrooms. They advance the view that 

all research must have direct benefits for the participants , that decept ion 

should never be employed , and that experimental manipulat ion of condi-

t ions should be e l iminated. Watt and Watt justify their pos i t ion by arguing 

that the sense of trust between teachers and students must be preserved, the 

respect for teachers' control over their c lassroom environments must be 

maintained, and the complex i ty of the c lassroom situation must be acknowl -

edged. They then present examples of c lassroom research that meet their 

criteria. 

Propos ing that teachers must evaluate research and make greater use of 

research which meets their criteria, Evans (Chapter 11) out l ines her o w n 

criteria for research, including the rule that research reports be comprehensi -

ble to and directly useful for teachers. Evans acknowledges differences be-

tween her criteria and those of researchers, presents her o w n favorable eval-

uat ion of several research projects , and ends by giving examples of teachers 

applying her criteria in informal research in their o w n c lassrooms. 

Desp i te s o m e hosti l ity toward academic researchers and their methods , 

many educators are genuinely interested in and sympathet ic toward p s y c h o -

logical research in c lassrooms. In Chapter 12, Dwine l l and Berman present a 

practical guide to the criteria used by a particular publ ic schoo l system in 

evaluating research proposa l s , including a discussion of preferred topics , 
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criteria for research designs, and ethical and social issues. Address ing them-

selves to researchers w h o wish to work in public school systems and to 

administrators of such systems w h o wish to devise their o w n evaluation 

procedures , Dwine l l and Berman describe the funct ioning o f one research 

evaluat ion committee in detail. 



Chapter 9 

Personal Research 

Bill Hull 

Since the early 1970s I have been exploring ways o f encouraging c lassroom 

teachers to investigate children's thinking in the c lassroom, which has been 

my o w n central interest for over 30 years. The m e t h o d o l o g y that has evolved 

out of our joint undertaking is sufficiently different from traditional research 

in its assumpt ions and procedures that another name is needed. I have been 

call ing it "personal research" to dist inguish it from customary forms of 

academic research that I had not found to be very useful when I was a 

teacher of y o u n g children. 

One form of personal research is represented by Teachers ' Seminars on 

Children's Thinking , first organized according to our current guidelines in 

1972. The cont inuing interest of teachers in these seminars has resulted in the 

format ion of an informal network of people w h o cont inue to meet with each 

other and to share their insights through writing for members o f other 

seminar groups. 

Our way of working is unusual , and its apparent simplicity may be mis-

leading. Since its antecedents g o back a g o o d many years I will use a person-

al narrative form to discuss the style o f inquiry that has evo lved , s o m e of the 

as sumpt ions e m b o d i e d in the organizat ion of the seminars , and the reasons 

why this approach appears so promis ing. 

Dur ing my last year in col lege I met with a small group of children at a 

local sett lement house once a week to work on various craft projects. This 

provided such a g o o d setting for me to observe their interactions that I 

decided to d o an undergraduate thesis based on these sessions. Since there 

was n o tape recorder avai lable I deve loped the practice of l isting all the 

events I could remember as s o o n after each session as possible . Later I would 

write as c o m p l e t e an account as I cou ld , expanding on the list I had made . I 

was amazed to discover that so much was happening in my mind without my 

being aware of it. Finding that I could retrieve what was there, provided I went 

about it in a discipl ined and patient way , was a significant discovery upon 
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which s o m e of the assumpt ions and m e t h o d o l o g y o f personal research, as 

exemplif ied by the Teachers ' Seminars on Children's Thinking , are n o w 

based. Writ ing helped me to recall instances and to b e c o m e aware of pat-

terns that I would otherwise have lost. It became a cyclical thing: noticing 

certain events and reflecting u p o n their significance seemed to lower my 

threshold for notic ing even more. 

I think I had always had a strong curiosity about why people behaved as 

they did. A s a camper, and later as a camp counselor , I had wondered a g o o d 

deal about growth and d e v e l o p m e n t — m y o w n as well as that of others. 

K n o w i n g the same people for a succession of summers , separated by ten-

m o n t h interludes, forced a recognit ion of continuity underlying the many 

changes that were taking place in all o f us. I a s sumed , therefore, that if I 

wanted to study my o w n thinking, or that of others , I w o u l d need to d o so 

over an extended period of t ime. 

After col lege I cont inued to deve lop my skills of recall and reflection as an 

apprentice teacher in a nursery-school class, which was a far more varied and 

complex sett ing for children than any I had previously experienced. I was 

strongly impressed with the skills my directing teacher had for keeping track 

of a great m a n y interact ions , whi le at the same t ime provid ing appropriate 

support and guidance to help a group of 20 four-year-olds have a happy and 

productive experience together. I had not expected that young children would 

be so mental ly active in trying to make sense of their world or that they 

would be such interesting people so early in their lives. Trying to keep track 

of what was happening , and to find appropriate ways o f th inking about it, 

while at the same t ime learning to be a teacher, was one of the greatest 

intellectual and personal chal lenges I had ever faced. A l t h o u g h I had ma-

jored in social p s y c h o l o g y in col lege with the expectat ion that I might want 

to cont inue graduate work in psycho logy , I found that working with y o u n g 

children was so s t imulat ing and gratifying that, after complet ing my appren-

t iceship, I accepted a j o b as a teacher of a third grade. To keep my opt ions 

open and help keep a broad perspective on learning, I also held a j o b as a 

proctor for college freshmen during my first three years of teaching. 

I was very fortunate in my choice o f apprent iceship and first teaching 

ass ignment . A beginning teacher has so much to learn, so m a n y basic read-

jus tments to make in both percept ion and behavior , that it w o u l d have been 

overwhe lming had I not had the help of teachers whose experience and 

expertise were far greater than my o w n . I began to realize that the fabric of 

complex interrelationships in wel l - funct ioning c lassrooms is sustained by 

tacit knowledge expressed in behavior , and that this knowledge need not be 

verbalized to be useful. It is indeed poss ible to d o highly complex things 

wi thout ever having said h o w it is we do them. The words we use to i l lumi-

nate aspects of a child's reality are inevitably inadequate , convey ing far less 
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than the reality itself. The skills necessary for being a sensitive and respon-

sive teacher may even, at t imes, be at odds with those that are necessary for 

talking in logical and coherent ways about what has happened. Successful 

teachers of informal c lassrooms have learned to not ice and to interpret 

forms of behavior which the less skillful s imply do not see. Their behavior is 

often labeled "intui t ive" when it encompasses a great range of variables, 

many of which have not been analyzed explicitly. The capacity to sense those 

s ignals from a child that are of particular importance and to handle large 

quantit i t ies of informat ion that interrelate in complex ways requires a high 

level of intell igence. Unfortunate ly , it is a style of mental organizat ion valued 

far less highly than it deserves. 

I deve loped a very deep respect for teachers w h o had learned practical 

ways of support ing children's learning, even when they were not particularly 

articulate in talking about what they were doing . M y apprenticeship forced 

me to ques t ion s o m e of the a s s u m p t i o n s I had been m a k i n g about the 

relation of theory to practice. S o m e things c o m e to seem practically self-

evident from the perspect ive of a practit ioner immersed in the complex i ty of 

a demanding profess ion. They can be very difficult to explain to others w h o 

have not themselves experienced the chal lenge of working with groups of 

y o u n g children. The four-year-olds I had been with were vitally concerned 

with s o m e of the deep and central problems of the world and, through their 

play, were inventing product ive ways of anticipating and re-creating expe-

riences which they were struggling to understand. I only gradually began to 

realize h o w much was go ing on and that a fair a m o u n t of skill was required 

in order to be able to see it. The same deep wonder ing and eagerness to 

explore were still there in the third-graders I later taught. I was surprised to 

find that their intellectual lives were so fascinating, and that there were ways 

in which their learning, and my o w n , could b e c o m e the subject o f a l ifelong 

invest igat ion. The things I said, the way I behaved , the person I was , could 

make a difference in what these children not iced and the choices they made 

for themselves . I began to realize that children's thinking needed to be taken 

seriously and that the biggest chal lenge to me, if I were to study it from the 

vantage point of a teacher, was to b e c o m e a more sensitive, responsive, and 

reflective person. 

A b o u t 30 years a g o I dec ided to b e c o m e a researcher in educat ion . At the 

t ime it s eemed o b v i o u s that this wou ld be the best way to pursue my o w n 

interests. I expected that I would cont inue to be able to work with children in 

ways I had been finding so st imulat ing and gratifying. M y head was so full of 

wonder ings and suspended quest ions from being with y o u n g children that I 

was ready to commit mysel f to a long-range study of children's thinking, to 

find out all I cou ld about what other people knew, even if it meant do ing 

s o m e of those disagreeable things necessary for accreditat ion. Since I had 
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cont inued part-t ime graduate work during my apprenticeship and first years 

of teaching, it was , in a sense, a cont inuat ion of what I had been doing all 

a long. 

I studied experimental design and statistics, read widely in psychology , 

and searched for studies that w o u l d help me to a better understanding of 

children's thinking and greater skill as a teacher. After five years as a full-time 

third-grade teacher and a part-time graduate student, I took a year off from 

teaching children to be a research assistant in psycho logy and an instructor 

in a school of educat ion . Dur ing this year I was also able to conduct explora-

tory investigations with some of the fourth-graders w h o m I had first known 

as four-year-olds and then taught as third-graders. 

The game of researching was interesting for awhile . It was intriguing to 

isolate variables and to look for relat ionships, even when there wasn't any 

connect ion to the skills of being a teacher. It was fun to work out new ways 

of thinking about all this input even when it meant juggl ing the observat ions 

and formulat ions of other peop le that were often not relevant to my o w n 

teaching experience. But laboratory or control led c lassroom studies paled in 

compar ison to being with children and using whatever resources I had to 

understand what was happening and to improve on what I was doing. 

I didn't give up complete ly on traditional forms of psychologica l research 

when I returned to full-time teaching and I did try using some of the method-

o logy I had been learning in my o w n c lassroom. A few control led experi-

ments , with approved statistical analyses , conv inced me that this was not an 

appropriate way for me to find out the things I most wanted to k n o w , nor 

was it likely to reveal ways of helping children b e c o m e better learners. A s a 

teacher I was making changes all the t ime, based u p o n my o w n recall and 

reflection. M y choices were made on the basis of feelings, my sense of the 

total s ituation. While my o w n mental activity was often very intense, it didn't 

have to be forced into a verbal /analyt ica l form. I realized that I had to face 

my concerns in all their complex and subtle interrelationships and to judge 

my success by the condi t ion of the class for which I was responsible , not by 

what I could say. M y way of work ing seemed complete ly antithetical to that 

of carrying out separate research studies. Mos t of those I had studied in 

educat ion and in psycho logy seemed trivial, misguided, or pretentious to me, 

when judged in terms of their usefulness in the c lassroom. 

My personal research was concerned with all kinds o f mental activity 

because I knew that the style and the skill that children had deve loped had a 

continuity that could be observed in many of the things which they did. I was 

particularly interested in the learning of mathemat ics , for it provided a g o o d 

vantage point for observing , over t ime, the strategies children were using. 

The way they had been learning often determined the way they w o u l d g o on 

learning in the future. T h o s e w h o concentrated on remembering what they 

were supposed to do often prevented themselves from grasping the underly-
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ing structure of the subject. Mathemat ics , for them, became increasingly 

difficult and distasteful. I had been such a student myself. It was not until I 

had been studying children's thinking for several years that I began to realize 

that my o w n educat ion had not prepared me to think effectively about new 

problems. It was traumatic to have to acknowledge that my o w n understand-

ing of mathemat ics was deficient, even for being a third-grade teacher. N o w I 

k n o w that I was not exceptional; most adults d o not really understand the 

mathemat ics they have been taught in elementary school . To demonstrate 

that this is so , it is only necessary to ask "transfer ques t ions" that call upon 

the same understandings , but in a different context from that in which they 

were originally taught. M a n y of us have learned to fo l low patterns, or rec-

ipes, which cover up our lack of grasp; we were judged to be g o o d students 

if we remembered them. I have demonstrated to my o w n satisfaction that 

even the " t o p " students in a class of "except ional ly ab le" fifth-graders, 

selected for a special program because they had scored above the 95th per-

centile na t ionwide on a standardized achievement test, were scarcely better 

off. 

I had been experimenting with various materials, things for children to 

"think wi th ," from my first years in teaching. Eventual ly I found that varied 

systems of representation could be used to reveal the underlying structure of 

mathemat ics , its beauty as well as its complexi ty . These were exciting years, 

for the work in mathemat ics brought me into touch with other teachers 

outs ide my o w n school w h o had also been finding that children could learn 

much more effectively under appropriate condi t ions . The vitality and fresh-

ness of thought that we had been f inding, t h o u g h , could not be sustained 

when it was translated into lesson plans for uniform group instruction or 

into s tandardized work sheets . W e needed a different cl imate in which chil-

dren's initiative was encouraged and in which they could experience the satis-

faction of taking responsibi l i ty for their o w n learning. I began to realize that 

curriculum must be considered as part of the total style and organizat ion of 

the c lassroom because basic approaches to learning deve loped within a total 

c l imate in which expectat ions were being communica ted by one's peers as 

well as by parents and teachers. This insight as well as the later experience of 

being a science-curriculum deve loper conv inced me that trying to proceed in 

any other way was likely to be self-defeating. G o o d materials could be a 

great help, but unless a teacher was free to depart from formal m e t h o d s of 

instruction and to tune into the thinking the children were actually doing, 

not much would be accompl i shed. 

M a x Beberman , a p ioneer curriculum specialist in h igh-school mathemat -

ics, was strongly concerned with this problem at the t ime of his death in 

1971. H e had located a number of infant and primary schoo l s in England 

where progress in certain subjects seemed to have passed s o m e kind of 

threshold. In one school the quality of writing was outstanding; in another, 
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mathemat ics had progressed much farther than usual. There were other 

schoo l s where except ional progress had been made in art, physical educa-

t ion, or science. H e was impressed that what was happening in these schoo l s 

was qualitatively different from what was go ing on elsewhere. It had been his 

intention to try to analyze what was happening in each of these schools so 

that the best of each might b e c o m e avai lable for other schoo l s . Whi le his 

observat ions were similar to my o w n I disagree with his formulat ion about 

trying to transplant materials and procedures . A s subsequent experience has 

demonstrated , it was not at all easy to introduce these admired practices to 

schoo l s in the Uni ted States. Concentrat ing on the product without studying 

the process , in the h o p e s of produc ing quick results, is rather like trying to 

plant cut f lowers. Curriculum deve lopment , considered separately from the 

total setting and cl imate of assumpt ions and expectat ions in which children 

are operating, is not likely to be very successful. 

F o c u s i n g on mathemat ics learning in m y o w n c lassroom led me to be 

suspicious of the strategies that students were developing when they felt 

under pressure, no matter what the subject was . Fifth grade in our school 

had a long reputat ion for being especially chal lenging. Graduates were often 

quoted as saying that it was the toughest grade in the school , that the rest 

was easy if you made it past the fifth grade. The curriculum, based on the 

study of world geography through the explorers , was formidable . One re-

quirement was to draw a m a p of the world, entirely from m e m o r y , at the end 

of the year. W h e n I tried to carry on the curriculum I had inherited I began 

to notice surprising differences between third-graders and fifth-graders. The 

same children w h o had been lively, inventive, and spontaneous as third-

graders were dutiful, industrious, and compl iant when faced with masses of 

ass ignments . It was impressive to see h o w hard they were ready to work, but 

I kept wonder ing w h y it was that they seemed intellectually irresponsible, 

why they were having so much trouble with problems for which they had not 

been supplied recipes. I was greatly puzzled by this change , which did not 

seem at all healthy, and cont inued to explore it by watching h o w children 

went about coping with various problems. 

Eventual ly I realized that m a n y students were meet ing the school ' s strong 

pressures for product ion by deve loping strategies for getting things done as 

quickly and as painless ly as poss ib le . Our program was rewarding children 

w h o were facile in the use of language and dutiful in complet ing detailed 

ass ignments , but the students w h o were g o o d at this were often not very 

curious or thoughtful . I was also surprised that these "successful" students, 

those w h o were g o o d at gett ing their work done and scoring well on tests, 

were frequently the ones w h o had the most trouble when they encountered 

new problems for which they did not have standard so lut ions . On the other 

hand, s o m e of the "s lower" students often demonstrated that they were very 

able w h e n deal ing with higher levels of complex i ty . I analyzed what was 
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happening in terms of the strategies that children were deve loping to meet 

the expectat ions of a h igh-powered and ambi t ious school and cited Piaget's 

work in an attempt to s h o w that this form of schoo l ing was not conducive to 

g o o d intellectual deve lopment in a paper called, "Learning Strategy and the 

Skills of T h o u g h t " (Hul l , 1958). 

M y conc lus ions were difficult to explain; few people seemed ready to 

understand or accept their implicat ions. I am sure that my perceptions were 

different from those of my co l leagues because I knew these children quite 

well , in c lassroom settings, over a seven-year period. Being a parent of four 

schoo l -aged children, and having a wife w h o also shared my fascination with 

the children's growth and development , also contributed to my thinking enor-

mous ly . Whi le I was not a lways comfortable about hold ing views that were 

sharply divergent from others working in the same field, I have c o m e to 

realize that, like various forms of expertise, personal knowledge gained from 

particular experiences should not be discounted. 

After my paper was printed, s o m e o n e did me the very great favor of 

asking me h o w I knew I was right. It was a nonhost i le query at a t ime when 

few peop le were ready to give serious cons iderat ion to the evidence I was 

reporting, and an important one for me because it a l lowed that I might be 

right in criticizing an ambi t ious , pol i shed, and highly admired form of 

s choo l ing . It may s o u n d s implist ic to say that I knew I was right because I 

had been l o o k i n g very closely at the th inking children were do ing in var ious 

c la s srooms over a period of years , but I bel ieve this to be the case. I had 

deve loped an unstandardized form of evaluat ion that I could personal ly 

trust, though I didn't k n o w any way of present ing it in conv inc ing form to 

others. 

I had to d iscover these things for myself. My perspective grew out of my 

own investigations, not from traditional forms of research. N o w I realize that 

our schoo l , once an innovat ive and progressive institution, had been caught 

in a reactionary cycle in which uniform, direct instruction was spreading 

from the upper grades to the lower ones in response to a general c l imate of 

anxiety. The curriculum and style of the middle and upper grades were as 

harmful to those w h o were successful in comple t ing masses of detailed as-

s ignments as it was for those w h o lost conf idence in themselves because they 

were unable to keep up with ever-increasing d e m a n d s for product ion . Super-

ficially, though , it seemed so successful that s o m e parents and teachers began 

wonder ing if the younger children were not having t o o g o o d a time in school . 

"If you would only make it tougher for them in the early grades then they 

wouldn' t disl ike so much what we have for them later o n " was a v iew 

expressed in so m a n y words by a teacher of the older students . The easy 

defense against the anxiet ies and criticism of parents w h o were worrying 

about test results and gett ing their children into the next schoo l was to m o v e 

even more strongly toward "stiff requirements" and "high s tandards ." Then 
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failure could be b lamed on the students w h o were not able to measure up , 

rather than on the school . 

"What the wise and g o o d parent will desire for his o w n children a nation 

must desire for all chi ldren" is a stirring phrase, quoted in the P lowden 

report, Children and Their Primary Schools (1967). The "wise and g o o d " 

parents a m o n g the profess ional , academic , and business communit ies during 

the time I was a c lassroom teacher were outnumbered by parents w h o had 

such a high investment in their children's success that they could not see the 

damage being done . Parents w h o feel under e c o n o m i c and social pressures, 

whether they are highly paid profess ionals or members of minority groups 

striving for a better life for their children, seem all t o o ready to opt for "high 

s tandards" and "stiff requirements" and to disregard the evidence that there 

might be something wrong. 

I don't think it took any special talent to see what I was seeing; I was 

s imply curious e n o u g h to keep on look ing , wonder ing about what I was 

seeing and making modi f i cat ions when it s eemed that they might help. I 

didn't start with a se l f -consc ious theory that I was go ing to investigate or 

even a list of priorities to reflect u p o n . I just began not ic ing things, watching 

changes in children over t ime and paying particular attention to contrasts. 

A s I learned to tune myself to things that seemed most interesting or puz-

zling, I began to be aware of re lat ionships and possibi l i t ies that had escaped 

me previously . I spent a lot of t ime l istening to children and talking with 

them about a wide range o f topics . It couldn't be called "research" in the 

traditional sense. There was n o orderly col lect ion of data determined in 

advance, no experimental design. 

There is a feeling of involved detachment that c o m e s from doing s o m e -

thing y o u k n o w is important , from being ready to look at the whole situation 

and to accept your o w n responsibi l i ty for what is happening . If y o u are 

mistaken you want to k n o w it; y o u have no wish to fool yourself even when 

y o u are caught up in the exci tement of what seem to be new insights. I had 

conf idence in my style o f invest igat ion. Still I had m a n y doubts and uncer-

tainties that weren't diminished by my relative isolat ion or the fact that what 

I was f inding was not at all what people wanted to hear. M y quest ion ing led 

me to be very critical o f my o w n c las sroom, but it wasn't poss ible to talk 

about this with fel low teachers. I really didn't k n o w h o w far I could trust my 

o w n construct ions . I remember reminding myself more than once that it was 

dangerous to general ize on the basis of one class of children and that the 

patterns I was seeing might be attributable to their particular characteristics. 

S o m e patterns did seem to change significantly from year to year. I really 

didn't k n o w , therefore, h o w far my formulat ions could be generalized or 

whether I might be mistaken on s o m e fundamental issues. I needed the 

perspective of teachers w h o were working a long similar lines in other schools . 
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There was another feature o f the way of work ing that I had been evolv ing 

which did provide more perspective and has helped me see that there are 

ways in which c lassroom teachers can b e c o m e engaged in an important form 

of nonstandard research. Our school had an excellent apprentice program. 

H a v i n g been both an apprentice teacher and a graduate student , I had no 

doubt that the apprenticeship was far more important for learning about the 

complexi t ies of teaching and for sensit izing me to problems of high priority 

than graduate schoo l . Training apprent ices , however , was less rewarding for 

me because it forced an emphas i s on explaining and justifying rather than 

quest ioning and trying out new ideas. 

W h e n Judy T h o m s o n was assigned to be my fifth-grade apprentice it was 

s o o n clear that she could learn all the routines very rapidly and could get 

a long wi thout most of my explanat ions . After the first few m o n t h s , she 

became my unofficial assistant and we shared the teaching and also our 

perceptions of what was happening in the class. Hav ing two full-time teach-

ers w h o are interested in look ing closely at the who le s i tuat ion, including the 

seamy side, can be quite painful , and in our case meant more work than it 

w o u l d have taken to teach the class s inglehandedly. N o t only did we have 

time to reflect together upon what we were seeing from our different points of 

view, we also had the resources to act upon those fringe ideas that seem prom-

ising but so frequently get crowded out because there is so much else to do . 

That year was so interesting that I couldn't face starting over again every 

year with a new apprentice. Judy stayed on a second year as a volunteer 

assistant and we made ourselves interchangeable. After that I was granted 

the special privilege of not having to have an assigned apprentice. The fol-

lowing year John Hol t dropped in for a visit and then came back so frequent-

ly that we worked out a similar arrangement for two more years. The oppor-

tunity to look openly and critically at the results of our o w n best efforts and 

to talk at great length about the details of our o w n experience was both 

excit ing and product ive . I am very grateful for the administrative support we 

had which made this poss ible . Teachers ' Seminars on Children's Thinking 

o w e their beginnings to these years of learning to see and to share. 

I had expected to find in graduate school an organized body of knowledge 

about learning and teaching that wou ld be more or less directly related to my 

primary concerns . I thought there wou ld be experts w h o had more skill than 

I had and w h o knew a great deal more about the prob lems I was encounter-

ing for the first t ime, people w h o could at least guide me to relevant studies 

or strategies of invest igat ion that would help me explore my o w n quest ions. 

But the quest ions I was asking myself were not the ones that interested 

academicians . The spontaneous and informal invest igations I was making on 

my o w n were of far more importance for my understanding, and for bringing 

about changes in my c lassroom, than anything the university had to offer. 
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Graduate school was not the help I expected it to be in its people resources, 

its m e t h o d o l o g y , or its useful body o f knowledge . I have k n o w n teachers 

w h o were more skillful than I in establishing and maintaining settings that 

were g o o d places for children to be, c lassrooms that were humane , comfor-

table, and st imulat ing. I didn't find such people in the university, nor did 

a n y o n e there seem to k n o w that such condi t ions were even poss ible . There 

seemed to be very little relation between academic concerns and enl ightened 

c lassroom practice during the six years in which I was a part-t ime graduate 

student. 

It is curious that I have never met any psychologis t s or researchers w h o 

were a lso skilled in this sense. I have k n o w n several w h o have tried and 

found that m a n a g i n g a c la s sroom in which there are a variety of o p t i o n s for 

children was far more chal lenging than they were able to handle . The skills 

involved in being such a teacher are apparently of a different order than 

those that are valued in a graduate school of educat ion. I had experienced a 

strong sense of indignat ion when I began to realize that s choo l s for children 

were practicing a form of intellectual discriminat ion no less damaging than 

racial d iscr iminat ion, though few people seemed to realize that there were 

strong qualitative differences in personal mental organizat ion. The same 

pattern o f overvaluing facility with language and undervaluing competence 

in problem solving expressed in action discriminates against many able teachers 

whose skills are demonstrated in action better than they are in words . 

I had been excited to d iscover Piaget's work during my year of apprentice 

teaching. His experience supported my o w n growing awareness that what is 

happening in children's heads is often very different from what the casual 

observer is likely to not ice . His observat ions had strengthened my o w n 

resolve to look even more closely at what was happening in my o w n class-

r o o m and to be prepared for surprises. Piaget , though , was not very much in 

favor at the t ime. W h e n my adviser at the Harvard Graduate Schoo l of 

Educat ion told me that Piaget cou ld not be cons idered for a degree at that 

institution because his work was not considered "academical ly respectable ," 

I dropped out , not because I wanted to use Piaget's m e t h o d o l o g y , but be-

cause I could no longer respect a tradition that was so restricting. 

A s a supervisor of student teachers I had been able to visit a variety of 

public school c lassrooms. Since I had already been teaching for five years, 

and wonder ing a g o o d deal about the condi t ions that supported g o o d learn-

ing, I saw them very differently from other observers. With few except ions , 

they did not compare favorably with s o m e of the primary c lassrooms in the 

independent school in which I had been teaching, even though they had been 

selected as representing a m o n g the best in the area. It was strange to find a 

school of education supporting, and indeed promot ing , practices that I found 

unenl ightened. Student teachers were offered the example o f c lassrooms 

that, with few except ions , were taught by methods of uniform group instruc-
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t ion, with t e x t b o o k s conta in ing systematic guides for teachers. I found 

few c las srooms where teachers were ready to ques t ion what they were do ing 

or wil l ing to depart from customary practices. There was also direct, or at 

least tacit, support for standardized achievement testing, which in my o w n 

experience was one of the most mis leading and destructive influences operat-

ing against the d e v e l o p m e n t of more enl ightened forms of educat ional prac-

tice. 

D e s p i t e the t r e m e n d o u s diversity in values and styles of the c lassrooms I 

visited, I felt that I could judge which s i tuations were favorable for children's 

intellectual growth and which were not . Because I had taught children of the 

same ages , and thought a g o o d deal about h o w they were using their heads , I 

could penetrate b e y o n d surface appearances and observe a number of things 

that apparently were not at all o b v i o u s to others. I was surprised to find that 

I was quite confident in judging the quality of these c lassrooms by look ing at 

the kinds of mental activity being encouraged , because there were a great 

many other things that I did not understand at all well. 

I had h o p e d to find in graduate schoo l people w h o had a broad perspec-

tive on educat ion , w h o could help in i l luminating the condi t ions most favor-

able for learning or guiding prospect ive teachers on the choices they wou ld 

s o o n face. There was not the w i s d o m , the expertise, or the leadership that 

one w o u l d expect to find in a mature profess ion. I am not suggest ing that 

this was the fault of a single inst i tution, for I have n o reason to believe that 

condi t ions were much different e lsewhere in the Uni ted States at the t ime. It 

was dis i l lus ioning, though , to discover that I was in such a backward profes-

s ion, that there were not people w h o were able to look at what was happen-

ing in schoo l s and to say that much of it was destructive and l imiting to 

children's growth . Eventual ly I was able to see what was happening as a 

manifestat ion of a larger cultural de lus ion about the nature of mental activi-

ty, a de lus ion perpetrated by universities as well as schools , because it was an 

integral part of the heritage of all of us w h o had been to school . It is an 

unfortunate academic heritage, particularly in the fields of educat ion and 

psycho logy , that values the ability to say much more highly than the ability 

to do . Perhaps it is because few people have been ready to look closely 

enough or long enough at what is happening in the mental lives of children, 

that we have a persisting cultural delus ion about the nature of thinking and 

learning that has gone unchal lenged for so long. 

I have cont inued to wonder a g o o d deal about the university-based re-

search of the 1950s, during the t ime I was a part-t ime graduate student. 

Where were the researchers w h o m one might expect to understand the larger 

picture? W h y couldn't they see that the strongly directed, pressure-cooker 

style of educat ion in which uniform group instruction dominated was limit-

ing to the intellectual deve lopment of children when it was not outright 

damaging? W h y were they not critical of standardized achievement tests 
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which were fostering such trends? W h y were they p r o m o t i n g m o v e m e n t s 

such as " team teaching ," "programmed instruct ion" or "the new m a t h , " 

most forms of which were based on the assumpt ion that educat ion is s o m e -

thing y o u d o to chi ldren, and that with better organizat ion and planning, 

better materials, you could to it more efficiently? Could they not see that 

children w h o are told what to do , h o w and when to do it, as a steady diet, are 

apt to b e c o m e rather l imited people rather than resourceful, independent 

ones? 

I have very strong misgivings about this kind of legacy from traditional 

approaches to research. It is not just relatively useless, but outright damag-

ing to children when it legit imates practices that restrict children's potential 

for deve lopment . It is worth reminding ourselves of these shortcomings , even 

to accentuate them, in order to realize h o w mistaken people can be. 

The contrast of enl ightened growth being made in s o m e British infant 

schools in the same period is another way of point ing up the shortcomings of 

traditional research in bringing about basic, long- last ing changes in schools . 

It does not seem to be the case that such progress was attributable to re-

search in the convent ional sense. Such long-term growth appears to have 

c o m e about because able peop le with an intense concern for the welfare of 

children found the freedom and support to explore their interests in ways 

that they found natural. 

In 1961 I visited a small group of infant and junior schools in the county of 

Leicestershire to study the progress of approaches to the teaching of mathe-

matics which we had been trying to introduce, with little success , in local 

classes. The contrast was dramatic . Children of the same age were more re-

laxed and flexible in their approach , and had accompl i shed more using the 

same materials , despite classes being a lmost twice the size and the children 

from far less privileged backgrounds than those with w h o m we had been 

working in the Uni ted States. The differences were not confined to mathe-

matics; the spirit o f the schoo l s and the quality of life was different. The 

English children were more independent , resourceful, and had greater capac-

ity for self-direction. Their work in art and writing was often of higher 

quality. I found strong conf irmat ion for the perspective that had been grow-

ing out of my o w n study of children's thinking in the c lassroom: that initia-

tive, perseverance, and the capacity for self-direction are essential for g o o d 

intellectual deve lopment , and that other qualit ies such as humor , l ightheart-

edness, empathy, and joy in living are not unrelated or irrelevant. 

The evidence from England is very important because it made visible some 

important d imens ions which few people in the Uni ted States, regardless of 

profess ion, had been able to see. Many articles were written in the 1960s by 

Amer icans w h o found schools in England more humane , intellectually inter-

esting, and enl ightened than our o w n . Two Classrooms by Tony Kallet (1971) 

and my report, Leicestershire Revisited(Hull, 1971), are examples of s o m e of 
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these early reports. W h e n the P l o w d e n report (1967) was publ ished, it was 

es t imated that about a third of the infant s choo l s were using informal meth-

ods . These deve lopments had been proceeding on a much broader front than 

we had realized and a great m a n y peop le were ready to recognize that they 

represented a major advance in educat ional practice. 

First-t ime visitors to England are usual ly impressed with the vitality and 

the freedom of children in classes where the teacher is not a d o m i n a t i n g and 

cont inual ly control l ing figure. They are apt to miss the complex patterns of 

constraints and expectat ions that have been establ ished by the skill and the 

artistry of a teacher whose o w n intellectual activity is very high, whether or 

not she can express in words h o w she operates. Successful teachers o f in-

formal c lassrooms d o learn to respond to subtle variables about which they 

d o not have full in format ion , which requires first o f all that they be fully 

alive and sensitive h u m a n beings. Their expertise depends on the ability 

to deve lop a feel for the w h o l e s i tuat ion as it is changing and to react 

spontaneous ly in ways that will encourage certain kinds of activity while 

l imiting others . They must have a feel for h o w a great m a n y factors are 

interacting, whether or not they have been consc ious ly identified or ana-

lyzed. 

I believe these accompl i shments were poss ible because teachers discovered 

and f o u n d support for a way of d o i n g personal research. I didn't find pro-

grams directed from a central source, but rather individuals working in loose 

associat ion with one another. There was an awareness of the accompl i sh-

ments of particular people or s choo l s and support for this work from people 

w h o were highly respected, but there did not seem to be any detai led plan or 

prescription for what was to be done . It is likely that informal networks 

existed for the sharing of experience , but I didn't find any s trong theoretical 

base from which they were operat ing . It all seems to have happened with 

"precious little theory ." People did share a very deep concern for the welfare 

of chi ldren, a readiness to observe closely and to modify what was d o n e on 

the basis of experience. The strategy of support ing the personal research of 

teachers w h o were growing most rapidly may explain the fact that enlight-

ened practices spread quite rapidly when condi t ions permitted. Teachers , 

head teachers , advisors , and inspectors with w h o m I talked emphas ized that 

this evo lut ion had taken a long t ime, that they o w e d a great deal to those 

w h o had been p ioneer ing before them, and that the work was still cont inu-

ing. 

These then were s o m e of the experiences that contr ibuted to my divergent 

v iews about educat ion and eventual ly to the start of Teachers ' Seminars on 

Chi ldren's Think ing: exper imenta t ion with recall and reflection which 

changed my capacity for experiencing, informal research which I carried on 

while being a full-time c lassroom teacher, my dissatisfaction with traditional 

research in p s y c h o l o g y and educat ion , sharing my c lassroom under condi-
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t ions that permitted informal invest igations, col laborat ion with others in 

curriculum deve lopment in mathemat ics and science, and studying changes 

in certain British infant schools . 

L o n g before I visited England , however , I knew there was someth ing 

drastically wrong with our o w n schoo l s , even the ones that were being held 

up as examples of exemplary practice. Repeated cycles of l ook ing closely at 

children's thinking in my o w n c lassroom and then searching for product ive 

ways of thinking about it made such a conc lus ion inevitable. F r o m my o w n 

perspect ive, gained from years o f wonder ing and experimenting, it seemed 

self-evident that one could not expect o p t i m u m intellectual deve lopment in 

children unless the capacity for initiative and self-direction were strongly 

encouraged—that n o quantity o f cleverly constructed materials or curricu-

lum plans could take the place of that. H a d I not visited in England and then 

discovered that there were large numbers of people w h o unders tood that 

what had been happening there represented significant progress , I w o u l d 

have had little support for my convict ions . There were no alternatives to 

tradit ional educat ion , that I knew of, either from my observat ion of schoo l s 

in the Uni ted States or my reading of research in educat ion or psycho logy . 

M y personal research also a l lowed me to see far more complex i ty in what 

was being achieved in a few schoo l s in England than s o m e enthusiast ic 

visitors w h o learned, to their regret, that what had grown there over a 

number o f years was far more difficult to achieve than might appear on the 

surface. 

I don't pretend to understand the c o m p l e x mixture of factors that permit-

ted such a favorable growth in British infant schoo l s while schoo l s that had 

once been progressive in the Uni ted States were in strong retreat. It does 

seem clear, however , that very little (if any) credit can be accorded to tradi-

tional forms of research. Michael Bassey (1980) argues persuasively that 

hypothesis-test ing forms of inquiry are not appropriate for educational re-

search. His conclus ion that there are no generalizations about teaching which 

are of consequence to teachers sounds a bit extreme, though I believe it is 

useful to present the argument in this form. 

A s much as I admired what I had seen in England, though , I felt that there 

might be a better way of cont inu ing what had been started. I have been 

particularly concerned that progress in educat ion has seemed unnecessarily 

s low and not cumulat ive . Teachers w h o had achieved important insights in a 

l ifetime of work have not had g o o d ways of sharing what they have learned. 

F r o m my o w n experience I knew that teachers could learn to talk very 

effectively about what they are do ing and to find appropriate levels of analy-

sis that w o u l d make sharing very rewarding. T h o u g h teachers don't make 

much use of traditional research it is much more likely that they will be ready 

to act u p o n what they have learned from sharing personal research. Sharing 

what has been not iced creates a f low in which one becomes more skillful in 
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providing informat ion and receiving it; the more one has not iced, the more 

one is able to see, and the more receptive one can be to others w h o are 

having similar experiences. 

It is a basic premise of the Seminars on Children's Th ink ing that long-

term growth is poss ib le when able peop le have the right condi t ions of free-

d o m , s t imulat ion, and support to work on practical problems of vital impor-

tance to them in a style which is in accordance with their natural ways of 

funct ioning. These seminars are described in t w o publ icat ions by the North 

D a k o t a Study G r o u p on Eva luat ion , one a progress report (Hul l , 1978) and 

the other an account of the relat ion between the seminar and one teacher's 

experience in work ing with children (Jervis, 1978). These reports provide a 

much more comprehens ive account of the m e t h o d o l o g y and the assumpt ions 

of the seminars than is possible in the brief outl ine suggested here. 

The constraints under which seminars in our network operate are not 

e laborate , but we have found them to be important . Experienced teachers, 

each from a different schoo l , meet weekly to discuss specific instances o f 

children's thinking from their o w n c lassroom or their o w n learning experi-

ences. Each discussion is tape-recorded and notes and commentary written 

for each sess ion. W e rely on the wel l -deve loped percept ions of highly skilled 

people w h o participate on a voluntary basis, mot ivated by their o w n curiosi-

ty and a strong interest in do ing the best j o b they can with the children they 

are teaching. P o w e r s of recall are deve loped through m a k i n g lists from 

m e m o r y of recent events , writing journals , and presenting instances to the 

group. W e have the opportuni ty to discover and reflect on patterns that 

begin to emerge from a great many specifics, selected because they have high 

priority for the teachers in the group , and to remind each other of observa-

t ions that cont inue to be perplexing. By concentrat ing on specific instances 

and a l lowing formulat ions to arise and be modif ied on the basis of shared 

experience, we keep what is being talked about c lose to what is being done , 

being guided by the central concerns of the participants whether or not these 

concerns can be stated explicitly in advance. With such a richness of experi-

ence avai lable we find ourselves asking deep, long-range quest ions about the 

nature o f the intellect and the condi t ions most favorable for its deve lopment . 

W e feel that it is important to share doubts and uncertainties freely, as 

well as successes, to cont inue to quest ion, and to suspend judgment . Teachers 

w h o are a c c u s t o m e d to presenting instances from their o w n c lassrooms to 

col leagues for their reactions, and w h o have reacted to instances that others 

have presented, tend to develop richer, more differentiated perceptions. They 

learn to listen carefully to what has been said, to reflect about it when they 

review it in written form, and to remind each other of useful insights that 

have emerged. The process encourages experienced participants to explore 

ideas on the fringes of their awareness which have often been difficult to 

express. Re-sort ing and reexamining what one k n o w s through the process of 
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sharing percept ions with people working in different s ituations helps develop 

greater skill in analysis and a trust in one's ability as a problem solver. 

Hear ing about innovat ions others have made and reporting on one's o w n 

also provide easy, nonthreatening ways of keeping up to date. Sharing arti-

cles, b o o k s , or ways o f thinking is another benefit that can sustain growth 

and the continual renewal of advanced c lassrooms. Curriculum deve lopment 

and evaluat ion, therefore, are a part of this undertaking and need not be 

considered separately. Seminars d o funct ion as support groups as well , but I 

believe the intellectual exci tement that comes from fresh understanding or 

the satisfaction of discovering that important insights c o m e to mind when 

you need them is even more important. 

Teachers w h o are or w h o have been seminar members are increasingly 

interested in sharing what they are learning or what they are wonder ing 

about with members of other seminars . A s they deve lop greater familiarity 

with this form of inquiry, new possibi l i t ies emerge. A s Mol ly Watt (1979) 

says: 

I think the seminars will continue to multiply in their existing forms. I see 
teachers in the future becoming more vocal about their knowledge. The semi-
nars can serve as a training ground for us to present our material. With a greater 
sense of professionalism, we will conduct our own research projects, write 
our own articles and books. We will begin to shoulder more responsibility for 
in-service training programs and staff development. As we, the practitioners, 
develop our own ability to organize our knowledge, we can look forward to our 
schools reflecting that knowledge. 

For myself, the group has many ramifications. The most important has been 
the personal nourishment that comes from stepping outside my daily experience 
and reflecting on it. I am aware of no other structure which allows the kind of 
deep thinking mixed with idealism which lured me into teaching. No matter how 
hassled I may feel from my teaching just prior to the seminar, I return to a state 
of wholeness and optimism. Even when I have been feeling most stuck, I regain 
a sense of resiliency, and, yes, H U M O R , about my work as I develop new 
understandings about my role as a facilitator of children's thinking (pp. 14-15). 

T h o s e w h o are asking quest ions about their o w n experience, w h o , despite 

their expertise, are wil l ing to share their doubts and uncertainties , are en-

gaged in a form of personal research that can be self-sustaining. Energy 

seems to c o m e from a variety o f sources: the intellectual satisfaction o f 

finding more appropriate ways of dealing with problems and developing 

greater personal skill and effectiveness, as well as k n o w i n g that what one is 

do ing makes a difference in the lives of children. I believe that this form of 

inquiry has the potential to b e c o m e an important alternative to more aca-

demic forms of research, one that can cont inue to build on its o w n results at 

the same t ime it is contr ibut ing directly to the improvement of educat ional 

practice. 
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Chapter 10 

Design Criteria 

for Collaborative 

Classroom Research 

Daniel H. Watt and Molly Watt 

We bel ieve that a schoo l can best be v iewed as a communi ty in which 

teachers, s tudents , and administrators work together to create an a t m o s -

phere conducive to learning. Within such a communi ty , an ongo ing process 

of growth and deve lopment takes place. The learning environment created 

results from the balancing o f m a n y needs , interests, ideas, values , and c o n -

straints, and is cont inual ly shifting to reflect new balances a m o n g those 

forces. W h e n an outs ide researcher enters such a communi ty to introduce 

and assess changes in school practice, to test a particular psychologica l 

theory, or to observe the behaviors of students and teachers in certain set-

tings, all parties should be sensitive to issues and problems that might arise 

from his or her presence: 

The presence of outs ide observers in a c lassroom may arouse the curiosity 

of the s tudents , as well as raise quest ions for a teacher about whether the 

observer approves or disapproves of c lassroom practices. 

The researchers' methods , agendas , and t ime-l ines may not have been 

coordinated with the teacher in whose c lassroom the research is to take 

place, thus interfering with long-term plans. 

Changes in c las sroom practice suggested by a researcher, a l though small 

in terms of total impact , require replanning by the teacher, and may require 

that teacher and students adjust to a new routine. 

A researcher interested in control l ing or observing one particular aspect of 

c lassroom practice may not be aware of the subtle ways in which many 
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different aspects of a c lassroom communi ty are interrelated. Altering one 

aspect of a c lassroom may have impact in other areas. 

Teachers may not have had the training necessary to understand research 

methods . Thus the research itself may be surrounded by a special myst ique 

which interferes with cooperat ion between teacher and researcher. 

W e believe that the relat ionship between a researcher and a c lassroom 

communi ty should be given the same thoughtful attention and careful plan-

ning that is usually given to the content and design of a research project. Our 

experience leads us to the view that the best way to ensure such a relationship 

is to offer teachers the opportuni ty for full co l laborat ion in all aspects of a 

research project. In the next sect ion we suggest a set of criteria for research 

design intended to foster such col laborat ion. 

THE DESIGN CRITERIA 

Our suggested criteria are based on our o w n experiences, which include both 

educat ion research and c lassroom teaching. F r o m a teacher's point of view, 

we want the research to benefit the c las sroom communi ty . F r o m a research-

er's v iewpoint , we want results that can influence the deve lopment of im-

proved c la s sroom practice. W e believe that both objectives will be served by 

col laborative research conducted according to the four criteria we suggest: 

1. C l a s s r o o m research should offer direct benefits to all its part ic ipants— 

teachers and students , as well as researchers. Long-range goals , including 

the nat ional s ignif icance of the f indings, a l though of critical importance 

to researchers, funding agencies , and ult imately to the schoo l s , d o not in 

themselves justify disruption of the school community . 

2. A s much as poss ible , teachers, students , and school administrators should 

co l laborate with researchers in the p lanning and implement ing o f school -

based research projects. 

3. Research should be conducted with honesty , openness , and mutual re-

spect. Research designs should not require mis leading or mis informing 

students or teachers. 

4. Observat ions and data col lect ion should be as unobtrus ive and natural as 

poss ib le , and the participants should be informed of the purposes and 

m e t h o d s o f those observat ions . Aspects of data col lect ion that disrupt 

class routines without being beneficial to students (such as s o m e types of 

pre- and posttest ing) should be minimized. 

In e laborat ing these points , we will draw informally on our o w n teaching 

and research experiences, on personal knowledge of other projects, and on 

publ ished reports of c lassroom research. 



136 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

1. The first considerat ion in any proposed c lassroom research should be: 

will the benefits o f the process to teachers and students outwe igh the disrup-

tion caused by the project? While the researchers benefit directly through 

employment on a research project, enhanced academic or professional stand-

ing, and the intellectual challenge of the research, other direct benefits should 

result for members of the schoo l communi ty . A l t h o u g h we should consider 

the long-term benefits that might result from the findings of the research, 

those findings rarely benefit the participants directly. 

M a n y research reports indicate to us that s o m e researchers see students as 

convenient "guinea p i g s " to be used in testing their o w n hypotheses . A 

number of research designs involve the use of control groups—students w h o 

do not directly benefit from a project activity but w h o are nonetheless re-

quired to participate in interviews, respond to quest ionnaires , or take tests 

that may themselves be disruptive and t i m e - c o n s u m i n g . Other research de-

signs involve manipulat ing the c lassroom environment in ways that may 

disturb the learning environment without enhancing it. One recent report 

described h o w groups of second- and seventh-grade students were subjected 

to repeated shifts in seating arrangements to see whether there was any 

change in "study behav ior" (Axe lrod , Hal l , & Tarns, 1979). In another 

study, 72 sixth-graders were subjected to a set of quest ionnaires designed to 

measure their anxiety levels. One-third of the students were then given test 

instructions designed to increase anxiety, while others were given neutral or 

supposedly posit ive instructions (Trentham, 1979). Such activities could easi-

ly disrupt the sense of trust that must exist between teachers and students in 

a successful c lassroom community . 

Once the principle is establ ished that students and teachers are not merely 

convenient research subjects, there may be many ways that a research project 

can offer benefits to school communit ies in which the research takes place. 

Students may benefit through participating in new learning experiences that 

are part of the research activity, or through increased awareness and sensitiv-

ity on the part of their teachers. Training provided by a research project can 

be an important professional growth opportunity for many teachers. A 

teacher w h o has learned new skills o f teaching or observing will be better 

able to provis ion a c lassroom for student learning. In addit ion, the research-

er can offer more tangible compensa t ions by, for example , donat ing a b o o k 

to the c lassroom library of any class used for research, by presenting a slide 

s h o w about the research to a school assembly , by offering materials and 

equipment used for research as a supplement to those already available in 

the c lassroom, or even by giving students a party or t ickets to a play in 

appreciation of their participation in the research. 

2. Teachers , students , and school administrators should col laborate as 

much as poss ible in the design, p lanning, and implementat ion of c lassroom 
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research. A research project, n o matter h o w beneficial to the students and 

teachers involved, cannot help but cause s o m e disturbance or disruption to 

the educat ional objectives and daily routines of the c lassroom. Careful nego-

t iat ions are often required to ensure that benefits are equitably distributed, 

or that the project does not unduly disrupt the larger community . Involve-

ment of teachers in p lanning the research is one way to minimize such 

disruption. Unfortunate ly teacher participation cannot be assumed. Plan-

ning research is not part of a teacher's j o b description, and teachers may find 

the t ime required for careful p lanning an unacceptable extra burden. 

Research projects should be set up to a l low teachers a degree of choice as 

to their involvement in the project—ranging from full co l laborat ion in the 

project to a more pass ive yet fully informed part ic ipat ion in the research. 

Project t ime-l ines should a l low for teacher feedback during all s tages—plan-

ning, implementa t ion , and data analysis . W e quest ion the acceptabil i ty of 

research des igns , no matter h o w beneficial, that d o not a l low the c lassroom 

teacher to choose whether or not to participate, or d o not provide for some 

degree o f col laborat ion for a teacher w h o desires to participate. 

3. Research should be conducted with honesty , openness , and mutual 

respect. Reports of research des igned to mis lead teachers and students has 

led to educators ' distrust of researchers. Examples of this type of research 

are regularly reported in educat ion-related journals and magazines . W e ap-

preciate that there is a dist inct ion between research in which deliberate 

fa l sehood is an essential part of the research design, and research designs in 

which student or teacher behavior is to be manipulated in ways that preclude 

an honest description of what the research is about or h o w the activities are 

to be conducted . W e believe, however , that those w h o conduct either type of 

research are not straightforward about their intent ions and are therefore 

harmful to the c lassrooms in which the research takes place, and to the 

educat ion research communi ty in general. 

Perhaps the most famous example of the use of deliberate fa lsehood in 

educat ion research is the study k n o w n as Pygmalion in the Classroom, de-

signed to determine the effect of teacher expectat ions on student achieve-

ment (Rosenthal & J a c o b s e n , 1968). By giving teachers false information 

which indicated that certain students were "late b l o o m e r s , " about to achieve 

greater academic success , the researchers at tempted to observe the relation-

ship between teacher expectat ion and student success . The results of student 

achievement tests led the researchers to claim that when teachers expected a 

student to d o better, the student's achievement increased. This f inding cor-

responded with the previously held views of m a n y educators and p s y c h o l o -

gists that teachers' attitudes can help or hinder student achievement . 

A n inadvertant consequence , not considered by the researchers, was the 

effect that publ icat ion of their deceptive research m e t h o d o l o g y had on 
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teachers' attitudes toward educational researchers. Remember ing examples 

of decept ion o f teachers by researchers, many teachers n o w distrust research-

ers w h o want to investigate any aspect of the teaching and learning process. 

W e believe that it is appropriate for a teacher to wonder about a researcher's 

hidden agenda, and whether there is misleading information, or secret manip-

ulation involved in the research. 

M o r e fundamental ly , we believe that the results of research based on 

fa lsehood are themselves suspect. Researchers w h o deliberately mislead their 

subjects cannot be expected to report honest ly on the outcomes of their 

experiments . W e have often wondered whether the researchers involved in 

the Pygmalion project might have had another hidden research agenda. Per-

haps they were s tudying the effect of releasing misleading information about 

educat ion research on public op in ion and on the educat ion communi ty . 

Unless honesty and ethical behavior are an integral part of the research 

process from start to finish, there is no reason to trust the validity of the 

research findings or the truthfulness of the researchers. 

Whi le the deliberate use of fa l sehood is regularly reported as a technique 

of psychological research conducted a m o n g college students and adults, such 

techniques are rarely used with younger students . On the other hand, re-

search in which student behavior is manipulated without explanation is quite 

c o m m o n . W e believe that such research can have harmful consequences for 

the c las srooms in which it takes place. Students have a right to expect that 

teachers will deal with them in a straightforward manner in giving reasons 

for c lassroom practices, especial ly when changes are taking place. In our 

experience, s tudents k n o w when they are being manipulated by adults , or 

when informat ion is being deliberately withheld from them. Even when 

students are unwil l ing or unable to articulate this, such knowledge can have 

damaging consequences for the sense of communi ty in a c lassroom, thereby 

distorting the results of the research. 

A s an example , consider a research project (Miller, Brickman, & Bolen , 

1975) which was a control led experiment des igned to test the effects of t w o 

different approaches to modifying student behavior: "persuas ion" and "attri-

b u t i o n " ("We've got to keep our c lassroom cleaner!" versus " W e are a 

l i t ter-conscious class!"). What were students told about the experiment? D i d 

the teachers suddenly deve lop a new set of behaviors for six weeks , without 

discussing the s i tuation with the students? D i d the students cooperate out of 

loyalty for their teachers, or because they were convinced by what their 

teachers said? Were the students involved ever informed that they had partici-

pated in an experiment , or given an opportuni ty to discuss the results? D i d 

researchers investigate the consequences of the experiment itself for the 

overall quality of the c lassroom community? W e quest ion whether teachers 

can participate in such a study and still maintain a pos i t ion of trust with their 

classes. 
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4. Observat ions and data col lect ion should be as unobtrus ive and natural 

as poss ible , while ensuring that participants are aware of the purposes and 

methods of observat ion. Students are naturally curious about any changes in 

their c lassrooms, from a new b o o k or piece of furniture to the presence of a 

new person. Whi le observers should be careful to minimize their impact on 

the s i tuat ions being observed, students should k n o w them as people w h o 

have names , vo ices , and ideas. In our experience, a s imple introduction and 

explanat ion leads to less disruption than an a n o n y m o u s observer, at tempt-

ing to remain unnot iced. 

Several years ago an observer made regular appearances in D a n Watt 's 

f ifth-grade c lassroom for the purpose of observing students w h o were partici-

pants in a special tutoring program. The students were not informed about 

w h o or what was being observed in the c las sroom or why the observer was 

present. The observer tried to stay in the background, taking cop ious notes , 

and regularly consul t ing her s topwatch . Desp i t e the care taken by the o b -

server to remain unnot iced , the teacher realized that the students being 

watched were acutely aware of the observer's presence. One such student 

resorted to spending his t ime staring at the observer, paying careful attention 

to what she was do ing . Obvious ly the attempt to capture the child's "natural 

c lassroom behav ior" had been seriously undermined , a long with the normal 

c lassroom routine. If the observer had introduced herself to the students, 

explained what she was doing with her notebook and stopwatch, and taken an 

interest in their work and c las sroom, she could gradually have b e c o m e an 

accepted part of the class routine, and both she and the students w o u l d have 

been able to work more effectively. 

EXAMPLES OF CLASSROOM RESEARCH AS A 
COLLABORATION BETWEEN TEACHERS 

AND RESEARCHERS 

The invo lvement of teachers as co l laborat ive partners or initiators of re-

search projects is an encourag ing trend in educat ion research. W e have been 

personal ly involved in several such col laborat ions and in this section we 

describe three of them. They include a teacher-initiated research project, a 

project in which large numbers of teachers were involved in the col lection and 

interpretation of data for a long-term study, and a federally funded, univer-

sity-initiated project in which an innovat ive computer-based learning envi-

ronment was implemented and assessed in a school setting. 

A s part of a graduate program under the direction of G e o r g e He in at 

Lesley Col lege , Mol ly Watt initiated and conducted an investigation of h o w 

five-, six- and seven-year-o lds understand the loss o f loved ones through 
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death, divorce, mov ing , and school -year endings . The research focus was 

chosen because of her insight that s o m e inappropriate behavior was an 

indicat ion of incomplete mourn ing on the part of her students . A s an expe-

rienced teacher, she wanted to learn h o w the children's comple t ion of the 

mourning process could be supported in the c lassroom in order to al low 

them to m o v e on in their o w n learning. 

Mol ly presented the study to her y o u n g students openly and simply. "I am 

studying h o w s o m e of y o u feel when your pet dies or a friend m o v es so that I 

can learn to be a better teacher to you by knowing h o w to help you feel 

better." She took notes on children's conversat ions , taped class-meeting 

discuss ions , and saved children's writings and drawings related to this topic. 

The m e t h o d s of d o c u m e n t a t i o n were easily integrated with her role of class-

room teacher. She d o c u m e n t e d the children's responses to the losses that 

occurred in the natural unfolding of the school year: a bird flew into the 

w i n d o w and died, the student teacher's internship was finished, a child 

m o v e d out of district, the iguana died, the bunny died, the schoo l year 

ended. When children demonstrated curiosity about her work, she shared 

the information they needed. W h e n children asked, they were a l lowed to 

listen to the tapes or look at the col lect ion of writings and drawings. 

Immediate benefits for the students included the increased sensitivity and 

attent ion to the process of deal ing with endings and loss. Mol ly made read-

ing b o o k s for the class library based on the children's o w n words describing 

their o w n experiences with m o v i n g , separation, and loss. A s students read 

the b o o k s which they themselves had il lustrated, their understandings about 

grief were reinforced as the regular reading program was supplemented. 

Unant ic ipated benefits were the ripples of g o o d feeling and mutual trust 

which grew from the process . It was important for the children to see their 

teacher as a learner and to begin to understand that learning is part of a 

life-long process. 

Long-term benefits included a workshop on "Saying G o o d b y e " given for 

teachers at the Brookl ine Teacher Center. S o m e of the data were included in 

a paper describing a seminar for teachers engaged in research into children's 

thinking (M. Watt , 1979). (See Chapter 9 for more information on the Chil-

dren's Thinking Seminars. ) A n article in Learning magaz ine described ways 

to build preparation for the end of the year into c lassroom activities through-

out the year (M. Watt , 1980). In these ways s o m e practical aspects of the 

research were shared with other teachers. A children's b o o k designed to help 

children and teachers prepare for the end o f the schoo l year is n o w in 

manuscript form. 

Our second example comes from a study of democrat ic c lassrooms initi-

ated by Dr . Ralph M o s h e r of B o s t o n Universi ty , and funded by the D a n -

forth F o u n d a t i o n . Publ ic - school teachers from Brookl ine , Massachuset ts , 

were enlisted as participants in des igning a research project to document 
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practices des igned to foster democracy in their c las srooms , and the relat ion-

ship of those practices to the process of educat ing children for responsible 

cit izenship in a democrat ic society. The teachers were paid by the grant for 

after-school t ime spent as researchers, and further supported by access to 

v ideotape and photographic documenta t ion . Participants attended biweekly 

seminars to learn from deve lopmental psychologis ts and from each other. 

The knowledge and experience shared by the psychologis ts in their presen-

tat ions and through informal consul ta t ions helped the participants deve lop 

clearer perspectives about their o w n research. S o m e of the teachers prepared 

presentat ions of the research they had conducted in their c lassrooms for 

workshops and conferences (Lickona , Mosher , & Paradise, 1979). One major 

o u t c o m e of the three-year project will be a b o o k with chapters authored by 

individual teacher/researchers (L ickona , Mosher , & Paradise, 1981). Signifi-

cant immediate benefit to the students and teachers resulted from their 

greater understanding of and sophis t icat ion about democrat ic practices in 

their o w n c lassrooms. 

The university- init iated project described in our third example was also 

des igned so that s tudents and teachers enjoyed many direct benefits. Under 

the leadership of Professor S e y m o u r Papert, the M I T L o g o G r o u p has spent 

a number of years deve loping a computer language for children and a c o m -

puter-based learning env ironment in which children can learn computer 

programming, problem solving, and mathemat ics . Dur ing 1976-1977 , D a n 

Watt, then a fifth-grade teacher, spent a year on sabbatical leave with the L o g o 

G r o u p at M I T . The fo l lowing year, the Nat iona l Science F o u n d a t i o n pro-

vided funds for a year- long study of the L o g o learning environment at the 

Lincoln Schoo l in Brookl ine , Massachusetts (Papert & D . Watt , 1978). D a n 

Watt had a full-time role, supported by the grant, to act as a teacher/re-

searcher and to coordinate interactions a m o n g the M I T research team and 

the s tudents , teachers, and schoo l administrators involved. A s an experi-

enced teacher w h o had already spent a year with the researchers, he was able 

to be sensitive to the needs and expectat ions of all project participants. 

D u r i n g the course of the project , several days of release t ime were pro-

vided to the c las sroom teachers involved, to encourage their co l laborat ion . 

Dur ing the release days , and in many other less formal meet ings , the teachers 

were informed about the progress of the project, received training in comput -

er educat ion , and were able to offer feedback and sugges t ions about the 

content and process of the project to the researchers. 

Immediate benefit to the s tudents and teachers was a major concern to all 

participants throughout the project. Project funding was designed to provide 

for a detailed observat ional study of the learning experiences of 16 represent-

ative sixth-grade students (Papert et al., 1979; D . Watt , 1979). The staff of the 

school wanted the project to be a more integral part of the school , and 

insisted that all s ixth-grade students be offered the same opportuni ty to 
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participate. This could have placed a severe strain on the tight project 

budget , but the project staff resolved the issue creatively by f inding universi-

ty students to act as volunteer teachers for all the sixth-graders. 

The project benefited its participants in another way. Because the research 

involved m a n y hours o f detailed observat ions of student learning, the re-

searchers were able to share insights about students' learning styles, strengths, 

and weaknesses with their c lassroom teachers. By meet ing regularly with the 

researchers, the teachers were able to take advantage of the researchers' 

insights to plan for the students ' regular c lassroom work. A s a result of this 

co l laborat ion , it was poss ib le for c lassroom teachers and specialists to plan 

new intervention strategies for certain students with severe learning problems. 

Subsequent ly , the s choo l system decided to create its o w n pilot L o g o 

project, in which computers were placed directly in c lassrooms. A s the 

schoo l carried out this project , the M I T L o g o G r o u p was able to provide 

support for s o m e addit ional teacher training and curriculum materials to 

support c las sroom use of the computers . The use of the L o g o computers is 

n o w a regular part of the program at Lincoln Schoo l , involving eight class-

room teachers and all students in grades four through eight. 

A n o t h e r o u t c o m e of the project was a plan to use the methods of the L o g o 

project with learning-disabled students. N o t i n g the success of learning dis-

abled students reported in the original research study (Papert et al., 1979), 

Dr . Robert Sperber, Brookl ine's Superintendent of Schools , initiated plan-

ning for a new project a imed directly at these students . A committee consist-

ing of university researchers, special-education teachers, and school adminis-

trators was formed to plan the project. The joint p lanning involved ensures 

that the impact of this project, when it occurs , will be significantly greater 

than if it had been deve loped primarily by university researchers (Watt & 

Weir, 1980). 

CONCLUSIONS 

In considering the impact of educat ional research on a school community , 

we have focused primarily on the potential for co l laborat ion between teach-

ers and researchers. W e also feel that there are appropriate roles for stu-

dents, parents, and school administrators as col laborators in c lassroom re-

search. Wi thout a cons iderat ion o f their roles and rights, no analysis of the 

impact of research on the c lassroom communi ty could be considered c o m -

plete. 

Finally, we want to reiterate our belief that there is important work to be 

accompl i shed in the field of educat ional research. If the findings are to 

endure in a significant way, teachers must participate as will ing col labora-

tors in the process , adding their o w n understanding of a c lassroom communi-
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ty and its needs to the research design. The process itself must be beneficial 

to the educat ional communi ty , regardless o f any eventual findings. W e be-

lieve that reliable f indings require presenting the project openly and honest ly 

to the s choo l communi ty . W e believe that if these criteria were consistent ly 

met by researchers, the schism and mutual suspic ion that often exists be-

tween c lassroom practit ioners and educat ional researchers could be signifi-

cantly reduced. W e believe that educators and researchers have m u c h to 

learn from each other. The process of co l laborat ion could lead to more 

significant research quest ions and the deve lopment of less disruptive re-

search methods . Col laborat ive research is more likely to lead to new under-

standings o f the c o m p l e x and delicate issues surrounding the creation of 

environments to support human growth and deve lopment . 
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Chapter 11 

Practitioners and Research: 

A Practitioner's View 

Claryce Evans 

A s an educator w h o has long been interested in the relation of educat ional 

research and theory to practice, I am encouraged to see the current increased 

attention to models of co l laborat ion between researchers and practitioners 

(Carini, 1975; 1979; Elliott, 1976; Flor io & Walsh , 1978; Hul l , 1978; Peterson 

& Emrick, 1981; Tikunoff, Ward, & Griffin, 1979). M u c h of that interest has 

been st imulated by the widely acknowledged need to conduct research and 

deve lop mode l s that will lead to a greater use of research knowledge in 

schoo l and instruct ional improvement efforts. T h o u g h m a n y efforts at 

schoo l improvement have been less successful than one might have h o p e d 

and current efforts to close the gap between research and practice are still t o o 

new for informed judgments , they do offer promis ing possibil it ies. 

The gap that exists between research and practice is maintained in part, by 

two related prob lems . Educat iona l research is based, as it shou ld be, on 

quest ions that have arisen from previous research and on the research c o m -

munity's percept ions of the needs of the profess ion. Researchers, however , 

often have an inadequate understanding of the needs or potentials of teach-

ers and other pract i t ioners . They are d i smayed that teachers cont inue to 

teach on the basis of intuit ion, their o w n experience as students , and the 

culture of the school in which they are employed , rather than improving 

their practices on the basis of analysis and appl icat ion of current results. 

Researchers tend to characterize teachers' judgments as insufficiently objec-

tive and have t o o rarely sol icited teachers' v iews on quest ions to be investi-

gated. In other instances they have been influenced only by initial, some-

times superficial, s tatements of teachers' needs, problems, and interests. 

At the same t ime, those of us w h o are practit ioners often see the research 

process as myster ious and b e y o n d our capabil it ies to do or understand. ("I 

144 
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can't balance my o w n c h e c k b o o k — I ' m sure I cou ld never understand statis-

tics.") In addi t ion , teachers and schoo l administrators often make only im-

plicit, and s o m e t i m e s hasty, judgments of educat ional research. W e tend not 

to jo in or attend meet ings of profess ional research organizat ions; we rarely 

subscribe to or read research journals; whenever possible , we ignore research 

efforts. The a s sumpt ion is that educat ional research is often irrelevant to the 

concerns of real s choo l s with ordinary people as s tudents , teachers, adminis -

trators, and parents. This conc lus ion is, unfortunately , justified but overgen-

eralized. There is educat ional research which is interesting, useful, or encour-

aging to practit ioners. It seems appropriate , therefore, for practit ioners to 

start m a k i n g public and explicit evaluat ions of c lassroom research and defin-

ing useful directions for future research. 

In an effort to begin to make those evaluat ions and define those directions, 

I will present s o m e examples of c lassroom research that have been of interest 

or use to me. T h e n , in an effort to s t imulate a cont inu ing profess ional 

conversat ion a m o n g pract i t ioners , I will offer s o m e suggest ions for ways in 

which we might take more responsibil ity for the research agenda. 

SOME POSITIVE EXAMPLES: 
ALL TEACHING IS RESEARCH 

In reviewing educat ional research that has been of interest or use to me, I 

have not iced a number of characteristics of importance to practit ioners. 

A m o n g these are the fol lowing: (1) the design is one that teachers can easily 

understand and adapt for invest igat ions in their o w n c lassrooms; (2) the 

procedures e m p l o y e d are respectful of teachers; (3) the researcher at tempts 

to deve lop measures that will test teachers' informal observat ions; (4) the 

report is comprehens ib l e and useful to teachers; and (5) the research sup-

ports teachers' efforts to reflect on their practice. Certainly, not every re-

search project must exhibit all these characteristics in order to be useful. This 

is, however , a beg inning list which I suggest both practit ioners and research-

ers consider. 

In a g o o d example o f observat ional research that can easily be adapted by 

teachers, students w h o had been in an experimental , " h a n d s - o n " science 

program were c o m p a r e d with students w h o had taken the usual science 

program based on a written curriculum ( D u c k w o r t h , 1971; 1978). In one 

phase o f the study, groups of students , twelve at a t ime, were taken to a r o o m 

supplied with a variety of materials , including pattern blocks , rice, batteries 

and bulbs , scraps of metal , pins, paper clips, string, mirrors, and paper. Then 

they were to ld they cou ld d o what they wished with the materials and were 

left in the r o o m for 4 0 minutes with t w o observers and n o teachers. The 
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intent of the study was to determine whether there were differences between 

the groups with respect to the number of ideas that students had of ways to 

use the materials , the intellectual quality o f the ideas they pursued, and the 

extent to which they cont inued to work with the materials rather than sit or 

watch others work. 

This s tudy is o f interest for a number o f reasons . First , the design o f the 

research a l lows teachers to adapt the m e t h o d o l o g y for their o w n use with 

relatively little outs ide help. Teachers w h o chose to use these techniques 

w o u l d probably not choose to d o compar ison studies, but rather to collect 

information about the funct ioning o f their o w n classes. 

Second , the s tudy is a relatively direct invest igat ion o f a quest ion which is 

important to the m a n y teachers w h o are interested in their s tudents ' ability 

to pose and solve prob lems for themselves and in the quantity and quality o f 

the curriculum-relevant ideas students have. F o r such teachers, Duckworth ' s 

design gives information which is more direct than a paper-and-penci l test 

would be. 

Third, the design appears to be based on the as sumpt ion that the differen-

ces between the groups studied will be great e n o u g h that relatively straight-

forward documenta t ion and analysis will identify them. I think most practi-

t ioners bel ieve or w o u l d like to believe that s o m e of the things they d o might 

have a visible, important impact on s o m e student, class, or school . It is 

encouraging to see research designs that reflect that hope . 

Fourth , the presentat ion of the research is such that the argument can be 

fo l lowed and judged by s o m e o n e w h o has not had extensive training in 

research m e t h o d s and statistics. One need not say, "I don't really k n o w h o w 

they reached that conc lus ion , but I guess it must be right since they are better 

trained than I a m . " 

Final ly , the study places students in relatively nondirected situations. I 

think most practit ioners wou ld hope that their work has some impact on 

students in their "real l ives ." F o r example , they h o p e not only that students 

can read when ass igned a page for reading, but that they will , o f their o w n 

accord, g o to the library, c h o o s e b o o k s , and read them. Duckworth ' s study 

is clearly not "real wor ld ," but it comes closer than many educational studies 

because it places students in a sett ing in which expectat ions for their behav-

ior are not clearly and fully defined. 

A study of the practical prob lems faced by teachers implement ing an 

"inquiry and discovery" approach to teaching provides an excellent example 

of research that is respectful of teachers (Ell iott , 1976; Elliott & A d e l m a n , 

1975). This example is noteworthy for t w o reasons. First, the researchers 

made a deliberate attempt to c lose the gap between researcher and practi-

tioner. They acknowledged that teachers often view research as irrelevant 

and that researchers often v iew teachers as unreliable reporters o f c lassroom 

practice. They then deve loped techniques for interviewing intended to de-
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crease the chances that teachers' reports w o u l d be biased or distorted. They 

also deve loped internal checks for biased reporting, including triangulation 

m e t h o d s that w o u l d a l low them to compare reports by teachers, s tudents , 

and observers. 

Second , in their reports , the researchers discuss explicitly the ethical ques-

t ions raised by the research design and conc lude , on principle, that people 

have a right to control the data they supply. F o r example , they propose that 

teachers ought to control the extent to which other teachers have informa-

tion about their c lassrooms and that students ought to control their teachers' 

access to records of their interviews with researchers. 

It s eems clear to me that these researchers reach the conc lus ions they d o 

on data control and o n bias and unreliabil ity because they are respectful of 

teachers. They attempt to c lose the gap in informat ion and control between 

themselves and teachers, rather than try to obtain accurate information by 

conduct ing a double-bl ind experiment which keeps teachers ignorant of the 

real intent of the research. 

Reading this work reminded me of an experience I had as a graduate 

student which led me to quest ion the prevalent as sumpt ion of researchers 

that a n o n y m i t y provides the most effective and appropriate protect ion for 

subjects. In my thesis I did a case study of two successful e lementary-school 

principals in Massachuse t t s . I dutifully fo l lowed the form of inventing new 

names for the s choo l s , t o w n s , and principals . H a v i n g been a subject more 

often than a researcher, I a lso sent all m y notes for each interview to the 

person w h o had been interviewed so that he or she could edit them. 

Later, w h e n I m a d e copies of my study avai lable to people in the t w o 

schools , it was clear that it was unnecessary and insufficient to have renamed 

the schoo l s and the principals. "Mr. M a r s h " was certainly identifiable by 

anyone in his s choo l and by anyone in the school system w h o knew that a 

study had been done . H e w o u l d not have been identif iable to a n y o n e in 

O k l a h o m a — b u t then he didn't need to be a n o n y m o u s there. The t w o princi-

pals were only protected by having had control over the data. 

M y third guidel ine for g o o d c lassroom research was that the researcher 

should try to deve lop measures that will confirm teachers' informal observa-

t ions. Harry Brickell, in "Needed: Instruments as G o o d as Our Eyes" (1976) , 

reports on an evaluat ion o f a career educat ional program in which all o b -

servers agreed that teachers were teaching career educat ion well and students 

were learning, but in which the tests des igned for students yielded no signifi-

cant differences with control schools . The evaluat ion directors chose to as-

sume that the observers ' reports , rather than the tests, were correct. With 

another try and a lot more work, they succeeded in designing a test that 

yielded results consistent with what had been reported—that the experimen-

tal group learned things the control group did not. On their second try they 

did not rely on the stated goals of the curriculum guides or on s tatements by 
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administrators or teachers. Observers sat in c lassrooms and recorded what 

they thought s tudents were learning. Whi le still in the c lassrooms, they tried 

to write test i tems to match the learning they had seen—items that the 

program students w o u l d be able to answer but control s tudents w o u l d prob-

ably not be able to answer from their learning about career educat ion from 

their family and friends or from television. Brickell makes the point: 

Indeed, the finished field-based tests themselves profiled the superior learning of 

the program students, [p. 12] 

We need such instruments. As evaluators, we need to be able to say to program 
directors and classroom teachers: "Yes, we can measure what you can see." 
Otherwise, we may look irrelevant or incompetent or dangerous, [p. 13] 

A s practit ioners we need to say more frequently to evaluators or research-

ers: "This is what is happening in this schoo l or these classes. Can we work 

with y o u to document it for the benefit of other teachers?" or "This is what 

we think is happening . Can y o u help us find s o m e evidence to bolster or to 

check our intuit ions and impressions?" Otherwise we may look apathetic or 

incompetent or unprofess ional . W e may appear to others to be the primary 

obstacle to the improvement of educat ion. 

If researchers are n o w more will ing to search for new methods to doc-

ument learning and teaching and to confirm observat ions , and if practit ion-

ers b e c o m e more wil l ing to seek assistance in expressing those things they 

k n o w about s choo l s and c lassrooms , then it is a lso appropriate to consider 

new ways of presenting the results from schoo l -based or c lassroom-based 

research. A s an extens ion of Brickell's, "Yes , we can measure what you can 

see ," I suggest , as a fourth characteristic of useful educational research, 

" A n d we can write it so y o u will want to read it ." That is, I propose that each 

research report be written twice, once in the usual way for standard academ-

ic journals , once in a way that w o u l d be accessible to teachers and schoo l 

administrators w h o have not had extensive research training and w h o tend 

to be skeptical of research results. I hope I will not be misunders tood . I d o 

not mean the s econd report to be a shortened and simplif ied version o f the 

first on the a s sumpt ion that the reader w h o is not trained in research is 

therefore less capable of complex thought . I do mean that its writers should 

recognize the differences in training and attitude between researchers and 

practit ioners and assume that readers have little background in research. It 

would , therefore, delete or explain references to previous research on the 

topic and w o u l d replace a presentat ion o f statistical analyses with an expla-

nat ion o f the analyses that had been done . 

The second report w o u l d also include more information on the research 

process and setting. M a n y schoo l systems al low research to be carried out 
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without approval by, or input from, schoo l staffs. Teachers have often had 

the experience, therefore, of v iewing research conducted on their students or 

their co l leagues ' s tudents which appeared to ignore important factors in the 

c las sroom, schoo l , or n e i g h b o r h o o d . Thus they conc lude that research re-

sults are often unfounded . In reading a report they wou ld want to know: 

What was the origin of the quest ion and why was it cons idered important? 

What was the n e i g h b o r h o o d and school setting? W h o participated and w h o 

decided they w o u l d participate? What was the basic approach to educat ion 

in the c lassroom? Careful d o c u m e n t a t i o n o f the context o f the research 

wou ld a l low teachers to judge the points of relevance and irrelevance to their 

o w n settings. 

There are s o m e excellent examples of researchers at tempting to help 

teachers reflect on their o w n c lassroom practice. Several research centers 

have included c las sroom teachers in invest igat ions of curriculum and class-

r o o m practice (F lor io & Walsh , 1978; Peterson & Emrick, 1981; Tikunoff, 

Ward, & Griffin, 1979) and might serve as mode l s for others w h o are inter-

ested in work ing with teachers. The work of Patricia Carini (Carini, 1975; 

1979; Peterson & Emrick, 1981, pp. 2 6 - 3 1 ) and Bill Hul l (1978) is particular-

ly interest ing to me. They have been, for a number o f years, deve lop ing 

strategies for invest igat ing c lassrooms by working with teachers and other 

practit ioners. Carini's work is based on observat ion and the documenta t ion 

and analysis of s tudents ' work. Hull 's work, which he describes in Chapter 9, 

focuses on "children's th inking ." T h o u g h there are differences in the meth-

ods used by Carini and Hul l , they share a number of important strengths: 

1. Teachers are encouraged to d o research in their c lassrooms and are sup-

ported in that challenge. 

2. Teachers initiate the topics for discussion and investigation. 

3. Teachers are encouraged to write and to publ ish their work (Jervis, 1978; 

Watt , 1979). 

4. Teachers meet in peer groups to discuss their observat ions , wi thout su-

pervisors from their schoo l systems and wi thout evaluat ion or grading by 

the leader. 

5. The seminars are voluntary. 

6. The seminars are not necessarily problem-oriented. Teachers are encour-

aged to recognize , document , and reflect on their o w n strengths as well as 

the strengths of individual students. 

7. The seminars are long-term; s o m e of them have been meet ing for seven 

years. 

8. Teachers are expected to give detai led, nontheoret ica l descriptions o f 

students and their work. 

One o f the groups that has been working with Carini for a number of years 

is the Phi lade lphia Teachers ' Learning Cooperat ive . The teachers meet 

weekly to cont inue and build on the work d o n e in summer institutes. They 
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are an unfunded , independent group and use the formats deve loped by 

Carini and her co l leagues to provide structure for their discuss ions of their 

c lassroom observat ions and documenta t ion . N o t only do these teachers 

study s tudents in their c las srooms and their o w n roles in relation to their 

classes, they also ask and resolve a number of important quest ions about the 

funct ioning of their group. Undertaking this analysis of group dynamics is 

an important though often over looked part of such endeavors . I find their 

work impressive. They are teachers in "ordinary" publ ic schoo l s in Phila-

delphia w h o routinely teach classes of more than 30 students . Yet they find 

t ime to meet weekly in their o w n h o m e s for no addit ional pay or academic 

credit and to take responsibil ity for conduct ing their o w n s taf f -deve lopment / 

teacher-research group , for initiating new members into the group, and for 

d o c u m e n t i n g and analyz ing that group as they look more carefully at their 

c lassroom practices. 

There has been, and I assume will cont inue to be, s o m e dispute over 

whether such groups are do ing "research." A s one of the participating 

teachers explained, "I d o research every day in my c lassroom, just as I taught 

reading all day when I taught kindergarten." All teaching is research. 

A n academic researcher is likely to assume a different definit ion and to 

claim that " n o knowledge has been found which can be transmitted and 

generalized to other settings. These are excellent staff deve lopment programs, 

but they are not research groups." 

I am reminded of earlier discussions of whether other teacher seminars 

were support groups or work groups. The d i c h o t o m y was usually phrased, 

"Are we go ing to be just a support group or are we go ing to try to change 

our c las srooms?" In both cases we have an unnecessary, inaccurate separa-

tion of function. I don't believe there are effective support groups that d o not 

also have an important intellectual content , though it may not be sys tem-

atized, academic , or generally recognized. Nei ther are there groups that 

al low people to deve lop and share profound intellectual insights into teach-

ing that are not support ive . Similarly, effective staff deve lopment programs 

should include, as one opt ion for teachers, an opportuni ty to participate in 

research; and col laborative research between teachers and academicians need 

not be classed as inadequate research because it a lso provides s t imulat ion, 

encouragement , and challenge to teachers. 

Even if we as sume , however , that a group can funct ion both as a research 

group and as a staff-development group, we might ask whether analysis of 

one's o w n practice deserves to be called research. If it hasn't been publ ished, 

is it research? I w o u l d extend the definit ion of research to include such work 

on the grounds that the funct ion of publ icat ion is s imply to open one's work 

to the scrutiny o f peers and to a l low others to m a k e use of what one has 

learned. The Philadelphia Teachers' Learning Cooperat ive has achieved both 

o f these p u r p o s e s — t h o u g h not in the s tandard way since they have not yet 
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publ ished a description of their work. The structure o f the meet ings assures 

that individual members present their documenta t ion and observat ions to 

the others in the group and, as a group, they have presented their work at 

summer institutes at the Prospect Center, and, by invitat ion, at local univer-

sities and conferences. Their work is not easily generalized to other settings, 

but then few research results are. They struggle, as members of Hul l 's Chil-

dren's Th ink ing Seminars struggle, to express in writing what they have 

learned from their work together. 

This se lect ion of interesting research examples is clearly incomplete . It is 

intended as a beginning that will encourage other practit ioners to make their 

individual reactions to research public and explicit. T h e selection can also be 

seen, however , as having certain features that are idiosyncratic to pract i t ion-

ers. V iewed in that way , the list o f examples demonstrates , I think, s o m e 

differences in approach from that which w o u l d be likely for a researcher: 

1. Teachers are likely to favor v iewing important issues in many different, 

changing ways , whi le researchers tend to pare concepts d o w n to fixed 

operat ional definit ions. 

2. The se lect ion o f desirable characteristics is based on practice, not on 

theory. It did not start from a defined theoret ical framework and is not 

intended to be part of one. If practit ioners generate similar lists, they are 

less l ikely than researchers to be interested in analyz ing the lists to devel-

op a theory of practit ioners' views o f research. 

3. There is n o at tempt to specify under which c ircumstances which charac-

teristics o f the research are important . Practit ioners are often interested in 

bits and pieces o f in format ion and will m a k e individual judgments about 

which is likely to be applicable in their settings. Researchers are more 

likely to try to specify in advance the condi t ions under which a particular 

result will be relevant. 

4. The discuss ion is based on posi t ive examples . Practit ioners, in contrast 

with academic researchers, are rarely interested in a definitive analysis o f 

a failure. 

5. The descript ions , "interest ing" and "useful" are used without defining 

either one of them. 

INITIATION OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Practit ioners need, however , to g o b e y o n d publ ic evaluat ion of comple ted 

research to a s sume a more active role in defining the research agenda. A s 

suggested earlier, I p r o p o s e we issue invitat ions to researchers to help us 

answer our ques t ions and that we pursue the deeper ques t ions that arise in 

our work m o r e carefully and fully. That need not m e a n that we supply a list 
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of quest ions to researchers w h o then design and carry out the studies. It may 

mean that we conduct the research as well as identify the issues. 

Terry D e n n y , in Story Telling and Educational Understanding (1978) , has 

argued that there is a need for research that does not require a high degree of 

technical research training. H e describes the methods of e thnology , e thnog-

raphy, case study, and journal ist ic documenta t ion , which he calls story tell-

ing, and asserts that teachers can help in the important work of problem 

definition by contributing to g o o d documentat ion . 

Weak theory comes and goes but superb description survives the test of 
time. . . . without good documentat ion, good story telling, we'll never get good 
educational theory, which we desperately need. 

Simply put, if you know what the problem is you don' t need a story teller or 
an ethnographer. An educational researcher might be able to help discover the 
probable effects of competing treatments or solutions to a problem. It is not 
likely, but it is possible. I claim story telling can contribute to our understanding 
of problems in education and teachers can help. Folks are forever calling for 
and proposing nifty solutions to problems never understood. Story telling is 
unlikely to help in the creation or evaluation of educational remedies, but can 
facilitate problem definition. Problem definition compared to problem solution 
is an underdeveloped field in education, [p. 5] 

The skills D e n n y identifies as those necessary for story telling are a m o n g 

those that many teachers have already worked to develop. 

I am opting for a heavy investment in lower-skill requirement approaches to 
searches in education. Literacy in one's mother tongue, reasonable sensitivity to 
one's informants and environment, and a clear at tempt to communicate the 
important dimensions of an observed milieu are what I ask of a story teller, 
[p. 16] 

Such "story tel l ing" research w o u l d not only offer interested practitioners an 

opportuni ty to clarify and make available to others the hunches and person-

al knowledge that they have, but wou ld very likely be more accessible to 

teachers than many of the current, more technical reports. 

A g o o d example of using story tell ing and other less formal research 

techniques comes from the Teacher-init iated Research Project at Technical 

Educat ion Research Centers ( T E R C ) in Cambridge , Massachuset ts . This 

project, supported by a grant from the Nat iona l Institute of Educat ion , is 

currently conduct ing a research seminar for e lementary- and middle-school 

teachers. Dur ing the school year, teachers meet weekly for two hours. Early 

in the year each teacher identifies an area o f interest or concern to be investi-

gated in his or her o w n c lassroom. Through discuss ion, other members o f 
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the group help to clarify the quest ion , identify the data to be col lected, and 

select the mos t appropriate , feasible m e t h o d for col lect ing the data. In s o m e 

cases teachers col lect the data themselves . In other cases, graduate students 

visit c las srooms to observe , conduct interviews, v ideotape , or tape-record. 

The results of the invest igat ions are then presented to the seminar for discus-

s ion and analysis . S o m e of the teachers c h o o s e to write up their studies and 

will, u p o n c o m p l e t i o n , submit them for publ icat ion to professional journals . 

In one research project s t imulated by this seminar, a second-grade teacher 

with a long-term interest in deve lopmenta l issues, particularly moral devel-

opment , l o o k e d more closely at examples of students taking the perspective 

of others. Her interest in the quest ion was s t imulated by her desire to k n o w 

whether the standards and expectat ions she has for students were reasonable 

and fair. F o r the first phase of her invest igat ion , she arranged to have 

students interviewed individually to determine their views of class meet ings . 

It was clear to her that each year between September and June her students 

became better listeners in class meet ings . She hoped to understand better the 

reasons for that change , considering the possibi l i t ies that: they are interested 

in what other people say; they k n o w they're not a l lowed to interrupt; they 

want a chance to talk and they understand that other people d o too . Later, 

she invited another teacher in the seminar to observe in her c las sroom and 

des ignated a t ime each week for writing notes on her c lassroom to record 

instances of student behavior that exemplify perspect ive taking or lack of it. 

In all her th inking about this issue, she has wanted to understand students ' 

behavior and capabil i t ies in "natural" set t ings—in s i tuat ions that normal ly 

arise in schoo l or on the p layground. By contrast , much of the research she 

has read has been based on interviews about hypothet ical s i tuations. That 

research was interesting and informative as background for her quest ions 

but did not answer the quest ion she posed for herself. 

Whi le this teacher used both interview and observat ion techniques , others 

relied exclusively on observat ion. For example , a third-grade teacher in a 

suburban schoo l , w h o previously had successful and enjoyable teaching ex-

periences, found herself this fall bewildered by the lack of cooperat ion 

a m o n g the s tudents in her r o o m . She identif ied five or six s tudents w h o 

appeared to be the primary sources of conflict and began to document their 

behavior by keeping a journal . Later she invited an observer to the r o o m on 

several occas ions and observed her o w n class as it was taught by a substitute 

for a day. T h o u g h the documenta t ion and the participation in the seminar 

provided the teacher with the poss ibi l i ty o f clarifying her thinking and gain-

ing support for the efforts she was making , the s i tuat ion in her c lassroom did 

not improve substantial ly . Then quite abruptly, in late winter, one particu-

larly difficult s tudent left her r o o m . The teacher cont inued her efforts to 

deve lop cooperat ive behavior a m o n g the students in her class and found that 

she was more successful . She kept extensive notes throughout the year and is 

n o w writing a description of her experience. 
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The quest ions that teachers in the seminars have selected represent a wide 

range of topics . A suburban art teacher invest igated teachers' attitudes 

toward asking y o u n g children to draw from observat ion. A junior-high-

school art teacher conducted a survey of student and parent attitudes toward 

the schoo l . A fourth-grade teacher invest igated the use of computers in her 

c lassroom. 

This seminar could serve as an example for schoo l systems that wish to 

expand the range of staff-development opportunit ies for teachers and to 

establish closer relat ions with the world of research. Such seminars could be 

organized by publ ic schoo l systems in cooperat ion with university research 

departments with little or n o outs ide funding. The schoo l system could 

provide s o m e released t ime for teachers, v ideo recorders and tapes, and 

meet ing space. The university could provide , through a research course ori-

ented to the needs o f s choo l s , technical support and data col lect ion by 

graduate students . Teachers w o u l d benefit from an opportuni ty to look 

more c losely at their o w n practice, and interested researchers wou ld benefit 

from a deeper understanding of the concerns of individual teachers. 

Teachers jo ined the T E R C seminar as individuals; their invest igations 

were therefore l imited to quest ions that cou ld be addressed within the c o n -

text of their individual c lassrooms. There are other quest ions that teachers or 

administrators might choose to investigate which w o u l d require the coopera-

tion o f the system as a whole . T h o s e quest ions are n o w usually unasked, 

unrefined, and, of course, unanswered except implicitly by people's act ions. I 

propose a research committee for a public school system or a consort ium of 

small systems that w o u l d solicit research quest ions from teachers and admin-

istrators, clarify and refine the quest ions , determine which quest ions could 

not be addressed within the school system, and inform local research institu-

t ions of the results. The commit tee might communica te with researchers by 

distributing a periodic newsletter ("requests for proposa l s") , by inviting 

local inst i tut ions to send representatives to the commit tee meet ings , or by 

host ing a conference o f researchers and practit ioners with presentations of 

ques t ions by school staff. Researchers could respond to requests that closely 

matched their research interests and could also relay the needs to graduate 

students in search of research opportuni t ies . Such a commit tee w o u l d not 

require extensive funds and w o u l d , again, be of benefit to both practit ioners 

and interested researchers. 

SUMMARY 

S c h o o l s in the Uni ted States are in need o f support , improvement , and more 

careful thought about the ways in which g o o d practice occurs. Partly because 

educat ional research has had fewer posit ive effects on schools than might 
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have been expected, researchers are increasingly interested in finding ways to 

make their results appl icable to school settings and are establishing more 

col laborative relationships with practitioners. 

Practit ioners, however , have not yet taken a sufficiently active role in these 

efforts. W e need, for our o w n benefit as well as for the benefit o f s tudents , to 

exert more influence on educat ional research. There are, undoubted ly , many 

ways to d o that. T w o that seem well within the range of possibi l i t ies at the 

current t ime are to make public , professional evaluat ions of research publi-

cat ions and to initiate and carry out c lassroom-based investigations. W e 

need not see "research" as beyond our ability or level of skill. There is a 

place within the broad range of needed research for more carefully articulat-

ed statements of current practitioner knowledge . 
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Chapter 12 

How Educators Make 

Decisions about Research: 

Research in the Brookline 

Public Schools 

Roland A. Dwinell and Janet H. Berman 

If properly managed , research activity can serve a valuable function in the 

public schools . M a n y educators want to encourage research activity because 

the perspective of the researcher can act as a valuable counterpoint to the 

preconcept ions and pragmatic concerns of the educat ional practitioner. 

Faced with pressures both to maintain a fundamental curriculum and to 

adapt c lassroom practice to constant demands for change, teachers can find 

in research activity a much-needed intellectual s t imulus to explore quest ions 

that often g o unanswered in the day- to-day practice of educat ion . Indeed, 

both educators and researchers can find opportunit ies for intellectual growth 

as they adapt to each other's needs . The presence o f the researcher in the 

public schoo l s , however , presents a set of problems that need to be addressed 

before the obv ious opportunit ies are exploited. 

H a v i n g both served terms as chairpersons o f the Test ing, Research, and 

Evaluat ion Commit tee of the public schools o f Brookl ine , Massachusetts , we 

present this chapter as a case study of research decis ions in this large subur-

ban school system. Our presentat ion has been designed to be useful to both 

educators and researchers. The model suggested by this case study will have 

features transferable to other school settings a l though, certainly, educators 

will need to adapt the features of the Brookl ine mode l to their o w n setting. 

W e h o p e that researchers will a lso benefit from this case study by learning of 

156 



How Educators Make Decisions about Research 157 

the concerns and the procedures that they will encounter when they ap-

proach public school systems with research proposals . 

Because Brookl ine is a suburb of B o s t o n , the Brookl ine public schools 

receive many requests to conduct research. There are a large number of 

universities in the Bos ton area and, in general, the professional staff of the 

Brookl ine schoo l s fits well within this academic environment . Indeed, in 

many cases, a col laborative tie between academic researchers and particular 

teachers already exists , s ince m a n y o f our staff members are pursuing ad-

vanced degrees at these inst i tut ions and, in fact, s o m e of them teach at the 

col lege level as well as in the Brookl ine schoo l s . This c lose connec t ion re-

sults, we believe, in quite a sophist icated attitude toward research a m o n g 

most of our teachers. N o t only d o they, in general, we lcome g o o d research, 

but several members of the professional staff have actually originated re-

search projects of their o w n . This extraordinarily heavy v o l u m e of research 

requests created the need for systematic review of all proposals ; thus, the 

Test ing, Research, and Evaluat ion Commit tee was formed in 1975. A l t h o u g h 

testing and evaluat ion are important commit tee funct ions , this chapter will 

be l imited to the committee's research function. 

The committee was formed to ensure that research is done in an orderly 

fashion and that researchers are cognizant of the needs of the schoo l system, 

its s tudents , parents , teachers , and administrators . The committee attempts 

to maintain a spirit o f intellectual curiosity c o m b i n e d with careful attention 

to the privacy needs of children and staff and the dangers of overburdening 

an already crowded curriculum. W e will present guidelines for prospect ive 

researchers in the publ ic s choo l s and a descript ion of our organizat ional 

structures and procedures as an example that might be helpful to other 

communi t i e s with similar needs . To begin, we will explore the types of re-

search most acceptable to our commit tee and suggest caut ions against cer-

tain kinds of research topics . Our remarks are more pragmatic than theoreti-

cal, because the committee 's role is oriented toward the educat ional process 

rather than the research process . 

THE RESEARCH TOPIC 

The research proposa ls that we consider can roughly be divided into three 

categories: straightforward curriculum research (projects that examine as-

pects of the existent curriculum or that p r o p o s e new items for the regular 

curriculum); curriculum-relevant research (projects that could have direct 

impl icat ions for the regular curriculum or its implementat ion) ; and theoreti-

cal research (research that might be relevant to educat ion , but is des igned to 

answer particular theoretical quest ions) . A l t h o u g h there is a preference for 
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research that can be directly applied within our school system, all three 

categories have been represented in projects approved in the past. 

A n excellent example of curriculum research is work on the Ho locaus t 

Unit of the eighth-grade social studies curriculum (Strom & Parsons, 1977). 

This unit relates issues of the H o l o c a u s t to a broader understanding of 

h u m a n behavior and concepts o f justice and conflict resolut ion. The original 

research in developing this unit began in Brookl ine but is n o w an independent 

project funded by several private and government sources . Since the unit is 

considered an important part of the Brookl ine curriculum, the committee 

we lcomes sound research designs that will examine aspects of the unit that 

have not yet been studied. In a case such as this, however , it is important for 

researchers to remember that we are careful to avoid duplicating any aspect 

of previous research projects. 

Curriculum-relevant research can be quite diverse. For example , in 1978, 

Harriet Sutfin, a Brookl ine kindergarten teacher working toward a degree at 

the Harvard Graduate Schoo l of Educat ion , conducted a study on the physi-

cal environment in her c lassroom and its effects on a wide variety of behaviors 

(Sutfin, 1978). Us ing a time-series design, she changed several features of the 

c lassroom environment and found that these changes led, a m o n g other 

things, to less noise and more cooperat ive play. A l t h o u g h this project could 

not be considered a study of part of the curriculum, its findings were directly 

relevant to day- to-day teaching practice in that c lassroom and others like it. 

A curriculum-relevant proposal that was enthusiastically approved by our 

commit tee was the work of Frances Maher (Maher , 1980). Maher reasoned 

that teaching materials can d o one of three things: they can convey knowl -

edge, they can ask students to reason deductively, or they can ask students to 

reason inductively. Maher suggests that teachers must convey knowledge by 

referring to each individual student's level of knowledge , background, and 

experience. Us ing an inquiry method , teachers can transmit knowledge at the 

appropriate cognit ive level for each student and can then m o v e on to ask all 

students, whatever their level, to reason with this knowledge . Maher's study 

investigated ways in which this might occur. Since this teaching methodo l -

ogy might provide effective strategies for dealing with heterogeneous ability 

groupings o f s tudents and for improving basic c o m p e t e n c y skills, it is not 

surprising that the committee , c o m p o s e d mainly of teachers, would enthusi-

astically support this research. 

Much of the research represented by the proposals we see, however , can be 

considered theoretical research. A l t h o u g h the committee does not place as 

high a priority on this type of work, we have approved several excellent 

projects that fall into this category. W e will give a number of examples here 

in an effort to give researchers s o m e insight into the kind of work that we 

consider most worthwhile . 
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Project Zero , based at Harvard University (Gardner , 1979), conducted a 

language-arts study in Brookl ine that was met with considerable enthus iasm 

by the committee and the staff of teachers. Investigating the deve lopment of 

the understanding of figurative language, this study examined the relation-

ships be tween abil it ies to understand five different types of figurative lan-

guage: sarcasm, irony, hyperbole , understatement , and metaphor . F o r each 

of the five types , the researchers were interested in discovering whether 

having children attend to the h u m o r o u s content of the statement would 

facilitate their comprehens ion of the figurative language. A l t h o u g h this study 

was based on a particular theoretical concept ion , many Brookl ine teachers 

felt that it uncovered several m e t h o d s they could use in their c lassrooms to 

sensitize children to nonliteral language—for example , by introducing the 

nonliteral s tatement within a h u m o r o u s context . 

A different type of psychologica l research is represented by a study of the 

relat ionship between brain dysfunct ion, p o o r schoo l adjustment, and lack of 

reciprocity within the mother-chi ld dyad ( L o r m a n , 1978). One of several 

hypotheses o f this study was that the child's problem-so lv ing style will be 

freer and more flexible if the mother has empathic accuracy—an understand-

ing and c o m m u n i c a t i o n of the child's feelings to the child. The study in-

cluded boys from the Brookl ine schools as the compar i son sample; boys w h o 

were being treated at a local psychiatric hospital made up the sample of 

interest. A l t h o u g h the t ime commitment for each Brookl ine participant was 

considerable (45 minutes for the teacher of each boy, two hours for the 

mother , and over three hours for the child himself) , the study was deemed 

sufficiently important for the understanding of normal and abnormal devel-

o p m e n t that it was approved . T h e commit tee did st ipulate, however , that all 

Brookl ine subjects be tested after school hours . 

Like the Gardner (1979) and L o r m a n (1978) studies, our final example 

c o m e s from deve lopmenta l p s y c h o l o g y . Here , however , the concerns were 

more strictly soc ia l -psycholog ica l . In this last part of a longitudinal study of 

adolescent world views and their deve lopment , children in grades four, five, 

six, and eight were asked to comple te a rather detailed quest ionnaire on their 

percept ions of current events . In this study ( B r o u g h t o n , 1978), these stu-

dents const i tuted the control group; the group of interest comprised a num-

ber of y o u n g adults w h o had been tested in a similar manner when they were 

in early adolescence . The study was designed to determine whether the 

change in world views in the experimental group was due to the rapid rate of 

change in our social env ironment or due more to inherent deve lopment 

change. Given the concern a m o n g teachers with the effects of social turmoil 

on their students' deve lopment , this project generated considerable interest. 

A s a general rule, then, the prospect ive researcher w o u l d d o well to deter-

mine the educat ional goa l s and object ives in the specific s choo l system to 
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which his request is made and to ask himself h o w his research relates to the 

needs of the particular schoo l under considerat ion. Teachers are reluctant to 

a l low their students to be researched for a purpose that does not fit the stated 

or implied goals of their grade, school , or curriculum. Principals need to 

justify any student t ime not spent on direct instruction. It is difficult for them 

to justify research projects, however impressive, if these projects fail to relate 

to the funct ions of the schoo l , curriculum, or teaching process . A researcher 

may be able to defend his somet imes narrow contribution to knowledge 

academical ly , but teachers and principals need to focus on the needs of the 

children and the reality of the c lassroom. 

There are s o m e kinds of proposa ls that are fairly consistently rejected. The 

committee is reluctant to approve any project on certain overly researched 

topics . For example , it is safe to say that, in our school system, there is n o w a 

morator ium on research projects raising new quest ions on Kohlberg's se-

quence of moral deve lopment (Kohlberg , 1964). T h o s e w h o k n o w this re-

search suggest that it b e c o m e s increasingly difficult to assess stages of moral 

d e v e l o p m e n t as the s tudent b e c o m e s more sophis t i ca ted and test-wise 

through familiarity with the standard quest ions asked. Our students have 

had so m a n y repeated exposures to these quest ions that we consider addi-

tional work at this t ime both unnecessary and of doubtful validity. 

Finally, both teachers and students need to be protected from being overly 

researched—regardless of the specific project. If, for example , a particular 

grade level is involved in s o m e sort of long-term research project, the c o m -

mittee will often declare a morator ium on any additional research for that 

grade. Even when teachers might be interested in participating in a variety of 

research projects, the committee feels that it must look out for the best 

interests of the educational enterprise. 

THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

Once the commit tee has decided that a research topic is appropriate , it turns 

to a considerat ion of the proposed research design. The central quest ion is, 

" D o e s the proposal make sense?" The researcher should ask if the meth-

o d o l o g y employed will in fact test the hypothes i s presented. Certainly, we 

expect that doctoral and masters degree candidates will have the approval of 

their thesis committees . We have no bias for or against a master's or doctoral 

study, but we cannot presume to substitute for the thesis advisors . Basically, 

our committee wants to be assured that the research is feasible and worth-

while to Brookl ine , and that the logic of its design can be defended. 

There is more to the logic o f a research project than just the soundness o f 

its des ign. Since we are concerned with the plausibil ity of the arguments 

made , the researcher should avo id large as sumpt ions or quantum j u m p s in 
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logic. The commit tee rejected a proposal recently because the researcher 

made the assertion that c lassrooms with chairs in rows were managed by 

rigid teachers. The use of ordered rows of chairs may somet imes be a symp-

t o m of rigidity, but this is certainly not a foregone conc lus ion . Researchers 

should be forewarned that if the reader of a proposal spots this type of 

assumpt ion , she or he adopts a more critical stance. 

In addi t ion , the statistical mode l needs to be considered. Since we are 

concerned that our teachers and students not be overly researched, the c o m -

mittee s o m e t i m e s approves a proposa l on condi t ion that the researcher use a 

smaller sample than originally proposed . In such an instance, researchers 

should be prepared to find an addit ional source of subjects or to employ 

sample statistics creatively. 

ETHICAL, LEGAL, AND SOCIAL ISSUES 

The final and most important issue addressed by the committee is the protec-

t ion of the rights of individual subjects. Even if a researcher presents us with 

a wel l -designed proposal on an interesting topic , we will reject the proposal if 

it appears that the subjects' rights will be violated by the procedures em-

ployed. The most c o m m o n infringement of subjects' rights that we encounter 

is the invas ion of pr ivacy—the asking of ques t ions that are t o o personal , the 

co l lect ion of privi leged informat ion from students ' files, or the use of proce-

dures that might cause embarrassment . In such cases, if the researcher can 

omit the invasion of privacy from an otherwise acceptable proposal , the 

committee might rule favorably on it. 

It might happen , for example , that a researcher s tudying s o m e facet of the 

curriculum such as the Ho locaus t Unit will want to identify the religion of 

the student subject, assuring complete anonymity . The law, however , is clear: 

it is illegal for a public school to require a student to reveal his or her religion 

except under certain carefully prescribed c ircumstances (which are not rep-

resented in such research proposa l s ) . The committee w o u l d therefore have 

n o choice but to reject the proposa l , or to require that these quest ions be 

omitted. 

The commit tee carefully reviews all proposed survey instruments in order 

to e l iminate any illegal quest ions on race, religion, and so on , and to uncover 

any blatant or subtle social bias inherent in the instruments . F o r example , 

ques t ions a imed at an economica l ly d i sadvantaged group must not be c o n -

descending in tone or impl icat ion . Survey i tems and examples should be free 

of any sex bias. Researchers shou ld realize that mos t schoo l systems are 

racially, economica l ly , and religiously mixed; students , teachers, parents, 

and administrators are sensitive to any hint of discrimination. Basically, 

then, in the matter of ques t ion to be asked of subjects , the commit tee is 
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responsible for screening quest ions that may be illegal or that may violate 

students' privacy; the objective is to avoid placing anyone in the pos i t ion of 

having to refuse to answer a quest ion , or feeling forced to answer an improp-

er quest ion. 

In addit ion, state privacy laws require the school administrat ion to guard 

student records. A n y unnecessary requests for access to these records will be 

disapproved. If access is critical to the study, the researcher should be careful 

to spell out precisely what information is needed, w h o will obtain it, and 

what legally acceptable processes to guard anonymi ty will be fo l lowed. F o r 

example , a researcher might want to examine student responses to s o m e set 

of stimuli as a funct ion of IQ scores , grade level, place of residence ( to 

determine e c o n o m i c status), and school achievement . With the assurance of 

a n o n y m i t y , s o m e of this in format ion w o u l d be legally avai lable to the re-

searcher, but in aggregated form only. Even col lected in this manner, howev-

er, s o m e of this data may not be avai lable . After alerting the appropriate 

student personnel administrator to the prob lems it perceived, the commit tee 

would probably require the researcher to obtain that administrator's approv-

al. A final decis ion in such a case would be up to him or her. In any case, 

the wel l -being of the student-subjects will a lways be the paramount cons id-

eration. 

Ideally, if achievement or IQ scores are critical for a project, the researcher 

should t ime the study to coincide with the schoo l system's standardized 

testing schedule. In this way, scores can be obta ined relatively easily without 

requesting administrative and parental permiss ion to examine a child's file. 

Of course, if the researcher cannot synchronize with the school 's o w n testing, 

obtaining permiss ion to g o through existing files would be preferable to 

retesting all the subjects. Whatever method is used for obtaining scores, the 

research must be organized so that scores can be reported without revealing 

the identity of individuals. 

Occas ional ly , we receive proposa l s that include procedures that might be 

embarrassing to students . For example , a given researcher may find it neces-

sary to determine the onset of puberty as a critical independent variable. 

A l t h o u g h we w e l c o m e projects on adolescent psycho logy , the committee 

wou ld reject such a proposa l if it required a physical examinat ion . Likewise , 

a personal interview procedure that invaded the student's privacy would not 

be acceptable. 

M a n y of these issues are raised not only in the committee's considerat ion 

of the proposal itself, but also in its considerat ion of the required parental 

consent letter. In that letter it is important , once again, to avoid social bias. 

In any communi ty , there are parents w h o are sensitive to real or imagined 

att i tudes toward them. This sensit ivity does not need to be bruised by a 

visit ing researcher. A l s o , this letter should outl ine the entire procedure that 

each child will participate in; parents d o not want to be surprised after 
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agreeing to a l low their child to participate in a study. This letter should 

assure parents of all the precaut ions that are being taken to protect the 

children's feelings and rights, including the rights to privacy, confidentiality 

of test results, and anonymi ty of responses . In order to request the informed 

consent of parents realistically, the letter must be a paragon of clarity at all 

t imes, free of jargon, obscure terms, and confusing language. 

Final ly , it is important that the letter to parents not cause unnecessary 

controversy. If parents misunderstand the substance or intent of a project, 

the commit tee might find itself caught between researcher and parents . The 

researcher must remember that our primary task as a public schoo l commit -

tee is to reflect the needs of the communi ty . W e se ldom deviate from our 

percept ion of these needs . A researcher's objectives are secondary to the 

communi ty ' s needs and are difficult to justify when they run counter to the 

needs of the communi ty . 

HOW THE COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS 

D u r i n g the six years of its existence, the Test ing , Research, and Evaluat ion 

Commit tee of Brookl ine has deve loped a set of operat ing procedures that 

have, for the most part, served it well. We will outl ine these procedures as 

guidel ines for other educators w h o wish to initiate research evaluat ion c o m -

mittees , and for researchers w h o wish to approach a public schoo l system 

with a research proposal . 

A request to conduct research in the Brookl ine public schools begins at the 

offices of the Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction. At 

the initial contact , the researcher is given a quest ionnaire detai l ing the in-

format ion that is required. (This d o c u m e n t appears in the appendix to this 

chapter) . Researchers are warned at this t ime that the review process could 

take up to four m o n t h s (and it often does) . Accord ing to present pol icy, the 

committee meets b imonth ly in September, N o v e m b e r , January, March, and 

May. General ly , proposa l s receive initial cons iderat ion at the first meet ing 

after they are received. 

At that first meeting, the proposal may be clearly accepted or clearly reject-

ed, but there is no d iscuss ion b e y o n d a m o t i o n to accept , a m o t i o n to reject, 

or a m o t i o n to ask specific ques t ions of the researcher. W h e n quest ions are 

raised, a dec is ion is deferred until the fo l lowing meet ing , and a m o n i t o r or 

shepherd is appointed from a m o n g the committee members . It is the shep-

herd's role to contact the researcher, ask the ques t ions , and report back to 

the committee at the next regularly scheduled meeting. At that t ime, both the 

proposal itself and the shepherd's report are considered; no limit is placed on 

this d iscuss ion. The results of this hearing are c o m m u n i c a t e d to the re-

searcher by both the committee chairperson and the shepherd. 



164 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

These procedures have proved to be quite effective. A l t h o u g h a large 

number of proposals are considered at each meeting, we feel that this process 

helps us give each an honest hearing. It is important to the committee to 

avo id snap judgments and, in fact, this commit tee has a reputat ion (which it 

intends to retain) of not responding to pressure. In order to ensure fairness 

and efficiency, these procedures are frequently reviewed by the committee , 

and appropriate changes are made . 

The committee 's decis ions serve as recommendat ions to the Assistant Su-

perintendent of S c h o o l s for Curriculum and Instruct ion, w h o has the pre-

rogative to reverse the act ion of the committee . This veto power , however , is 

se ldom exercised. Next , the e lementary-school principals and the high-school 

headmaster have ve to p o w e r over all proposa l s affecting their schoo l s . The 

att itude of the commit tee is that it will d o its j o b consc ient ious ly and stand 

by its decis ion. Because a strong commit tee is an asset to them, school 

administrators se ldom veto a committee decis ion. A prospective researcher 

needs to know, however , that this is a possibil ity. 

A p p r o v e d proposa l s are fo l lowed up by the appointed shepherd since, 

once it approves a proposal , the committee wants to aid its success. Thus , the 

shepherd becomes a facilitator when this role appears appropriate; basically, 

the commit tee l ooks to the shepherd to s m o o t h the way for the researcher. 

The degree of effort required by this role varies. A l t h o u g h researchers must 

implement their o w n procedures for recruiting subjects, the shepherd can 

familiarize the researcher with the specific school setting and can occas ional -

ly even help to arrange c o m p l e x schedules and obtain administrative clear-

ances . In other cases , the shepherd need only introduce the researcher to the 

appropriate principal or other professional staff member. 

The shepherd is also involved in fo l low-up activity. Researchers are re-

quired to submit both an interim and a final report of the study. The interim 

report provides immediate feedback to the teachers and administrators di-

rectly involved in the study. The more comple te final report becomes part of 

a school system file that is used to review research o u t c o m e s and generate 

new ideas for research within the system. These reports are a vital c o m p o -

nent of the research process. The committee approved the project because it 

was deemed interesting and useful to the professional staff. Results must be 

k n o w n before they can be implemented. It is the shepherd w h o receives these 

reports from the researcher and files them with the appropriate recipients. 

All research and evaluat ion activity is coordinated with a master calendar 

of all other activities that may usurp instructional time. As ment ioned earli-

er, s o m e grade levels have a very busy schedule, and this calendar can be an 

important aid in planning. A n y approved research proposal or research-

related activity must be scheduled around o n g o i n g research and other proj-

ects, inc luding the standardized testing program, high-school- level achieve-

ment and apti tude testing, basic skills test ing, Title I eva luat ions , any 

longitudinal research, and any ongo ing curriculum-evaluation projects. 
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The commit tee itself has representatives from across the school system. 

The superintendent's office is represented by the Assistant Superintendent of 

Schoo l s for Curriculum and Instruction and the Director of Grants and 

Research as permanent commit tee members . The representative from the 

psychological testing department is a lso a permanent member. T w o members 

represent the curriculum areas, and the elementary principals also have a 

spokesperson . Teacher representatives include a staff member from each 

e lementary schoo l and eight from the high school . Members serve for two 

years and may serve for t w o consecut ive terms. Officers, including a chair-

person, a vice chairperson, and a secretary, serve for one year and may be 

reelected once . 

In c los ing, we think researchers should appreciate the fact that a public 

schoo l system is a c o m p l e x m e c h a n i s m . Given the m a n y d e m a n d s placed on 

staff and students , it wou ld be easy for schoo l s to reject all research requests. 

But most teachers see the need for research and d o want to be involved. At 

the same t ime, they d o not want to be o v e r w h e l m e d by extracurricular 

commitments that might detract from regular c lassroom instruction or place 

undue strain on themselves or their students . The role of the research evalua-

t ion commit tee is to a l low responsible research to be d o n e , but within a 

manageable framework. The guidel ines and procedures we have described 

were designed to make this happen. 
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APPENDIX 

Testing, Research, and Evaluation Committee Questions 

Please number your responses and repeat the quest ions before answering. 

1. What is your inst itutional affiliation? If y o u are a student , name your 

sponsor ing professor and degree program. 
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2. List the quest ions you plan to be able to answer when you have c o m -

pleted your study. If you have hypotheses , include them. 

3. Describe the proposed method of gathering data including: 

a. target populat ion ( including N ) 

b. instruments to be used (enclose copies) 

c. t ime requirements 

1. per teacher 

2. per student 

3. per administrator 

d. specific data col lect ion procedures 

(group versus individual, place, assistance of teacher or other per-

sonnel , access to Brookl ine files or records, other relevant infor-

mat ion) 

e. names of persons col lecting data 

f. t ime constraints 

4. Descr ibe h o w the data y o u collect will enable you to answer the ques-

t ions listed in #2. 

5. H o w will your project differ from previous work in this area? H o w will 

your project contribute to the body of knowledge in this area? 

6. What or ientat ion , if necessary, w o u l d y o u provide for teachers and 

students? 

7. D o you plan to publish? If your project fulfills requirements for a degree 

program, please describe your program. 

8. Test ing of students which is not part of the o n g o i n g regular program of 

the Brookl ine public schoo l s can only be d o n e with informed parental 

consent . Therefore, a sample informed consent form must be included 

with your proposal . Please include the fo l lowing points in your form: 

a. The purpose of the study. 

b. A n explanat ion of the kinds of activities or tests you plan to ad-

minister, with examples whenever possible . 

c. A n est imate of the t ime required for the child to participate in it. 

d. The name of the person(s) administering the tests or interview. 

e. Safeguards you will use to ensure privacy and confidentiality. 

f. W h o will have access to the information you will collect. 

g. W h o will be conduct ing the research. 

h. Your name and where you may be reached for further information. 

In writing this form, please be as clear as poss ib le; use as much detail as 

is necessary to represent your work faithfully, wi thout overwhelming 

the reader. 

9. If y o u have spoken with any Brookl ine staff members concerning your 

proposa l , please list their name. (You are neither required nor encour-

aged to d o so.) 
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10. The Commit t ee requires a written summary of your results and wel-

c o m e s any addit ional support ing materials y o u wish to include. W h e n 

can the Commit tee expect to receive a report of your results? 

11. H a v e we missed anything? 



Introduction to Part IV 

Since m a n y teachers feel that research has little of value to tell them, it would 

seem to be important for researchers to b e c o m e informed of teachers' ques-

t ions , prob lems , and needs in the c lassroom. If research can be designed with 

the goal of fulfilling those needs—or if, at least, the fulfillment of those needs 

can b e c o m e one goal of research, the present gap between teachers and 

researchers might b e c o m e considerably smaller. Moreover , if practit ioners 

can vividly describe the context in which they work, they might be able to 

help researchers anticipate the problems that will confront them as they try 

to work in the world o f the teacher. In this sect ion, several educat ional 

practit ioners present their views of teachers' research needs and the func-

tions researchers might perform in helping to fulfill those needs. 

In Chapter 13, Carter proposes that teaching and research are actually 

very similar activities; both involve long processes of formulating and testing 

hypotheses , revising procedures , and testing the hypotheses again. It is prob-

lematic, however , that teachers d o not in any way view themselves as re-

searchers. Carter suggests that both research and c lassroom practice could 

be improved if researchers he lped teachers to deve lop a more research-

oriented self- image. In addit ion, he argues that, contrary to many people's 

belief, teachers are not brimming with quest ions either for themselves or for 

researchers. H e suggests that teachers need opportunit ies to deve lop their 

o w n thinking about their work, to "ta lk" articulately about it, before their 

insights will become informative for others. 

Barth, in Chapter 14, presents another arena in which researchers can be 

useful to teachers and educat ional administrators; they can help these educa-

tional practit ioners to write about their experiences in the c lassroom. Al -

though this function is often neglected, Barth argues that it is important for 

educators to write about their practice because of the unique access they 

have to c lassroom behaviors and the deep insights they deve lop into chil-

dren's behavior over t ime. N o t only are there m a n y potent ia l rewards for 

writing about practice, but there are also a number of obstacles making it 

extremely difficult for teachers to d o so . Barth out l ines several ways in which 

researchers can offer varying degrees of co l laborat ion and support . 

It is probably the detai led, substantive quest ions about children and about 

teaching, the quest ions that arise in s o m e form or other through the daily 

work o f most teachers , that present the richest arena for researchers' co l lab-
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orat ion with educators . Often, however , researchers have n o idea o f what 

teachers' ques t ions are, or at what stages they might be of most help in 

answering these quest ions. In Chapters 15 (Haley) and 16 (McVinney) , such 

quest ions are framed in the context of specific educat ional sett ings. Haley 

describes an at tempt to establish a program for gifted children and the 

problems encountered at several stages: the definition of giftedness, the liter-

ature search, the assessment and identification o f gifted children, the devel-

opment and evaluation of the program. She points out ways in which re-

searchers could have assisted at various stages in the project's growth. 

M c V i n n e y describes the day- to-day practical problem solving involved in 

establ ishing a day-care center, and points to the areas in which research 

expertise could have informed that problem solving (e.g. , the grouping of 

children in the center, the effects of day care on various types of families). 

She ends with a long list of researchable quest ions on day care, its impact , 

and its most effective implementat ion . 



Chapter 13 

Teacher Talk as a Tool 

for Effective Research 

Richard C. Carter 

The last decade has been a stressful one for publ ic educat ion in the Un i t ed 

States. The list of problems faced by public schools has stretched from the 

failure o f schoo l b o n d issues to teen-age vandal i sm to battles about racial 

segregation. But of all the issues, perhaps the most fundamental and disturb-

ing is the belief, expressed by m a n y diverse segments of our society , that our 

schoo l s are s imply not do ing an adequate j o b of educat ing our children. 

Today, when faced with a problem, people often turn to science and scientific 

research to help find a so lut ion . Research is expected to help improve our 

capacity to deal effectively with the world. Research in educat ion and psy-

cho logy is expected to improve our understanding of the processes of human 

learning and educat ion , and one expects that the result of this research 

should be more effective s choo l s . But a long with the current concerns about 

the effectiveness of our schoo l s , there are also an increasing number of voices 

that criticize traditional educat ional and deve lopmental research for its fail-

ure to have a significant impact on c lassrooms (Ell iot , 1980; Bassey, 1980; 

Bussis , Chit tenden, & Amarel , 1976). 

A l t h o u g h many n o w claim that neither educat ional or psychologica l re-

search is having a product ive impact on our schoo l s , I will argue here that 

this need not be the case, and that instead there is a powerful potent ia l for 

research to have an important impact on educat ion in this country. I believe 

that one basis of the failure of academic research to have any significant 

impact on what goes on in c lassrooms is a series of assumpt ions that are held 

not only by the general public , but also by teachers and researchers them-

selves. In this chapter I will explore this set of assumpt ions and suggest that a 

more product ive approach will result from focusing on the similarities be-

tween research and teaching. Further, I will argue that one path to educa-
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t ionally relevant research could evolve from a particular kind of "teacher 

talk" for which there are currently t o o few opportunit ies . 

The most important erroneous assumpt ion is that teaching and research 

are two radically different endeavors . This is a misguided assumpt ion and 

one that stands in the way of our gaining new and useful understandings of 

teaching and learning. I w o u l d claim that g o o d teachers and experimental 

researchers are both involved in similar processes . In a somewhat simplified 

view, an experimental researcher can be seen as do ing two things: c o m i n g up 

with explanatory hypotheses about some p h e n o m e n o n , and testing those 

hypotheses by designing and carrying out experiments: for example , a re-

searcher may begin with a hypothes i s that tell ing a teacher a child is smart 

will improve the child's performance . Next she must construct and carry out 

experiments to test the hypothesis . 

W h e n people compare the work of academic researchers and teachers, 

they usually focus on the testing aspect of academic research which involves 

being an experimenter, using a systematic approach, control l ing variables, 

invoking mathematica l mode l s , and so on . Too often the other aspect of 

research, which requires generating ideas and formulat ing hypotheses , is 

neglected. This part of research involves such things as picking out the 

significant aspects of a given s i tuation, choos ing what one is go ing to look at, 

and generating specific quest ions . This part of research is as important as the 

experimental aspect , but in compar ing teaching and research, it is rarely 

considered. 

H o w does this relate to teaching? W e c o m m o n l y describe a teacher's j o b as 

teaching subject matter to students , or as helping them master some set of 

ideas that the larger c o m m u n i t y has agreed are important . F r o m this per-

spective the tasks of a teacher and a researcher may look rather different, but 

if we look more deeply an alternate picture may emerge. At a very s imple 

level one can ask, h o w is a teacher to help children effectively master ideas 

that are new to them? One might describe this task by saying that g o o d 

teachers start out by gathering data about their students from which they 

hypothes ize about children's levels of understanding and h o w they learn. 

These, of course, are testable hypotheses and g o o d teachers do test them. 

A teacher's hypothes is making also extends beyond the original assess-

ment of individual students . Research often involves taking s o m e set of 

complex and often seemingly contradictory p h e n o m e n a and trying to make a 

new kind of sense out of them. Similarly, for a teacher, each new class 

presents a new set of complex condi t ions . The interactions of the class are 

unique, as is each child. Teachers are continually confronted with having to 

make sense out of new p h e n o m e n a . Children's behavior often presents data 

that are surprising or even seem contradictory. A s any teacher k n o w s , an 

activity that went wonderful ly one year may be a complete flop the next year 

with a different class. G o o d teachers take these ongo ing puzzles and try to 
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make sense out of them. They get hunches that are derived from their past 

experience and their v iew of learning and then proceed to test them through 

their ongo ing interactions with their students. 

Here is the strongest parallel between the "intui t ive" work of a teacher 

and the "scienti f ic" work of a researcher. A teacher's view of learning, 

though often unarticulated, is like a researcher's theory. It is deve loped from 

the teacher's past experience ( a n a l o g o u s to the researcher's review of pre-

vious research). Based on this theory the teacher develops hunches (hypoth-

eses, for a researcher) that she tests in her daily work with her children (this 

parallels the researcher's formal experiments) . Both teaching and research 

involve taking a complex set of p h e n o m e n a and attempting to make sense 

out of them. Given this perspective, the central tasks of teaching and re-

search are not so different. 

Yet, this view is in stark contrast to a much more c o m m o n interpretation 

of the teacher's role (Lightfoot , 1981). For many , the teacher is seen merely 

as a technician w h o administers a curriculum. The j o b is reduced to moni tor-

ing children's m o v e m e n t through 101 behavioral objectives in one of a varie-

ty of skill sequences . The teacher is seen mainly as a manager or record 

keeper. This perspective misses complete ly the complex and evolving nature 

of a teacher's task: the process of c o m i n g to understand a child more and 

more deeply, the chal lenge of f inding the right combinat ion of factors 

(whether social , emot iona l , perceptual , or curricular) that will help support 

the individual child's learning, and the necessary integration of this informa-

tion with that from all the other children. 

Thus , at a deep level, the central tasks of research and teaching have 

strong similarities; in fact, in compar ing the creative work d o n e by teachers 

and researchers one can find significant parallels. Yet the styles and the 

general approach of the two groups are often quite different. Researchers 

tend to work in a highly analytical , rat ional ized, and explicit framework, 

whereas teachers tend to funct ion on an intuitive and day-by-day basis. 

Researchers also depend on the ideas and criticisms of an interconnected 

research communi ty , whereas teachers are often relatively isolated from the 

ideas and critiques of their peers. W h e n deal ing with the complexi t ies of 

human learning in the context of a c lassroom, each approach has its strengths 

and weaknesses . 

In the classical mode l of scientific research, that of the "hard" sciences 

such as physics , the most important aspect of research is the experimental 

one of isolating and control l ing variables. The problem with transferring this 

model to the study of h u m a n behavior , especial ly h u m a n behavior in groups 

as one finds in c las srooms , is that it is extremely difficult, perhaps imposs i -

ble, to control all the variables. Faced with this problem, educat ional and 

psycholog ica l researchers often limit what they explore to things they can 

control , and design their research around the demand that they isolate 
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variables rather than the quest ion of what seems most significant.1 The result 

is often a study that cuts out a lot of the complex reality o f a funct ioning 

c lassroom. Typical ly , small groups of children are often isolated, briefly 

subjected to s o m e kind of experience , and then tested. Their performance in 

these artificial s i tuat ions may be quite different from what they d o anywhere 

e l se . 2 It has been suggested that it is a lmost imposs ible for anyone but a 

practicing teacher to understand the complexi ty of a smooth ly running class-

r o o m , and that it is not surprising that researchers w h o are not teachers 

themselves are unable to provide m u c h relevant insight into the nature of 

effective teaching and learning in a c lassroom of children (Bassey, 1980). It is 

no wonder that studies that try to isolate only one aspect of a c lassroom's 

reality often end up indicating that the variable studied made "no significant 

difference," and that teachers consider many of the things that researchers 

study to be irrelevant (Coker, Medley , & Soar, 1980; D o y l e , 1977). 

But those w h o claim that teachers have a privi leged access to the signifi-

cant issues of effective learning in a c lassroom often participate in a second 

misdirected a s sumpt ion—that in the minds of m a n y teachers there are—just 

be low the surface—a host of researchable ques t ions . 3 T h o u g h g o o d teaching 

includes many of the same e lements as g o o d research, it is not the case that 

most teachers are brimming with quest ions that they are ready to articulate. 

The belief that they are reflects a naive view of the nature of teaching in 

present-day American schools . 

In most schoo l s it is hard for teachers to m o v e much beyond working on a 

day-by-day, intuitive level. The multiple demands of teaching and the lack of 

profess ional support for reflection make it hard for most teachers to be very 

articulate about what they d o , much less to be articulate about problems and 

unresolved issues in children's learning that they must deal with every day. 

Teachers are immersed in an env ironment rich in data and are constant ly 

confronted with having to make sense out of that data, and, I suggest , many 

g o o d teachers have wel l -deve loped "hunch ing" or intuitive hypothes iz ing 

capacit ies about individual children and they potent ial ly have a lot to say 

about many aspects of children's learning. But, because teachers are almost 

never given the chance to explore , deve lop , and articulate their thoughts 

about their experiences, neither researchers nor teachers themselves are giv-

en access to the rich resource of intuitive understandings many teachers 

have. I am suggest ing that while many teachers have an intuitive understand-

ing of important aspects of children's learning, they have neither the experi-

ence nor the support necessary to use those understandings to the best 

advantage. I am also suggesting that while researchers have many skills neces-

sary for product ive inquiry, it may be that a g o o d c lassroom is s imply t o o 

c o m p l e x to be dealt with in a tradit ional research m o d e . If we are to m o v e 

forward in our quest to understand effective learning, academic researchers 

may have to accept the l imitat ions o f their current methodo log i e s and search 

out new and more appropriate techniques . A s I shall argue, a special kind of 
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co l laborat ion between researchers and teachers is particularly suited for just 

such a search. 

In order to achieve a product ive co l laborat ion between teachers and re-

searchers, we must first m o v e beyond these unproduct ive assumpt ions about 

a teacher's j o b and the nature of teaching. Overco m i ng these assumpt ions 

will necess i tate a n u m b e r of changes on the part of both teachers and re-

searchers. N o t only will researchers have to change their view of teachers, and 

teachers their view of researchers, but possibly traditional researchers will 

have to change their v iew of research and teachers—their view of themselves . 

The puzzles and problems that teachers run into as they work with chil-

dren have the potential , if they can be brought out in the open , to provide 

both teachers and researchers with rich and useful sources of informat ion 

and insight. But, in order for these potent ial insights to b e c o m e more availa-

ble, in order for the prob lems and puzzles that teachers must deal with in 

their everyday work to be brought to the surface, s o m e kind of support mech-

anism will be necessary. Only through a process o f reflection u p o n the 

rich data base of their experiences over t ime in the c lassroom can teachers 

begin to articulate the intricate complexit ies of learning in an effectively run 

c lassroom. 

If researchers were able to perceive teachers as useful sources of data , and 

eventually, o f researchable quest ions , they could take an important part in 

helping teachers articulate their insights. Given the chance to reflect on their 

experiences in a support ive env ironment , teachers, if they were able to per-

ceive researchers as helpful all ies, might a lso provide them with new ques-

t ions and insights into learning. Support ing teachers in their work of making 

and test ing their hunches about children has the potent ia l not only for 

improving teaching, but at the same time for a l lowing interesting and signifi-

cant issues for research to emerge. 

One way to effect these changes is to encourage researchers to participate 

in the d e v e l o p m e n t of opportuni t ies for teachers to explore and reflect on 

the learning that goes on in their c lassrooms. Happi ly , the idea of helping 

teachers reflect on what is go ing on in their c lassrooms is not an entirely new 

one. There have been a number of teacher deve lopment projects over the 

past ten years that have focused on providing teachers with time and support 

for reflection. In the rest of this chapter , I will describe h o w the "teacher 

talk" that occurs in such programs can not only help teachers see themselves 

in new ways , but can also provide a new too l for effective educat ional re-

search. 

THE TEACHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

One project that suppor ted such teacher talk was init iated by Jeanne 

Bamberger at The Massachusetts Institute of Techno logy (Bamberger, D u c k -
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worth, & Cawley , 1980). After several years of trying to help col lege students 

understand the nature o f their learning, she wondered whether helping class-

r o o m teachers to reflect on their o w n learning might help them think more 

deeply about children and teaching. In 1978 she received a Nat iona l Institute 

of Educat ion grant to initiate a series of weekly seminars for teachers in 

which they explored their o w n understanding in a variety o f areas such as 

music , the m o v e m e n t s of the m o o n , and mathemat ics . T h e teachers' work 

c o m b i n e d experiences with materials such as bells or dice with discuss ions of 

their o w n learning. A s described in her project report, Bamberger wanted to 

give "the teachers the opportuni ty to stand away from their everyday class-

r o o m responsibil it ies and look u p o n them from a research perspective, con-

sidering both their o w n learning process and that of the children" (p. 2). 

This project yie lded several benefits that are relevant to a concern about 

product ive co l laborat ion between researchers and teachers. Providing these 

teachers with a "research perspect ive" set in m o t i o n a series o f changes . A s 

the teachers began to reflect, they began not only to explore issues o f their 

learning, but to see themse lves in a new l ight—as investigators o f their 

children's learning. This in turn led them to begin to articulate issues that 

they felt affected successful learning in their c lassrooms. 

For one teacher, an important aspect of seeing herself differently was 

paying attention to her subjective knowledge . The leaders of the seminar 

described her experience as fol lows: 

For one member of the group reflection has meant gaining the courage to pay 
attention to what she calls her "subjective knowledge" about the children in her 
classroom. While she trusts and acts on these "subjective assumptions," con-
cerning what her kids know and can do ("Timmy understands subtraction, I 
know that, even though he gets wrong answers") others, she believes, only trust 
"objective facts." As the seminar progressed, she was pressed to reflect on how 
she gains this "subjective knowledge," and what its content might be. At first 
she said, shrugging her shoulders, " I don ' t know, I just know." But with en-
couragement, she made herself a program to try and capture how and what it is 
she trusts and acts on. The overwhelming impression is that she recognized for 
the first time that it was all right for her to take her "subjective knowledge" 
seriously. A progression began for this teacher that moved from trusting her 
own "subjective knowledge" to a realization that "o ther people don' t always 
have the right answers," and this in turn has led to her development of new 
knowledge. [Bamberger, et al., 1980, p . 12] 

Later on in the seminar, this teacher c o m m e n t e d : "What I am thinking 

about the children and what I feel I need to do in the c lassroom in order to 

meet curriculum goals , in order to meet behavioral objectives set by myself 

or by the curriculum, is go ing against what I am beginning to discover about 

humans that are six years o l d " (Bamberger et al., 1980, p. 13). In do ing so this 
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teacher is not on ly taking o n the role of an invest igator o f chi ldren's learn-

ing, but she may also be pos ing a set of new research quest ions that research-

ers might find it va luable to elicit, support , and explore further. Children's 

th inking has often been measured by success on a standard curriculum. 

What this teacher was "d i scover ing" about her s ix-year-old students seemed 

to be at odds with the "curr icu lum," and suggests that perhaps we have been 

using the w r o n g measur ing too l . Her c o m m e n t suggests that we might profit 

from explor ing new quest ions about children's learning in c las srooms that 

have not previously been examined . 

In this seminar , as they watched their o w n learning in a variety o f s i tua-

t ions , the teachers began to articulate a variety o f ques t ions about the learn-

ing their children were do ing . Early in the seminar they identified a kind o f 

learning that seemed important , but problemat ic for all of them. One teacher 

called it "intellectual interact ion ," another "really pursuing a p r o b l e m , " and 

a third said that it invo lved "quest ion asking and an intellectual curios i ty ." 

They all reported that whi le they felt that this kind of learning was very 

important , it s eemed to occur only "by chance ." One teacher wondered what 

it was that got in the way o f "that kind o f l earning" and h o w the obstac les 

might be removed . 

This is just the kind of s i tuat ion where I bel ieve there is potent ia l for 

product ive co l laborat ion between teachers and researchers. F e w research 

studies that I k n o w of have considered the issue o f h o w one can support a 

child's interest in or capacity for pursuing a prob lem in a c lassroom setting, 

yet here these teachers are identifying this as an important issue in their 

children's learning. 4 Too often c las sroom research focuses o n things like 

a m o u n t o f t ime " o n task" wi thout cons ider ing the nature of that "on- task" 

experience (Berliner, 1978), or the focus is on small artificial tasks. What 

these teachers are l ook ing for is a deeper understanding of what actually 

goes on or might g o on in their c la s srooms . Perhaps the nature o f a child's 

involvement in c las sroom activities should itself b e c o m e a subject of inquiry. 

To date s o m e research has been done on so-cal led "intrinsic m o t i v a t i o n . " 

This might seem to be related to what these teachers are concerned with , but 

the data for this kind o f work have typical ly been derived primarily from 

paper-and-penci l self-report quest ionnaires and not from the study of actual 

instances o f learning in c las srooms . The result is that teachers v iewing re-

search of this kind often ques t ion its re levance. But here is a place where I 

believe a d ia logue between researchers and teachers might help both clarify 

their thinking and cons ider new avenues for co l laborat ive invest igat ion. F o r 

example , a researcher might help these teachers col lect more c la s sroom data 

on this kind of th inking and c o m p a r e it to ideas d e v e l o p e d through paper-

and-penci l data co l lec t ion . H a v i n g clarified the ideas, researchers and teach-

ers might c o m b i n e their differing observat ional skills to explore if in fact this 

kind of learning does occur "by c h a n c e , " or whether there might not be 
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patterns of interaction within the c las sroom that d o support the kind o f 

intellectual engagement they describe. While do ing this a researcher might 

find new and useful sources of data, as well as new quest ions and issues for 

invest igat ion. In addi t ion , teachers might gain useful insights while being 

exposed to new techniques for col lecting data. 

A n o t h e r interesting issue arose when one teacher made a compar i son 

between adults' and children's learning. She had a hunch that "when thrown 

into comple te ly new and different s i tuat ions children and adults go about 

things in pretty much the same w a y , " that "their hunches are s imilar" ( B a m -

berger et al. , 1980, p. 4). She went on to suggest s o m e experiments she 

wanted to try out in her c lassroom to compare the adult reactions with 

those of her children. In the succeeding discuss ion, the teachers, through 

giving examples from their c lassroom experiences , explored the quest ion of 

when adults ' and children's approaches to a s i tuat ion might be the same or 

different. They suggested situations where the differences were basically infor-

mational , where they were social or emot ional , and where s imply the a m o u n t 

of experience would have an effect. They speculated about learning situa-

t ions in which adult responses might be similar to children's and s o m e in 

which one might find meaningful differences. 

The issue of h o w children are and are not like adult thinkers is currently a 

lively o n e in cogni t ive d e v e l o p m e n t research (Carey, in press; Flavel l , 1981). 

Teachers in this project deal with the y o u n g children on a daily basis in 

contexts that are quite different from the short experimental sessions that 

characterize most cognit ive research. They have a lot of information about 

h o w individual children behave in familiar sett ings, and thus have a lot to 

bring to bear on s i tuat ions where children they k n o w well encounter s o m e -

thing new or unfamiliar. A researcher might find it useful to help these 

teachers explore h o w their s tudents respond to new si tuations, to articulate 

more clearly what differences they see in the children's responses , and to help 

them sharpen their compar i sons with adult learning. Perhaps s o m e patterns 

would emerge that are different from ones found in experimental studies, 

or their findings might confirm and add significant alternative evidence to 

some currently held ideas. 

These examples detail t w o important results of the seminars. The first is 

that participation in the seminar helped teachers become articulate about 

what they may have k n o w n previously only on an intuitive, unconsc ious 

level. Second , as the teachers began to see themselves differently they began, 

through the shared dia logue of the seminar, to explore and extend their 

knowledge about their children's thinking and learning. The teacher w h o 

c o m m e n t e d on what she was learning about s ix-year-olds did not view her-

self as s imply administering content to static children, but as an active ex-

plorer of children's learning. In these seminars, the two processes are self-

reinforcing. Seeing onese l f differently leads in turn to look ing more carefully 
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and deeply at children, which again contributes to a change in one's profes-

sional image. 

A n important aspect of this kind of teacher talk is that researchers having 

access to it could poss ibly find new topics for invest igation, as well as new 

insights into the areas of children's learning they are already investigating. 

But, if this teacher talk is to be a useful tool in the deve lopment of effective 

educat ional research, changes will need to take place on all sides. It is not 

enough that teachers might c o m e to see themselves as active investigators, 

and that this process has the potent ia l for engender ing useful new perspec-

tives on issues o f children's learning. Product ive cooperat ion will a lso de-

pend on the wil l ingness of researchers to explore actively with teachers alter-

native approaches to research that might better speak to the full complexi ty 

of l iving c lassrooms. The seminars themselves are one way to gather signifi-

cant new ideas and relevant data on children's learning, but to explore 

alternative m e t h o d o l o g i e s we must look more closely at the way teachers in 

such seminars raise and pursue quest ions from their o w n c lassrooms. 

CHILDREN'S THINKING SEMINARS 

Examples from another series o f seminars reveal a m e t h o d of invest igat ion 

that is very different from traditional academic research. The Children's 

Thinking Seminars , initiated by Bill Hul l in 1972, a lso focus on teachers 

explor ing the th inking o f children in their c las srooms (see Chapter 9) . These 

seminars involve weekly meet ings where teachers discuss interesting or per-

plexing instances of children's thinking from their o w n c lassrooms. Ideas in 

these meet ings d e v e l o p in cyclical ways and themes tend to evo lve out of a 

growing co l lec t ion o f incidents reported by the partic ipants . This provides a 

stark contrast to the rigid operat ional def init ions often d e m a n d e d by tradi-

t ional research. It can be argued that the greatest strength of the seminars is 

their flexibility in a l lowing ideas to evolve and reveal new meanings . 

A n example is the theme of persistence. The label "persistence" first ap-

peared when one teacher described an instance in which a child of hers, w h o 

was stuck on p r o b l e m , a n n o u n c e d , "I never give u p ! " Several of the group 

members felt that this was important and one responded by wonder ing if 

there weren't s o m e activities in schoo l that they could identify as being 

especially g o o d for training in persistence. 

After the report ing o f this instance , examples of "pers is tence" came up 

repeatedly and the teachers began to connect it to a range of other experi-

ences . In one sess ion persistence was l inked with reading problems by a 

teacher w h o described t w o children in her c las sroom w h o were trying to 

decipher a crossword-type code sheet: 
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The six year old, working vertically, discovered "Alf" which pleased him great-
ly. Even after the older child helped him realize that the message was written 
horizontally he kept checking in his vertical theory. 'Look it says yroder!' , he 
cried. When I asked him what that meant, he said, 'You know, your smell.'! 
After sharing the instance the teacher commented: "I was struck by the persist-
ence of the 6-year-old in trying to make sense out of nonsense." Another teacher 
responded: " I wonder if there is a correlation between good readers and those 
children who are able to tolerate nonsense. The children who are having trouble 
with reading are often those who need everything to be precise. They are not 
willing to plunge into these odd looking signs on the page. [Hull, 1981, p. 122] 

The concern with persistence connected with another c o m m o n theme that 

is not as easy to articulate. It involves the importance of having prob lems 

that are not immediate ly so lved. " W o n d e r i n g " might be one name for it. 

One teacher phrased the quest ion as , " C o u l d one's readiness to consider 

prob lems be related to whether or not y o u have had success in pursuing 

prob lems which at first s eemed b e y o n d y o u ? " (Hul l , 1981, p. 122). Later in 

this same meet ing another teacher described an instance of children c o m i n g 

up with explanat ions of where sea shells came from. H e commented , "I had a 

sense that m y ques t ion ing forced the child to quickly c o m e up with a so lu-

t ion. It makes me think of the child w h o invented the M & M mousetrap [an 

earlier instance] w h o could say 'I haven't thought about that ' ," (p. 122). 

A n o t h e r participant added , "Might it be useful at t imes not to push for an 

answer right away , to a l low answers to emerge after weeks or m o n t h s ? " (p. 

122). T h e teachers s e e m e d to agree that the chance to pursue a prob lem, not 

to find an immediate "right" answer, had, in their experience, been an im-

portant element in many instances of effective learning. 

The discuss ion of persistence led to still other important insights on rather 

different issues. At a meet ing fo l lowing a discuss ion about persistence one 

teacher identified a child w h o often cont inued on projects for long periods o f 

t ime. One day she heard him say that he didn't care if he finished what he 

was making , it was the m a k i n g that he enjoyed. She explained that for her, 

this didn't quite fit for this child: "Clearly the finished project is important to 

M and often he b e c o m e s very helpless and frustrated when making s o m e -

thing that isn't go ing well and the process becomes no joy at all" (Hull , 1981, 

p. 134). She feared his sense o f persistence was based on his sense o f duty and 

desire to please a teacher w h o was obv ious ly interested in persistence, rather 

than his o w n interests and invo lvement . This seemed to hit a c o m m o n chord 

for many of the teachers and one asked, "Is there anything one can do to help 

a child w h o seems to be saying one thing whi le feeling someth ing else?" (p. 

134). It was also suggested that a related kind o f persistence could be seen in 

the "bl ind repeat ing" o f an activity. A s o n e m e m b e r s u m m e d it up: " W h e n a 

child is bl indly repeating someth ing it has a different value than when a child 

is a lso innovat ing as he is do ing someth ing which he has done before. In such 
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a s i tuation it might be important to ask whether the satisfaction is coming 

from the hoped-for approval as o p p o s e d to delight in the process , the aes-

thetic experience, or an interest in mastery?" (p. 134). 

One cou ld describe this series of discuss ions as a research process involv-

ing the identif ication o f a significant issue in children's learning (persistence) 

and the deve lopment of several broadly stated hypotheses (e.g. , "wonder-

ing" has important intellectual value) . The hypotheses have been deve loped 

out o f widespread observat ion of chi ldren. They have gone through s o m e 

prel iminary "test ing" as teachers relate them to a broad range of their o w n 

experiences, and they have provided a way o f look ing at l earn ing—some-

thing to cont inue to "test" and deve lop as a useful and powerful way to 

understand, explore, and support effective learning. 

One p o w e r of this approach is its lack of closure. A s the teachers built up 

instances around the topic , they became sensit ive to layers o f possibi l i ty that 

surrounded their general ized descript ions . F o r example , not only did they 

explore the potential of persistence as a tool of a powerful thinker, but also 

the possibi l i ty that it could get in the way o f a child's thought through things 

like "blind repeat ing" or an inappropriate sense o f duty. 

Here , as in any research project, we have an evolv ing set of prob lems , 

quest ions , speculat ions , and hypotheses , yet the seminars use a very different 

m o d e o f deve lop ing understanding from that o f traditional academic re-

search. Rather than using formal experiments , these teachers are drawing on 

their past and present experiences to deve lop , explore , and test out their 

ideas. They are examining the quest ions over an extended period o f t ime, in a 

cyclical way. They are clarifying meanings by repeatedly considering specific 

contexts in great detail , and they are refining their central themes from a 

variety o f perspect ives . The quest ions they raise, such as those about persist-

ence, are in n o sense resolved or proven , nor d o the teachers expect that they 

will be. T h e seminars are a place of ever-broadening and deepening explora-

tion and reflection. Admit ted ly , this work lacks all o f the trappings that are 

supposed to make tradit ional research "val id"; yet, in responding to this, we 

must bear in mind that the impetus for this seminar grew out o f the frustra-

tion with the seeming inabil ity of traditional m o d e s of invest igat ion to deep-

en our understanding and improve our practice meaningfully. 

CONCLUSION 

I believe that the path to relevant and appl icable educat ional research can 

best be f o u n d through a co l laborat ion between researchers and teachers. 

F r o m the seminars I have described here, it is clear that m a n y teachers will 

need support to experience what they do as hypothes i s deve lopment and 

testing, and encouragement to articulate the issues and prob lems in chil-
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dren's learning that can be culled from their daily work with their s tudents . 5 

Because of this I think that co l laborat ion with researchers must begin with 

finding ways to support teacher's reflection about their o w n c lassrooms. The 

approach o f these seminars differs from most attempts at staff deve lopment 

in that those w h o initiated them were committed to a l lowing the teachers 

actually to reflect on their experiences of their c lassrooms rather than putt ing 

them in a s i tuation where "experts" told them h o w they should understand 

or look at someth ing that happened. Unless teachers receive help in deve lop-

ing their o w n insights , I am afraid that we will never get a meaningful 

perspective on the contextual complexi ty of effective learning. 

A n o t h e r strength of the seminars is that they are made up of groups of 

teachers. The group provides a kind of se l f -checking mechanism. C o m m o n 

themes that emerge are ones that many teachers feel are significant. This is a 

process that is t o o often neglected in academic research. H o w does the 

educat ional researcher k n o w that the issues he is addressing have relevance? 

H o w often d o educat ional researchers use practicing teachers to check the 

relevance and validity of what they are doing? Expand ing the realm of 

academic research to include teachers as well as expanding the seminars 

to include researchers might help both achieve greater clarity. I believe that 

seminars such as these provide the ideal vehicle through which researchers 

can support teachers in exploring the learning of their children and through 

which teachers can make their fund of k n o w l e d g e and experience available 

to each other and to researchers. It is only through efforts such as these that 

we will be able to create an effective way for researchers and practit ioners to 

work together and make significant progress in improving c lassrooms where 

our children learn. 

NOTES 

1. It should be noted that not all educational and cognitive research falls into this trap. Lately 

there has been a growing interest in so-called qualitative (as opposed to quantitative) research 

(Hein, 1979). These researchers use observational and ethnographic description as the basis for 

their work, but, in the words of Sarah Lawrence Lightfoot of Harvard, these new methodologies 

"represent [only] a drop in the bucket in a vast ocean of educational research" (Lightfoot, 1981, 

p. 9). 
2. The psychological researcher Urie Bronfenbrenner characterizes much of cognitive-

development research as "the science of strange behavior of children in strange situations with 
strange adults for the briefest possible periods of time" (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, p. 513). 

3. A good example of research that tries to involve the teacher as a researcher is the Michigan 
Institute for Research on Teaching. The difficulty with this project is that they took teachers out 
of their classrooms and put them in a heavily academic setting, and from my perspective the 
results have been disappointing. The power of the seminars described here is that they sup-
ported teachers who were actually involved in teaching on a daily basis. Being attuned to the 
complexities of classrooms is a fragile thing, and in my experience it only thrives within daily 
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practice. Finally, in order for teachers to turn that attunement into relevant and growing ideas, 

much time for mulling and exploration is needed. 

4. An exception is Lepper (1980). In addition, both Carl Rogers and Herbert Thalan have 

developed models of teaching that are supposed to affect children's involvement with problems, 

but no research has been done on whether these methods actually stimulate the kind of thinking 

for which they were designed (Joyce, 1980). 

5. Another important teacher-development project that uses this seminar approach, but with 

a focus on children's classroom conversations, has been carried out by Edith Churchill in 

Cambridge, Mass. (Churchill & Petner, 1977). 
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Chapter 14 

Writing about Practice 

Roland S. Barth 

Those w h o systematical ly examine and write about schools c o m e , for the 

most part, not from the school communi ty itself but from higher educat ion. 

For scholars and researchers, schools can be frustrating social institutions. 

At tempts by university people to find meaning in school life run up against a 

host of we l l -known impediments . Gain ing physical access to c lassrooms and 

schoo l s that reject foreign bodies with defiance is one such problem. Gett ing 

inside "the culture" of a school or c lassroom presents an equally perplexing 

obstacle . Often researchers find themselves on the outs ide look ing in, draw-

ing inferences about school behavior but se ldom permeat ing teachers' and 

students ' innermost thoughts and mot ives or gett ing at complexi t ies that 

might help interpret a compl icated world. 

A recurring problem for researchers is corroborat ing observat ions with 

school people . The scholar w h o checks out findings with teachers, principals, 

and parents risks offending those teachers, principals , and parents whose 

perceptions of reality are invariably violated by the researcher's account— 

any account . The researcher w h o does not convey findings to the adults in 

the schoo l risks jo in ing the tainted cadre of outsiders w h o take advantage o f 

schools for their o w n professional purposes and run, leaving behind little 

benefit to the school in return for the precious energies that practitioners 

have invested in the study. In short , s choo l s can present university research-

ers with a peri lous quagmire . F e w scholars have managed to serve both the 

academic communi ty and school practit ioners well. 

If those w h o are foreign to the school culture have difficulty gaining access 

to its innermost secrets, if this in format ion is important to so many , then 

why don't pract i t ioners themse lves study and write about their schoo l 

worlds? It would seem that writing about schools as an "insider look ing in" 

offers unusual opportuni ty for insight into formal educat ion. Obvious ly , 

teachers have constant access to a c lassroom and school setting, not to 

ment ion their o w n ideas, mot ives , sat isfact ions, and methods . A n d the 

186 
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teacher acquainted as co l league or trusted friend with parents , administra-

tors, and other teachers w o u l d be assured of an understanding, sympathet ic , 

even grateful audience. In short, one might suppose that practit ioners w h o 

write about s c h o o l s w o u l d encounter few of the constraints so familiar to 

university researchers. S o it w o u l d seem. 

I have just c o m p l e t e d a b o o k about my experience as principal o f a publ ic 

e lementary school . In the preparation of the manuscript I became all t o o 

familiar with s o m e formidable obstacles facing a schoo l practit ioner w h o 

at tempts to write about s choo l s from the vantage point of "inside look ing 

in ." S o m e of the difficulties are familiar to university researchers. Others 

may be pecul iar to schoo l pract i t ioners . Taken col lect ively they suggest w h y 

so few schoo l people write about their work. A n d taken col lect ively they 

const i tute a large agenda for university faculty w h o w o u l d assist schoo l 

practit ioners in reflecting and writ ing about their practice. I will at tempt 

here to set out s o m e o f the sources of resistance to writ ing which pract i t ion-

ers encounter and then consider h o w the university communi ty might ad-

dress or alleviate these constraints . 

First there is the obv ious constraint of time. Writ ing takes t ime, lots of it. 

The university researcher, of course , works under time l imitations but within 

the university culture o n e is paid, a l lotted t ime, and rewarded for scholarly 

reflections and writ ing. This is hardly the case for teachers and principals 

w h o labor these days under condi t ions where more is expected to be achieved 

with l e s s—more student achievement with fewer resources. F o r any "free" 

or u n a c c o u n t e d t ime in the instruct ion of s tudents , there are a thousand 

things related to the j o b a teacher should be doing . A principal can take 

notes , organize informat ion , make outl ines , write drafts, edit, and revise 

drafts only when the "desk is c leared" of other obl igat ions , which , of course, 

never happens . 

My o w n vivid recol lect ion of writing while running a school suggests that 

t ime for writing c o m e s , if at all, out of my t ime, not c o m p a n y t ime. W h e n I 

did find t ime it was on a Saturday morning . But even then I found , as 

doctoral s tudents writ ing theses in educat ion find, that wa l lowing in, reflect-

ing u p o n , and trying to untangle schoo l issues, schoo l prob lems , and the 

inscrutable behavior o f co l l eagues is taxing. One can only take so much . On 

weekends and hol idays most adults (and probably children) w h o work in 

schoo l s badly need detachment , separat ion, and relief from their intense 

work, not further engagement with it. It is n o more reasonable to expect a 

teacher or principal to spend the w e e k e n d writ ing about s choo l s than to 

expect an air-traffic control ler to spend the weekend on a s imulator analyz-

ing airport traffic patterns. 

S o the problem for the practit ioner-writer is not only finding enough time, 

given the intense and d e m a n d i n g nature of s choo lwork . The problem is to 

identify for onese l f and supply the condi t ions under which it becomes likely 
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one will write. I have found condi t ions that support my writing both exacting 

and difficult to provide. I needed a year's leave of absence, a foundat ion 

grant, and a sec luded farm in Maine to say what I wanted to say and put my 

book together. I needed another year to revise, edit, and say it the way I 

wanted to say it. Seven hundred days to write three hundred pages! A n d I 

needed the greater part of a third year to solicit criticism and shepherd the 

manuscript through the stages of publ icat ion. F e w practitioners enjoy condi-

t ions that would permit, let a lone encourage , them to write. 

A second obstacle I encountered as I at tempted to write about my work in 

schoo l s was the complexity of the subject. What happens in s choo l s—even 

very g o o d schools—is often illogical, unsystematic, irrational, and unplanned. 

Effective written language , on the other hand, is essentially logical , system-

atic, rational , linear, sequential , and deliberately planned. H o w do y o u 

transform the former into the latter? H o w do y o u convert into organized 

language the massive , s imul taneous ons laught of complex individual and 

institutional behavior that bombards school practit ioners each day? While it 

is true that school people have ready access to an extraordinary source of 

rich data, few have at hand organiz ing principles and lenses that a l low them 

to col lect , select, organize , and find meaning in an overabundance of appar-

ently random information. 

M y o w n strategy emerged pragmatical ly . A s a principal for ten years, I 

col lected. Whenever someth ing especially noteworthy or satisfying or prob-

lematic occurred—a particularly successful meet ing, a remarkable change 

in a child, a heated letter from a parent, a sudden insight from a teacher—I 

jot ted it d o w n and added it to the sediment forming in the b o t t o m drawer of 

a desk. I set out for the Maine farm with three bushel baskets o f these 

anecdotes and incidents. For t w o months I played card-sorting games: I 

placed each item in a variety of shifting categories until some piles persisted 

and each piece of paper came to rest in an accommo da t i ng category, or in the 

wastebasket . Each of the enduring piles then became the basis for a chapter 

in the book . 

Within each pile I shuffled, arranged, and rearranged until I was able to 

find, or impose , s o m e meaning and organizat ion. I have a dreadful memory 

that s e l d o m al lows me to recall names and events , let a lone detai ls . But I 

found that each item I had squirreled away gave rise to a train of associa-

t ions and rich reminiscences with which I was able to recall the details of 

long-forgotten incidents . This inadvertent strategy enabled me to convert the 

random raw data o f s choo l life into a more or less ordered language. Other 

practit ioners discover other means . But m a n y remain baffled, overwhe lmed , 

and d i scouraged by the distance between the rough , disordered schoo l expe-

rience and the pol i shed written word. 

A third difficulty for practit ioners w h o attempt to write about their school 

experiences is one shared by those w h o attempt to write about a lmost 
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anything—fear, often terror, o f writing itself. Far more critical than insuffi-

cient t ime in d iscouraging , if not thwarting, pract i t ioners' writing is the 

underly ing fear that "I have noth ing to say ," that "others will criticize or 

ridicule what I wri te ," that " m y writ ing will neither be accepted nor used by 

a n y o n e . " These fears o f rejection are well grounded. They are the fears o f 

second-graders , seventh-graders, and col lege and graduate students—fears 

of be ing d e m e a n e d by papers returned so marked up by correct ions and 

crit icisms that it appears a bowl of spaghett i sauce has been spil led on them. 

The crit ic ism, the red penci l , the ridicule of having a paper read before the 

class, the low grades all leave permanent scars that inhibit adults' writing. 

Effective writing requires both competence and conf idence, which our 

formal educat ion system often does more to extinguish than cultivate. F o r 

many practit ioners then, the fear of being judged an inadequate writer (and 

therefore an inadequate person) is realistic. Consequent ly , a l though there 

are m a n y dist inguished teachers and principals , few are dist inguished writ-

ers. M a n y are dreadful writers. A l m o s t all experience a gap between the 

great deal they k n o w about educat ional practice and a l imited capacity to 

express this knowledge in writing. 

The terror o f writ ing presents a particular burden for schoo l people 

charged with responsibi l i ty for teaching precise, effective writing to others. 

Teachers and principals are expected to be accompl i shed writers themselves , 

else h o w could they teach students to write? Publicly revealed incompetence 

in writing is therefore not only a personal admiss ion of failure but a devastat-

ing pro fe s s iona l ind i c tment as wel l . N o w o n d e r teachers resist pupi l -

evaluat ion systems that require written c o m m e n t s or reports. N o w o n d e r 

principals say as little as possible in P T A newsletters! 

A fourth difficulty practitioner-writers encounter is the problem of gener-

alizability. Writ ing about what happens in s choo l s is an attempt to assemble 

and organize informat ion , find meaning and depict reality as one person sees 

and experiences it. The university researcher may study one c lassroom or 

schoo l sett ing at a t ime but usual ly bases conc lus ions u p o n larger samples , 

thereby gaining credibility and perhaps generalizabil ity. But many school 

pract i t ioners have never worked in m o r e than o n e schoo l . What a teacher or 

principal writes about is often based u p o n a restricted and n o n r a n d o m 

s a m p l e — o n e teacher, one c lassroom, one school . 

There is s e ldom agreement about what const i tutes "reality" in a school , 

whether it be the effect o f a new language program or a descript ion o f h o w 

the faculty meet ing went . S c h o o l people , like others , reconstruct experiences 

and their o w n places in them as they wish they had been. W e need to emerge 

from the s choo l drama as heroes and our accounts tend, therefore, to glorify 

us. If we acknowledge our l imited sample , our bias, and qualify our observa-

t ions as " o n e person's v i ew," we can counter the object ions and alternative 

interpretations of others . But if this disclaimer is employed , then both the 
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usefulness and generalizabil i ty of the account is brought into quest ion and 

frequently d iminished. W h o wants to read (or publ ish) a precious case study 

by one teacher about one c lassroom that perhaps has little or n o bearing 

u p o n any other? If there is to be an audience for a practit ioner's written 

account , the writing must have s o m e generalizable e lements . 

In fact I suspect m o s t pract i t ioners , like university researchers, h o p e that 

what they write will have meaning and value b e y o n d the particular s i tuat ion. 

For the university member this aspiration is acceptable and respectable 

e n o u g h . But the desire to general ize , to "stick o u t " and be recognized, leads 

the schoo l practit ioner up against another obs tac le—the t a b o o within the 

schoo l culture against dist inguishing oneself, or even appearing to distin-

guish oneself, from col leagues . 

The practit ioner w h o writes is haunted by the quest ions , " A m I g o o d 

enough? Are my experiences , ideas , and accounts sufficiently no teworthy 

to be of interest and value to col leagues?" If the answer is " n o , " then, at best, 

one encounters mental b locks before the typewriter and, at worst , ends up 

spending Saturday morn ings taking the kids skating. If the answer is "Yes , I 

k n o w s o m e t h i n g others don' t or can d o s o m e t h i n g others have not thought 

of," then o n e has indeed a t tempted to dist inguish onese l f from col leagues 

and is therefore subject to the penal ty for v io lat ing the t a b o o . " W h o does he 

think he is anyway? What ' s so great about that? It's pretent ious . I d o that 

all the t ime!" This response o f co l leagues is further aggravated by charges of 

explo i tat ion . "I cou ld write, t o o , but I a m t o o busy d o i n g what I am sup-

posed to be do ing . . . working with children or helping teachers ." 

The schoo l pract i t ioner w h o writes , then, can expect little support and 

recogni t ion from those around him. The culture of s c h o o l s places little pos i -

tive v a l u e — a n d often, in fact, places negat ive v a l u e — u p o n teachers and 

principals us ing their pos i t ions as part ic ipant-observers to reflect and write 

about practice. Writ ing is reveal ing yourse l f and m a n y schoo l peop le don't 

write for the same reason they construct walls in open spaces—in order to 

conceal themselves from those around them. 

There is another issue concerning the generalizabil i ty of practit ioners' 

writing. Amer ican educat ion , like social -sc ience research, seems preoccupied 

with a search for "the o n e best sys tem." Examples of g o o d practice are often 

scrutinized less for their particularistic merit than for the answer they may 

provide to generic prob lems . I can write about h o w we reduced discipline 

problems in one school ; readers want to k n o w h o w to reduce discipline 

p r o b l e m s in all s choo l s . But whether a pract i t ioner intends to generalize or 

not , it is unclear whether one individual's observat ions , interpretations, and 

conc lus ions can or shou ld be more widely applied. Suburban to urban 

schools? Elementary to secondary? Publ ic t o private? In m y b o o k I side-

s tepped this quest ion by suggest ing that problems of educat ion are generic, 

general izable from one setting to another, while so lut ions to these problems 
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are particular and unique to each context . Furthermore , I p laced the burden 

u p o n the reader to determine which , if any, parts o f my account o f o n e 

public e lementary schoo l might be generalizable to other settings. I had my 

hopes but I made n o claims. 

The practitioner-writer faces a variety of interpersonal and political prob-

lems. Writing about practice invariably means writing about other p e o p l e — 

parents , teachers , s tudents , and adminis trators . Like the university re-

searcher, the practitioner must be prepared to share findings and manuscripts 

with s c h o o l peop le . But in addi t ion , the pract i t ioner must live each day with 

the consequences of what is written. Teachers and administrators w h o write 

about their work must as sume that everyone in the s choo l will read what 

they write. A n d indeed, m a n y practit ioner-writers observe that mos t of the 

responses to what they write c o m e from within their o w n schoo l communi ty . 

U s u a l l y the wors t fate that befal ls the univers i ty researcher w h o s e 

c lassroom-based findings offend his subjects is to b e c o m e persona non grata 

in that s choo l . But these difficulties are eased by t ime, distance, and the 

availabil ity o f subjects in other schools . Schoo l principals or teachers, on the 

other hand, preside over a fragile house of cards. F o r them there are n o other 

schools . To write anything at all is likely to offend s o m e o n e . M o s t already 

have plenty of u n m a n a g e a b l e problems . W h y generate addit ional problems 

unnecessari ly? In short , for schoo l peop le the consequences of writ ing about 

practice are immediate and lasting, impinging on those u p o n w h o m they 

must depend for effectiveness and satisfaction. Thus , the teacher or principal 

w h o writes about a s choo l sett ing must decide whether to "tell it like it i s" 

and risk offending others , or edit, launder, and disguise the account so it will 

be unlikely to offend o thers—and probably unlikely to interest others as 

well. It's n o wonder that Henry Kissinger, J immy Carter, and others write 

about their profess ional experience only after they have removed them-

selves to a detached and sheltered place! 

Final ly , there are the mechanical and legal prob lems of the pract i t ioner 

w h o writes for publ icat ion. One might expect , for instance, that teachers and 

principals w o u l d encounter little difficulty gaining permiss ion to use the 

informat ion so freely available to them. It came as an unpleasant surprise for 

me to receive this letter from an editor at Harvard University Press: 

Dear Mr. Barth: 

I hope that your summer's been a good one so far. I also hope that I don' t 
ruin it with the news this letter brings. Your manuscript has some serious 
problems in terms of quoted material. Let me try to give you a sense of the 
whole picture: 

Only a few excerpts in the text belong in the category of "fair use": those 
passages that come directly from previously published sources. They are fair use 
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because they are under 250 words in length (which is the approximate criterion 
for any work of substantial length) and you have given them proper citations. 
No permission is needed to include these passages in your book. 

However, if you want to quote works like letters or poems (or any very short 
works) either in whole or in part, whether or not a citation is given, permission 
is required. This applies to all of the letters which were written by parents, 
numbering around 70 to 80. You hold no claim to these letters, even though 
they were addressed to you—and disguising the names of the authors is irrele-
vant. 

In dealing with these letters, you have three options: (1) You can quote 
directly from the letters and get a signed form from each author (a sample of 
which is enclosed), giving permission for use in your book. In this case, you 
should probably keep the names disguised anyway. (2) You can paraphrase the 
letters in the text, being very careful not to quote directly. (3) Or you can create 
fictional parents who express similar viewpoints in language that is distinctly 
different from the language in the actual letters. In this case, you should include 
a very clear statement in the preface that all of the people represented in your 
book are fictional. 

In any case, please be aware that you are solely responsible for making the 
manuscript legally suitable for publication—which means picking out the prob-
lem passages, and either deleting, revising, or doing the paperwork necessary to 
let them stand. Should you decide to obtain permission for any or all of the 
cases involved, the necessary forms and explanatory sheets are enclosed. 

So much for the parents ' letters. Now we come to all the works written by 
employees of school systems: superintendents, principals, teachers, etc. Permis-
sion to quote from a letter by a Newton teacher, for example, does not come 
from that teacher if the letter was written in an official capacity. Such works are 
termed "works for h i re ," which means that all rights to an official work belong 
to that organization for which the work is created. I 'm sorry to say that even all 
of your own Greensheets, memos, letters to parents or school personnel, minutes 
from meetings, personal notes taken at meetings, etc., are works made for hire. 
You must obtain permission from the school boards involved before we can 
publish any of these documents. 

Well, that 's the situation. The sooner the better in terms of clearing these 
obstacles out of the way. Editing can't begin until all the revisions have been 
made, and publication can't happen until the entire manuscript is legally sound. 
Please let me know what you've decided as soon as you've mulled all this over. 

The fact that all o f the informat ion that school practit ioners gather or 

generate as part of their regular working day belongs to the school commit-

tee o f the district, whi le understandable , is sobering. If I have to run a 
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gauntlet of central office administrators and schoo l commit tee members 

before I may use for publ icat ion even my o w n m e m o s to faculty, it clearly 

becomes less likely that I shall write for publ icat ion. It certainly becomes less 

likely that what I d o write will contain the seamier (and more interesting) 

anecdotes and insights , for w h o w o u l d give permiss ion for me to use infor-

mat ion that might reflect unfavorably u p o n them or their system? 

These , then, are s o m e of the constraints I encountered whi le writ ing Run 

School Run. I suspect these are also a m o n g the reasons other teachers and 

principals find it difficult both to practice and to write about practice. Whi le 

"I don't have t ime" may be the most c o m m o n l y verbalized impediment to 

writing, I find lack of t ime hardly the most d iscouraging e l ement—as many 

other practit ioners w h o do have t ime could attest. Taken individually, these 

many sources of resistance might not curtail writing; taken collectively they 

have the effect o f d i scouraging writing and reducing the l ike l ihood that the 

rich in format ion and insights of the schoo l practi t ioner will ever appear on 

the printed page. 

G i v e n this rather d iscouraging picture, w h y d o any schoo l practit ioners 

write? W h a t sat isfact ions can be sufficient to compensate for these hurdles? 

Teachers and principals find many. A primary mot iva t ion is the sat isfact ion 

and recogni t ion that c o m e s from seeing one's ideas in print and k n o w i n g 

that others a lso see them. Writ ing about practice lends legit imacy to both 

writer and practice. Mos t school people feel that educat ion is an important , 

worthwhi le endeavor , but can't help but be influenced by society's low re-

gard for their profess ion. In the view of many educators , educat ion is impor-

tant but not quite important e n o u g h . Be ing a teacher or principal and a 

writer is more prest igious than being "just" a teacher or principal. 

Writ ing about practice can help the profess ion as well as the author. 

Practit ioners can communicate to cynical taxpayers as well as to interested 

co l leagues , the complexi t ies , the difficulties, and the successes that character-

ize life in schools . Statements by school people are curiously, and unfortu-

nately, lacking from the ongo ing debate about Amer ican educat ion. Yet w h o 

has more to say on the subject? 

Sharing and val idat ing educat ional ideas with other practit ioners has oth-

er benefits . The teacher w h o reads what another has written finds an ex-

tended universe of alternative ideas, materials , and m e t h o d s from which to 

c h o o s e in responding to daily instructional chal lenges . A principal reading 

what a co l l eague writes finds it easier to order his o w n schoo l world. In 

short, a writer's descript ion o f practice can dignify all practice, while at the 

same t ime conf irming for each reader that, " G o d , I'm not crazy, nor a m I in 

this a lone ." 

A n o t h e r sat isfact ion for the practit ioner-writer c o m e s from the very tan-

gible quality of writ ing itself. T h o s e w h o work in schoo l s can never be 

certain whether teachers, students , parents, curriculum, or "school c l imate" 
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are different in June from the way they were in September because of their 

efforts. This is frustrating, to say the least. There is someth ing very concrete, 

on the other hand, about a publ ished manuscript . Y o u can see it, touch it, 

feel it. W h a t was a blank page is n o w an article. Certainty of accompl i sh-

ment s tands in w e l c o m e contrast to the uncertainty and diffusion of schoo l 

life. I find mysel f enjoying m a n y o f the same satisfact ions from writing as 

from shingl ing a barn. At the beginning of the week the roof was unshingled; 

at the end of the week it was shingled. It's better than it was , and I did it. 

A third posit ive o u t c o m e I find in writing about practice is the power it 

affords to clarify practice. In order to translate the disordered, irrational 

world o f s choo l s into the logic and precis ion o f language, one has to reflect 

u p o n and organize what one does and sees in schools . Bringing a higher level 

of m e a n i n g and clarity to frenetic days is a luxury few schoo l peop le enjoy 

(and few can d o wi thout) in these days characterized by sheer survival. By 

helping to translate one's experiences into a form that can be represented in 

words , the act o f writing frequently makes both our thoughts and our expe-

riences more accessible and comprehens ib le to us. A reflective capacity is a 

condi t ion for personal and professional growth. Thus , by helping to order 

the disordered, writing supplies a powerful catalyst for professional change 

and personal growth. 

For m a n y practi t ioners , writing about their work enables them to stand 

and to withstand practice. Without periodic opportunit ies to look with de-

tachment and perspective at the consuming world o f school life, teachers and 

principals find themselves c o n s u m e d by it. Writing helps to objectify practice 

and to distance pract i t ioners from it as well as offering a personal nourish-

ment that can energize school people through the many bleak m o m e n t s and 

hours of school life. 

Thus , m a n y pract i t ioners find writing about their work a kind o f j o b -

relevant moonl ight ing , the fruits o f which can be channeled right back into 

the j o b , making it more considered, perhaps more tolerable, certainly more 

effective, and maybe even easier. The labors of the weekend at the typewriter 

frequently pay off on M o n d a y morning in a variety of unpredictable ways. 

There is s o m e indication that when teachers and principals write about 

their work, students may benefit as well. S e y m o u r Sarason (1979) puts it this 

way. " T h e more a teacher can m a k e his o w n thinking publ ic and subject for 

d iscuss ion . . . the more interesting and st imulat ing does the c lassroom be-

c o m e for s tudents" (pp. 185-186) . Students benefit from the power o f adult 

mode l ing o f desired behavior . D o n Graves (1980) po ints out that there is n o 

better way for adults to impart the importance and the skills of writ ing than 

to be writers themselves . Put more strongly, Graves argues that "we can't 

expect a teacher to practice the craft o f teaching writing w h o doesn't practice 

the craft of writing itself." 
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The principal w h o is preoccupied with control over supplies , reluctant to 

give teachers magic markers and masking tape, begets teachers preoccupied 

with contro l over suppl ies , reluctant to give s tudents magic markers and 

mask ing tape , and students w h o g o wi thout magic markers and masking 

tape. In the same way , through this myster ious process of mode l ing , the 

principal w h o writes often and with ease may find teachers w h o write more 

often with ease , and s tudents w h o d o the same. I a lways thought that the 

hours I spent writ ing a s ingle paragraph each week for the schoo l newsletter 

c o n v e y e d s o m e unstated messages to the s choo l communi ty : " W e value 

precise, effective, entertaining written language here and we are working 

hard to d e v e l o p i t ." There were m a n y ripple effects. Teachers struggled over 

their written pupil eva luat ions and I made the struggles no easier by brood-

ing over their drafts as I w o u l d term papers . But teachers' c o m m u n i c a t i o n s 

with parents became more precise, effective, and entertaining as well. Al -

though this is difficult to prove , I a m conv inced that adults w h o write often 

and effectively in s choo l teach students as much about writing as those w h o 

deliberately set out to teach writing. 

A n d I have found that writing about practice is immensely helpful in 

speaking about practice. The skills and ideas exercised in writing are easily, 

if not automat ica l ly , transferred to speaking. M o s t teachers and principals 

are regularly called u p o n to display the latter skills even though they may not 

appear to need the former. I find that prior experience writ ing about a topic 

contributes to c o m m a n d over the spoken word. 

Final ly , for the practit ioner-writers, like all writers, the psychic energy to 

stay up all night crafting a manuscript c o m e s from the s imple yet myster ious 

desire for immortal i ty . We all, I'm sure, have the desire to "leave our mark" 

which will persist long after we're gone . F o r m a n y parents this c o m e s 

through the children they bear and rear; for architects, through the buildings 

that endure. F o r teachers the "mark" might be the scores of children w h o 

have been t o u c h e d by and w h o will a lways carry a bit of their instructors 

with them. F o r a principal , perhaps the " m a r k " is a s choo l , a co l lect ion of 

teachers , a c o m m u n i t y that have all s o m e h o w been shaped by the adminis -

trator. A n d for s o m e , promise of immortal i ty lies with articles in journals , 

b o o k s o n shelves , and entries in bibl iographies that will a lso persist long 

after author and typewriter have ceased to funct ion. We entertain the fantasy 

that s o m e h o w , s o m e w h e r e we may touch and profoundly influence another 

practit ioner in the way a particular article or b o o k has influenced us. 

Writ ing about practice offers s o m e t h i n g of immense value to readers as 

well as to writers. I believe the writ ing m a n y practit ioners d o represents a 

legit imate kind of research. It may be quest ionable whether anecdotal expe-

riences of s choo l practit ioners are general izable to other settings in the way 

that tradit ional research f indings may be. A n d it may be that practit ioners' 
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writing is more an exercise in the personal and professional deve lopment of 

the author than a creation of new knowledge . Yet large-scale, aggregate, 

social-science research, preoccupied with transferability, is often dependent 

upon huge sample sizes that tend to ignore or obscure the rich meaning of 

individual cases . A need exists for invest igat ion of individual cases as well as 

the aggregate o f cases . A s Vi to Perrone (1981) puts it, "The individual case 

informs; col lect ions of cases enl ighten." 

Recording examples o f successful practice and document ing the process of 

educat ion as it occurs is data col lect ing, desperately needed to fill o u t — a n d 

somet imes correct—the picture that more elaborate and systematic research 

only begins to paint . A discuss ion of s tandardized tests as they are used and 

abused in a particular school can shed as much light on the decline o f test 

scores as an elaborate study conducted by the Educat ional Test ing Service 

which d o c u m e n t s a ten-point nat ional decl ine in S A T s . In short, g o o d writ-

ing by practit ioners about practice is not only personal ly satisfying and 

profess ional ly rewarding, but offers a rich contr ibut ion to the literature o f 

educat ional research. Pol icy makers and school practit ioners need access to 

both. 

If writ ing about schoo l practice offers considerable potential rewards for 

practit ioner, author , and reader alike, and if so few of the nation's teachers 

and principals write about what they d o , an o b v i o u s quest ion is, " W h a t can 

a n y o n e d o to make it more likely that more schoo l people will want to write, 

be able to write, and actually engage in effective writing about schoo l s?" 

More specifically, what can university faculty and schoo l s of educat ion d o to 

enable schoo l pract i t ioners to examine , bring meaning to , and share in writ-

ing with a wider audience the rich and unusual data about teaching, adminis -

tration, parents, curriculum, and students to which they have access? 

Answers d o not j u m p to mind . To be useful, answers must address and 

attempt to remedy the kinds of impediments to writing cited above: lack of 

t ime, the overwhe lming complex i ty of the subject, the terror of writing, the 

problem of generalizabil ity, interpersonal and political problems , and the 

technical problems of publ icat ion. 

The "Writ ing Center" at the Harvard Graduate School of Educat ion , 

under the leadership of Joseph Featherstone and Bruce McPhearson , is one 

promis ing means for offering graduate students , teachers, and school admin-

istrators opportunit ies to strengthen their competence and confidence in 

writing through formal and informal coursework. These kinds of efforts 

promise to help practit ioners deve lop ways of observing practice, col lect ing 

data, and organizing and presenting ideas in writing. Helping practitioners 

deve lop confidence in their ability as writers is no small contribution. 

W h a t many practit ioners lack in order to set pen to paper is the " h a n d l e " 

for a manuscript or an article, someth ing distinct about teaching or adminis -

tering that can provide the occas ion for writing about it. Perhaps a writing 
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center can help provide a practit ioner with a conceptual framework. For , 

g iven an "organiz ing principle ," m a n y w o u l d probably find writing much 

less overwhe lming . If the efforts of other writers about prac t i ce—many of 

them undis t inguished—were available to read, practit ioners might be less 

awed. "I can d o it, t o o . " Or "I can d o it better." 

One c o m m o d i t y the university has that school practit ioners lack is a "pro-

tected set t ing ," and the power over membersh ip in that setting. One reason 

higher educators write is that they live in an env ironment that values writing 

and encourages it. The presence of a library, co l leagues w h o regularly read 

and criticize one another's papers , a distance from the hurly-burly distrac-

t ions o f the "real w o r l d " all represent the pos i t ive side of the "ivory tower ." 

Universi t ies may not be able to insulate practit ioners from the interpersonal 

and polit ical prob lems that a c c o m p a n y writing about their s choo l s , but they 

may be able to convey to practit ioners cit izenship in the academic setting. 

For instance, at Harvard we are planning to appoint each year one or t w o 

different practicing school principals as "visiting practi t ioners ." They will 

leave their schoo l s for a year to help administer an internship program, 

provide resources to fe l low principals , and use the protected sett ing as an 

occas ion to reflect and write about practice before returning to their schoo l s 

the fo l lowing year. In this way the communi ty can convey time and encour-

agement for writing, neither o f which is avai lable in most school c o m m u n i -

ties. 

Universit ies might a lso commiss ion selected school practit ioners through 

s o m e form of "min igrants" to write case studies or prepare manuscripts on 

specific topics , such as "ways o f encouraging creativity in the c la s sroom," 

"teachers ' uses o f reward and p u n i s h m e n t , " or "a principal l ooks at the 

advantages and disadvantages of informal c l a s s r o o m s . " Des ignat ion of the 

focus and assurance in advance of "acceptance" of the manuscript , coupled 

with the dignity and legit imization that c o m e s with an honorarium, w o u l d 

encourage m a n y w h o might not otherwise consider writing about schools . I 

suspect a large number of manuscripts could be generated in this way , which 

could prove valuable in university courses and research projects. W e plan, 

for instance, to commiss ion several practicing principals and teachers to 

write about an e lement of their o w n practice that they consider particularly 

successful or important—"fund rais ing," "promot ing the professional de-

ve lopment of teachers ," "bui lding coal i t ions with parents and teachers"— 

and then use these little "case s tudies" as instructional aides in formal 

courses , poss ibly call ing u p o n the author to a c c o m p a n y the case in class. 

A s s e m b l i n g a library of these practit ioner accounts may help to diminish the 

distance between "theory and pract ice" which so limits both the university 

and the school culture. 

A promis ing way of assist ing and encouraging school people to write 

might be a s imple , del iberate pairing o f a university researcher with a school 
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practit ioner as co-authors sharing the burdens and responsibil it ies of writing 

with the professional rewards and satisfactions. I'm not sure h o w many 

university researchers wou ld be wil l ing to engage in this kind o f paired 

invest igation, risking "di lut ion" of their efforts, lack of control , and possible 

sacrifice of academic rigor. I think the risk is worth taking. I suspect that any 

school practit ioner and any researcher wou ld be able to find certain c o m -

plementary skills and a c o m m o n ground for cooperat ion . For example , I 

k n o w of a principal n o w presiding over the c los ing o f her s c h o o l — a n impor-

tant and current issue these days . She is forming a partnership with a univer-

sity researcher examining this quest ion. The researcher wou ld gain from 

principal and teachers access to data and insight that only an "insider" could 

provide . The teachers and principal o f the school wou ld receive assistance 

from the researcher in the form of familiarity with the literature of other 

school c los ings and skills in analysis that might help them deal with this 

difficult issue. A n d perhaps with the coopera t ion and assistance of a univer-

sity person, principal and teacher will feel more confident about what to 

write and h o w to transform raw experience into prose . Once the p u m p has 

been primed, the practit ioner may cont inue to write about school c los ings or 

other issues wi thout the assistance of the university partner. In short , higher 

educators , comfortable and capable as researchers and authors , can help 

convey s o m e of these qualit ies to lower educators , thereby engaging in s o m e 

important " independence training." The key here is a relat ionship not o f 

subordinate to superordinate so typical of "cooperat ive" school-university 

efforts but rather one of parity and first-class cit izenship for each party. 

The idea o f school -univers i ty collegial invest igat ions is not new, nor is it 

an idea with an outs tanding track record. After six years of court-ordered 

"pair ings" between Bos ton area universities and particular B o s t o n public 

schools a imed at improving the quality of educat ion , it is clear that most of 

these co l laborat ions have been disappoint ing. At tempts by Wil l iam Tikunoff 

and Beatrice Ward at the Far West Laboratory for Educat ional Research 

and D e v e l o p m e n t , however , offer a striking example of the promis ing poten-

tial influence on practit ioners' professional deve lopment and researchers' 

effectiveness when school people are "worked wi th" rather than "worked 

o n " in the educat ional research process . In their words , "Each member of 

the team has parity and shares equal responsibil ity for decis ions made by the 

team from identif ication of the q u e s t i o n / p r o b l e m to the comple t ion of all 

resultant R and D activit ies ." 

One reason school practit ioners se ldom write for publ icat ion is that they 

are unfamil iar with the somet imes byzantine process of having manuscripts 

cons idered and accepted for publ icat ion. To w h o m does one submit a man-

uscript? At what journal? In what form? What appears to be a mysterious 

process shrouded with u n k n o w n protoco l , coup led with a fear of rejection, 

often curtails tentative explorat ion . A university might provide a valuable 
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service by helping edit and then broker manuscripts of practit ioners to ap-

propriate and promis ing publ icat ions , as many university faculty d o for their 

graduate students . It is important to realize, for instance, that a worthwhi le 

forum for the discuss ion of educat ional practice is the host of nonacademic 

periodicals such as Learning, Teacher, Instructor, Newsweek, The New York 

Times editorial pages , and local magaz ines and newspapers . Frequently au-

thors are paid for contribut ions that will reach a broad audience. These 

kinds of periodicals might offer practit ioners more satisfaction and peer 

recognit ion than more scholarly journals such as The Harvard Educational 

Review. The latter may be taken seriously and read by university research-

ers; unfortunately they mean little to most school teachers, administrators, 

and parents. 

These are a few of the ways in which university members might assist 

school teachers and principals in writing about what they see and do . There 

is ample r o o m and need for a wider repertoire. I s trongly believe that there 

are a great m a n y teachers and principals out there with an unfulfil led p o t e n -

tial for writing about educat ion from the vantage po int of practi t ioner-

author. Efforts of the university communi ty are needed to avo id this great 

loss of rich insight. 

I recently had lunch with a co l league w h o , for a dozen years, had been 

editor of a nat ional educat ional journal . I asked him if he could put his 

finger on the characteristics of authors of the very best pieces he had p u b -

lished over the years. H e replied that these were peop le w h o clearly knew a 

great deal about educat ion and schools ; in addi t ion, they wrote with great 

detail. Each had a rich lore of anecdotes and examples to support generaliza-

t ions. Moreover , these were people w h o cared pass ionate ly about their sub-

jects , and this pass ion shone through their writing. If these are indeed the 

important characteristics of g o o d writers about educat ion , they are also 

the characterist ics o f scores of schoo l practit ioners. W h o k n o w s in more 

detail and cares with greater pass ion about what goes on in schools than 

teachers and principals? 

The work of teachers and principals is not visible to the public or even to 

other teachers and principals . One way o f m a k i n g it more so is through 

writing. Yet few educators speak out for the abundant accompl i shments o f 

schools . M a n y students out there are learning and achieving, thanks to many 

schoo l p e o p l e w h o are teaching and leading. N o one else can tell the story as 

well. Pract i t ioners w h o work aggressively to convey their ideas in print have 

an opportuni ty to convey to the public the message that schoo l s are complex 

inst i tut ions, teaching is difficult, and that g o o d as well as bad things are 

happening in c lassrooms; that g o o d s c h o o l s d o m a k e a difference for stu-

dents , their parents , and professionals alike. 

Perhaps the most substantial contr ibut ion the university communi ty can 

m a k e to e n c o u r a g e s c h o o l pract i t ioners to write is to legi t imize their 
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efforts—to convey in a thousand ways that what goes on in schools is impor-

tant, that those w h o work in schoo l s are important , and that systematic 

observat ions by schoo l people , organized in s o m e coherent way with person-

al accounts and insights, are important . The academic communi ty accepts 

the value and legit imacy of sophist icated, val idated, large-scale, discipline-

oriented, university-based research. But useful knowledge can c o m e from the 

identif ication of g o o d practice, the codif icat ion of g o o d practice, and at-

tempts to communica te g o o d practice. W h e n university people c o m e to rec-

ognize that the thinking and writing of teachers and principals can also be 

characterized by integral rigor, even elegance, they will indeed be ready to 

help. 
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Chapter 15 

Case Study I 

A Program for the Gifted 

Mary Ann Haley 

educate—1. to give knowledge or training to; train or develop the knowledge, skill, mind, 
character of, especially by formal schooling or study; teach; instruct; 2. to 
form and develop (one's taste, etc.) . . . 

gifted—having a natural ability or aptitude; talented 

What are we do ing , what cou ld we be do ing , what should we be do ing in 

order to ensure that the "gif ted" children in our schoo l s are being "edu-

cated"? This problem was posed to me and a number of other c lassroom 

teachers several summers ago . We were members of a mathemat ics curricu-

lum commit tee in a suburban public schoo l system. Each of us had had a 

m i n i m u m of seven years of teaching experience in the system. N o n e of us had 

had any formal training in educat ion of the "gifted." 

That was three years ago . Since that t ime, members o f the commit tee have 

at tended n u m e r o u s conferences and courses on the educat ion of the gifted, 

searched the literature, implemented a small pilot program, and secured 

federal funds for the purposes o f cont inu ing to explore and to implement 

educat ional practices that can provide a high-qual i ty educat ion for our more 

capable students . Currently, we are in the second year of a federally funded 

project that focuses on practices that can be implemented in a regular class-

r o o m , where students of all ability levels will be found. 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the steps that led us to where we 

are n o w , to examine the difficulties we have encountered a long the way , to 

discuss quest ions that have been raised, and to explore the ways in which we 

could have used research expertise or assistance throughout this t ime. 

—Webster's New World Dictionary 
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GENERAL ISSUES 

A four-week summer sess ion marked the beginning o f our work on the topic 

of educat ing gifted students . Our committee was c o m p o s e d of four fifth-

grade teachers and one middle-school teacher. A l though we had been as-

s igned the responsibi l i ty of examin ing gifted educat ion for those four weeks , 

the expected o u t c o m e was s o m e w h a t unclear to us. We concluded that we 

were primarily expected to explore the issue of educat ing the gifted, to see 

where it led us, and, ult imately, to c o m e up with s o m e recommendat ions . 

A n x i o u s to get started, we looked at the most readily available resources— 

our o w n experiences as c lassroom teachers—and began by discussing issues 

we had been personally concerned with in trying to provide for our most 

capable students . Within the group , a variety of strategies had been used. 

These included: h o m o g e n e o u s ability grouping for math and reading instruc-

t ion; accelerating " t o p " groups of students by providing materials and in-

struction des igned for one or t w o grade levels above; introducing topics that 

would not ordinarily be covered in the regular curriculum; and providing 

opt ions for independent study. Less frequently, we had secured tutors for 

individual students , skipped them over a grade, or made arrangements for 

them to spend s o m e part of the week in classes at the middle school or high 

school . We were in agreement that these students are exciting and st imulat-

ing to work with , but , at the same t ime, that they present a real chal lenge to 

us as teachers. We felt that they often require and deserve a greater invest-

ment of t ime than we had been able to commit , either for locating resources 

for them, deve loping appropriate materials , or guiding their independent 

work. By the end o f this d iscuss ion, we had formulated a list o f quest ions 

that we subsequent ly tried to explore: (1) What is a "gifted child"; h o w does 

one discriminate between those w h o do well in school and those w h o might 

be further dist inguished as "gifted"? (2) H o w should these students be 

grouped for instruction? (3) What type of instruction should be offered? (4) 

W h o m should we be concerned about m o s t — t h e students w h o are already 

achieving or those w h o we feel have the potential to achieve but are appar-

ently not exercising their potential? 

Again we turned to resources at hand, beginning with an annotated bibli-

ography that summarized 43 research studies that dealt with the issue of 

ability grouping in schoo l s . Here we encountered our first major difficulty. 

The studies summarized were so varied in terms o f research designs used, 

length of time for change to be measured, ages of students involved, measure-

ments e m p l o y e d to determine the ability groupings , and so on , and the 

conc lus ions reached in seemingly similar studies were so diverse that we 

couldn't identify a single trend that was convincing. N o single study or group 

of studies seemed to point conclus ive ly to significant short- or long-range 

pos i t ive effects o f grouping on either gifted students or average and be low-

average ability s tudents . Moreover , there were no critiques of the studies in 
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the b ibl iography to guide us. Ul t imate ly , our analysis of the information 

conta ined in the bibl iography left us with little certainty regarding a m o d e of 

group ing that w o u l d be the mos t a d v a n t a g e o u s for our mos t capable stu-

dents. This was , by no means , an exhaustive explorat ion of the literature on 

our part. I bel ieve, however , that we felt both restricted by t ime, in that we 

had m a n y other issues to consider before the four weeks ended, and frustrat-

ed by the lack o f direct ion prov ided in what appeared to be a fairly compre -

hensive study of the available research on this issue. Perhaps, s o m e o n e with 

more research expertise could have been helpful to us here either by provid-

ing a more accurate or precise scrutiny of these studies or by locat ing addi-

tional bodies of research that might provide the conclus iveness for which we 

were looking . 

The more we invest igated the issues o f ability grouping and instructional 

tactics , the more we hungered to learn and realized h o w fascinated we were 

by these s tudents . Yet , we began to w o n d e r whether other teachers in the 

system shared our enthus iasm as well as our concern. We decided to deve lop 

a quest ionnaire to survey teachers' att i tudes and percept ions o f h o w well we 

were serving gifted students and what our needs as a schoo l system were 

regarding the improvement of educational services to these students. This led 

us to the ques t ion , " W h a t is a gifted chi ld?" as we felt that s o m e definit ion 

had to be prov ided for teachers if they were to respond to the quest ionnaire 

in a meaningful way. 

A DEFINITION OF GIFTEDNESS 

A consul tant , w h o had both university training and many years of c lassroom 

experience in this field, had been hired to work with us for t w o of the four 

weeks . W e turned to the consul tant for advice and assistance, given that we 

were unable to deve lop our o w n precise definition of giftedness. She cited for 

us the def init ion adopted by the Uni ted States Office of Educat ion in 1972. 

This definition stated, in part, that: 

Gifted and talented children and youth are those identified by professionally 
qualified persons, who, by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of out-
standing performance. . . . Children capable of high performance include those 
with demonstrated achievement a n d / o r potential ability in any of [several] 
areas. [Marland, 1972, p . 10] 

A l t h o u g h this definit ion was intended by the Uni ted States Office of 

Educat ion to be a guidel ine for educators across the country for determining 

the popula t ion that should be served by special programs, it raised several 

addit ional quest ions for us: (1) What makes a person professional ly qualified 

to identify these students? (2) H o w does one define "outs tanding perform-
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ance"—relat ive to what? (3) "Demons tra ted achievement" might be easy to 

identi fy—what about those w h o have the "potential abi l i ty"—what does one 

use to identify "potential abi l i ty" that has not yet resulted in demonstrated 

achievement? For want of any better definit ion, however , we decided to use 

it as the preface to our quest ionnaire . W e felt that t ime was running out and 

we needed to get s o m e input from the staff at large. Furthermore, we may 

have thought that other staff members might not have the clarification prob-

lems with which we were struggling. Finally, we felt that the definition did 

provide at least s o m e guidelines for them. 

We spent the remainder of the four weeks working with the consultant , 

deve loping the questionnaire. In addit ion, we began to study programs for 

the gifted as they were being implemented locally and around the country, 

and cont inued to read literature on the subject. 

The "needs-assessment" survey (as we called our quest ionnaire) was circu-

lated to the staff in September. We interpreted the data gathered through this 

instrument as indicating considerable agreement a m o n g our teachers that: 

(1) gifted students have special needs; (2) more support services are needed 

when deal ing with gifted students; (3) there had not been equal access in our 

schools to services available for the gifted; (4) attention should be given to 

the special needs of gifted students at all grade levels; (5) the schools should 

provide more services for gifted students; and (6) it is important for gifted 

students to work within heterogeneous c lassrooms for at least part of the 

day. The greatest disparity within responses occurred on an item that asked 

whether "our schoo l s meet the needs of gifted s tudents ." A l t h o u g h 45 re-

spondents answered the quest ion in the affirmative, 36 answered in the nega-

tive. Given the points of agreement listed above , I feel that this presents 

someth ing of a paradox , which more likely indicates a problem with the 

quest ionnaire construct ion. In retrospect, I believe that, in the deve lopment 

and interpretation of the quest ionnaire , we should have sought the assistance 

of s o m e o n e with e x p e r t i s e — s o m e o n e w h o could help us to identify our o w n 

biases ( to avo id " load ing" the quest ionnaire) , to devise wel l -worded ques-

t ions, to include an appropriate array of response choices , to analyze the 

results correctly, to interpret overall patterns, and to identify any problems 

with the information gathered and any additional information that might 

have been needed in order to determine future directions. Nonethe less , the 

quest ionnaire responses indicated to us that there was reason for us as a 

committee to cont inue to probe the issue of serving our gifted students. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM 

Year 1—Planning and Securing School Committee Support 

Teachers indicated, through responses to certain i tems on the quest ionnaire , 

that, in serving the gifted, they favored: acceleration, working within a 
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higher grade-level c las sroom, enrichment r o o m s , and itinerant resource 

teachers (teachers w h o could travel from building to building) . A l t h o u g h 

these gave us s o m e indicat ion of what w o u l d be acceptable to teachers, this 

list represents a considerable range of financial impl icat ions (for example , 

acceleration and working at a higher grade level can generally be a c c o m m o -

dated wi thout adding personnel , whereas enrichment r o o m s and the use of 

itinerant teachers require addit ional staff pos i t ions) . In c o m i n g to s o m e 

conc lus ions about the sort of program we should deve lop , we took into 

account not only the teachers' responses , but a lso our synthesis of the re-

search literature, our analysis of exist ing programs for the gifted, and our 

o w n experience as c lassroom teachers. In the late fall o f that first year, we 

presented a report to the administrat ion and the school committee . This 

report included the federal definit ion, a summary of requirements for worth-

while programs for the gifted and talented, and 13 program prototypes . 

Our list of requirements included, a m o n g other things, a del ineat ion of 

characteristics that, singly or in combinat ion , might describe target groups 

of children: students with specific academic aptitude; highly creative stu-

dents; s tudents with talent in a specific area; s tudents with high abil ity as 

determined by IQ scores. We suggested that screening and identification 

procedures e m p l o y mult iple criteria. For the learning env ironment itself, we 

proposed ways in which the environment should meet both the cognit ive and 

the affective needs of gifted students . Final ly , we suggested that the gifted 

program be integrated into the regular s choo l program, and that o n g o i n g 

evaluat ion of o u t c o m e s and subsequent modif icat ion be an integral c o m p o -

nent of the program. 

Our "ideal" program prototype wou ld have included the establ ishment 

of pos i t ions for resource teachers , w h o cou ld support the efforts of regular 

c las sroom teachers in a variety of ways . This recommendat ion was based on 

our experience as c lassroom teachers and the intuitive sense that if knowl -

edgeable , capable persons filled these pos i t ions , and program deve lopment 

were moni tored carefully, services w o u l d have to improve . The primary 

obstacle that prohibited us from recommending this one "ideal" prototype 

was the cost of adding staff pos i t ions . We knew that in order to commit the 

kind of m o n e y involved, the schoo l committee generally requires more con-

clusive or conv inc ing evidence o f the gains that will result. Perhaps the 

evidence existed somewhere in the literature, as a result of both short- and 

long-term evaluat ions of other programs , but we were unaware of it and 

didn't k n o w where to g o to find it within the exist ing t ime constraints . Once 

again, had there been a link between ourselves , as practit ioners, and re-

searchers, w h o make it their business to locate this type of information on an 

o n g o i n g basis, we may have been able to be more assertive. W e feared, 

however , that the entire effort cou ld c o m e to an abrupt halt unless we could 

s o o n entice the s choo l commit tee to make a c o m m i t t m e n t to someth ing that 

would keep the explorat ion mov ing in s o m e way. 
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The school commit tee took no act ion at that t ime, except to agree to give 

our suggested opt ions further considerat ion. A s the year progressed, it be-

came o b v i o u s that we , as a commit tee , had to c o m e up with yet s o m e other 

program opt ions , which wou ld involve minimal cost , s ince the schoo l c o m -

mittee did not appear to be ready to make a financial commit tment . L o o k i n g 

at all o f the exist ing resources avai lable and using our best creative prob lem-

solv ing skills, we , a long with the administrators , proposed a sort of "pro-

gram on a shoestr ing" to be pi loted. 

This program w o u l d be set up in a doub le fifth-grade c las sroom (2 team 

teachers , 48 s tudents) , in one of the four e lementary schoo l s . Reasons for 

determining this particular sett ing were: the pupi l / t eacher ratio at this grade 

level in this s choo l was lower than others in t o w n ; one of the teachers 

ass igned to this c lassroom was the chairperson o f our committee; the class-

r o o m could be considered heterogeneous (that is, students from that grade 

level in that s choo l identified as gifted, us ing even a very liberal def init ion, 

would represent only as much as one-half of the c lassroom populat ion) , yet 

the teacher could work with the identified students for large port ions of t ime 

in relatively " h o m o g e n e o u s " ability groups . This latter considerat ion (need 

for very able s tudents to work together for periods of t ime) was ment ioned 

frequently in the literature. The only cost involved was a minimal o n e — 

hiring a full-time aide to work in this c lassroom. The school committee voted 

to support the establ i shment o f this pi lot program for the next school year. 

Year 2—A Pilot Program 

The goals of the pilot program were defined as fol lows: (1) to determine w h o 

are the g i f ted—to deve lop , use, and evaluate screening and identification 

procedures for selecting students; (2) to learn what can be done in a hetero-

geneous ly grouped c lassroom setting to meet the needs of gifted students; (3) 

to learn of appropriateness of materials and techniques for working with 

gifted students; (4) to deve lop curricular materials that support the needs 

and interests of the involved students. It is clear that our intention was , in a 

sense, to conduct our o w n research through the pi lot , by taking the general-

ized conclus ions we had c o m e to and testing them out in the practical setting, 

with the hopes of reaching more specific conc lus ions about definit ions, 

grouping patterns, teaching strategies, and curricular materials. 

In order to select the s tudents w h o w o u l d be inc luded, we began with 

group-apt i tude and achievement- tes t data, which were easily available to us. 

Owing to the repeated warnings in the literature regarding the l imitat ions of 

using this type of group test data as a s ingular identif ication measure , we 

chose , for this initial s tep, to l ook at all s tudents w h o had consistent ly (for 

three years) scored above the mean for their class. W e then administered an 

individual IQ test and a group "creativity" test. The students' c lassroom 
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teachers comple ted a behavioral checklist on each student regarding learn-

ing, mot iva t ion , creativity, and leadership characteristics. Teachers also pro-

vided informal input on day- to -day c lassroom performance . We felt that 

these measures were diversified enough so that any outstanding intellectual, 

academic , a n d / o r creative apt i tudes w o u l d be picked up in at least one of 

these ways. 

A team of staff m e m b e r s , inc luding the s choo l principal , social worker, 

language-arts consultant , fifth-grade teachers, and members of our commit-

tee, studied all o f the data on each student and selected 21 students as the 

pilot group. Individual intell igence test scores ( W I S C ) on 14 of these stu-

dents were 130 or above . The other 7 ranged from 120 to 129. One student 

was inc luded because of an outs tanding score on the creativity test and her 

daily performance and mot iva t ion , despite the fact that her intell igence and 

apti tude scores were lower than mos t other s tudents w h o were being cons id-

ered. M a n y o f the s tudents were selected to part ic ipate in the total program. 

Others partic ipated in only a port ion of the program (e.g. , language arts or 

math, depending u p o n their individual strengths). 

S tudents ' needs , as out l ined in the program requirements we had formu-

lated, were used as a basis for determining curricular and teaching practices 

with these 21 students in the pilot year. The Enrichment Triad Mode l (Ren-

zulli, 1977) which details guidel ines for types of enrichment practices be-

lieved to be important in programs for the gifted, was used as an overall 

guide. This mode l suggests that enr ichment-program practices should in-

clude opportunit ies for students: (1) to broaden their awareness of topics or 

fields of study b e y o n d those which they wou ld ordinarily encounter in the 

regular curriculum; (2) to exercise and pol i sh creative and critical thinking, 

problem-so lv ing and research skills; and (3) to identify and structure realistic 

solvable problems that grow out of their interests. 

Special activities for the gifted group covered a broad range. Reading 

activities included the explorat ion of a variety of children's authors and 

several different types of literature ( m y t h o l o g y , mystery, science fiction, tall 

tales, poetry , fantasy, and adventure) . Mult idiscipl inary units exploring 

newspaper journal i sm, advertis ing, and broadcast ing were des igned specifi-

cally for this group o f s tudents . These included an emphas i s on creative and 

critical thinking skills. Acce lerat ion and enrichment were practiced in the 

math program, where problem solv ing was emphas ized through daily "brain 

teasers" and logical thinking exercises. Practical problem solving and word-

problem solv ing were emphas ized as well. Much of the science and social-

studies material was covered within he terogeneous groups involv ing all of 

the students within the double c lassroom. The students involved within the 

pilot program m o v e d through s o m e of the units at an accelerated pace or 

engaged in more in-depth projects than were required by the regular unit 

activities. 
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At the conc lus ion of that year an evaluat ion was written by the pilot 

program teacher. The evaluat ion included attitudinal comments from stu-

dents in the program and their parents (taken from teacher-developed ques-

t ionnaires) , the principal, and the pilot teacher himself. Student comments 

indicated that this year had been a very chal lenging and exciting one for 

them. Parental att i tudes were a lso very posi t ive . Those units , topics , or 

activities most frequently cited as favorites were ones that had been specifi-

cally designed as extens ions , adaptat ions , or addit ions to the regular fifth-

grade curriculum. The principal's commentary was very compl imentary re-

garding the program. A number of individuals , however , outside of this 

c lassroom (teachers and parents) expressed concern about the practice of 

"sk imming" gifted students out of other c lassrooms to place them together, 

feeling that crucial role m o d e l s had been removed from those other class-

r o o m s , a long with a spark of interest that gives class activities f lavor and 

depth. 

Regarding the first program goal (to determine w h o are the gifted), the 

teacher felt that the screening and identif ication procedure had worked well. 

At no t ime during the year did any fifth-grade teacher feel that any student 

had been excluded w h o would have profited from program participation, yet 

there was a real blend of students selected for the pilot program (i.e., high 

potent ia l /h igh achieving, high p o t e n t i a l / l o w achieving, lower potent ia l /h igh 

achieving) . H e noted that the testing of students and teacher input can help 

us to gain greater knowledge of the many d imens ions of our students and 

that this can help us to determine which types of enrichment are mos t 

appropriate for a particular student or if the regular c lassroom program is 

appropriate . In addi t ion , the teacher felt that the day- to-day progress , pro-

ductivity, and performance of the student group indicated that all of the 

students selected be longed in the group and needed an enriched, chal lenging 

program. 

Regarding the second program goal ( to determine what can be d o n e in a 

heterogeneously grouped c lassroom) , it was noted that the double c lassroom 

lent itself well to maintaining heterogeneity, while , at the same t ime, afford-

ing one teacher and a large group of very capable students considerable t ime 

to focus on enrichment experiences , resulting in considerable intellectual 

s t imulat ion. The pilot teacher noted that the enrichment group was demand-

ing, exhaust ing, and required a great deal in human resources from both 

himsel f and the hired assistant. The quest ion which he felt remained was , 

"Can a teacher in a self-contained c lassroom meet, with qualitative re-

sponses , the diverse needs of gifted students , those well-served by the regular 

curriculum, and those w h o are not even ready for the grade level curriculum?" 

Regarding the third and fourth goals ( to deve lop and learn about appro-

priateness of materials and techniques for working with gifted students) , the 

teacher felt that those we had deve loped on the basis of the Triad Mode l 
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were responded to very favorably by students and that we should cont inue to 

use the model for determining and defining enrichment practices. 

Final ly , the teacher noted that Renzull i (author of the Triad M o d e l ) had, 

in a recent paper, p r o p o s e d a definit ion of giftedness or gifted behavior (as 

demonstrated by creative, product ive performance resulting in outstanding 

contr ibut ions made by people to the world) as the result of the interaction 

a m o n g three clusters of human trai ts—above-average (not necessarily super-

ior) general abil it ies, creativity, and task c o m m i t m e n t (Renzul l i , 1978). Ren-

zulli, in propos ing these three clusters, underl ined the importance o f the task 

commitment and creativity, as he had witnessed the mult i tudes of programs 

for the gifted where students were selected primarily on the basis of IQ 

scores. The pilot teacher had noted the lack of task commitment in s o m e of 

the selected students and underl ined a concern that we cont inue to look at 

this d imens ion of student behavior, both as a selection criterion and as a 

measure of program success. 

D u r i n g that year members of our commit tee submit ted a proposa l for 

federal funds that wou ld enable us to cont inue and expand our efforts to 

include other schools . The proposal was funded in July. 

Year 3—Expansion and Modifications 

Funding enabled us to add a full-t ime staff member w h o w o u l d serve as 

project d i rec tor / coord inator . I was selected for this pos i t ion . I began by 

address ing mysel f to the only real criticism of the pilot program that had 

been expressed by s o m e teachers and parents , as well as by the bui lding 

principal: the practice of placing all the identified students in one c lassroom. 

W e had b e c o m e familiar with this concern not only in our o w n schoo l 

sys tem, but through much o f our reading about and study of other pro-

grams. There are c o m m o n l y t w o o p p o s i n g arguments on this issue: one is 

that gifted programs create or foster an elitist att itude a m o n g the most 

capable students by selecting them out and placing them all together; the 

oppos ing view is that these students need to have opportunit ies to spend time 

working together because they st imulate and, more importantly , tend to 

understand one another , whereas in very he terogeneous sett ings they are 

frequently seen as " o d d " or "different." There is not sufficient space here to 

list all of the arguments for each side, nor have we been able to locate 

respectable research that can substantiate either side of the argument in a 

definitive way. 

At any rate, as we expanded the program to include another school , we 

decided to attempt a c o m p r o m i s e by placing carefully selected clusters of no 

fewer than five of these s tudents (20 percent of the total c lassroom) in each 

fifth-grade c lassroom. W e used the same screening procedure as in the pilot 

and came up with 70 names ( 5 0 - 6 0 percent of incoming fifth-grade students) . 
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W e administered the same IQ and creativity tests to each of these students , 

and gathered the same teacher input on day-to-day c lassroom performance. 

W e ended up with a v o l u m i n o u s a m o u n t of data; s tudying it was fascinating 

but s o m e w h a t overwhe lming . Students with the highest IQ scores , with very 

few except ions , did not score highest on the creativity tests. Teacher ratings 

on the creativity checklists were not very consistent with high scores on the 

creativity test. Students w h o s e group aptitude scores fluctuated markedly 

over a three-year period in s o m e cases achieved high individual IQ scores. It 

s eemed that the more varied and numerous the sources of data, and the 

larger the group of s tudents being l ooked at, the more complex the task 

became to select a group of "gi f ted" students. Perhaps this was due to the 

kinds o f data we gathered or the instruments and sources used. A t any rate, 

we were fo l lowing guidel ines that we had gleaned from the literature in the 

field, using multiple criteria and the types of instruments recommended. 

Perhaps researchers with more expertise wou ld have found the data easier to 

study or could have identified inherent problems . It is regrettable that some-

one w h o had the t ime, interest, and expertise was not offered access to all o f 

this data for further study because programs for gifted students are currently 

receiving a great deal of at tent ion nat ional ly , and identif ication of students 

for inclusion in programs is frequently the most controversial and complex 

issue faced by program developers . W e were trying to use "state of the art" 

measures and guidel ines , but this resulted in a very complex and confus ing 

selection process. 

What saved us was that because enrichment for these "gif ted" students 

w o u l d be delivered primarily within the c lassroom, we could encourage 

teachers to study the strengths o f students not included in the target group, 

and to include these students in enrichment activities as deemed appropriate 

on a day-to-day basis. That is, if particular enrichment activities or curricu-

lar extens ions seemed to be beneficial to a given student, then he or she 

should be included on that basis , rather than on the basis of using our 

identif ication system alone . O n the other hand, we did identify the cluster 

groups for the teachers, selecting those students w h o seemed to have the 

greatest strengths overall. 

C lassroom teachers were given the names of these students, as well as the 

profile of informat ion gathered on each student. The target clusters of stu-

dents were most ly made up o f those w h o were high IQ (130-f-)-high achievers. 

In a very few instances , these s tudents had also scored high on particular 

creativity subtests or creativity behavioral ratings. B e y o n d this target group, 

we had what I consider the "scatter" s tudent s—some with above-average IQ 

but high creativity-test scores (higher than most of the students in the target 

group); s o m e with high IQ but more average achievement scores , and so on . 

Teachers were also given this information and were encouraged to consider 
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means for tapping into the particular strengths of these students or to in-

clude them in enrichment activities with the cluster group when it s eemed 

appropriate. 

The Triad mode l was , once again, used as a general guide to the types of 

enrichment , and our goal was that teachers wou ld weave this into the regular 

c lassroom program for these students . In major subject areas ( language, 

math , science, social studies) , this meant that as students demonstrated that 

they had satisfactorily mastered concepts and skills of the basic fifth-grade 

curriculum (which m a n y were able to d o more quickly than their agemates ) , 

enrichment shou ld be in the form of exposure to a variety of topics that 

represented extens ions of that subject area. In math , for example , a teacher 

might introduce units on e c o n o m i c s , the stock market, consumer i sm, and 

logic. This type of unit wou ld also be designed to include creative and critical 

thinking, prob lem-so lv ing activit ies , and more advanced research skills, and 

might b e c o m e the spr ingboard for independent study for an individual or 

small group of students . Teachers were encouraged to use resource people 

from the communi ty at large ( those whose vocat ions or avocat ions were 

related to enr ichment units or topics) to c o m e in as speakers introducing a 

particular topic or to serve as contacts and guides for students w h o selected a 

particular independent study topic related to their area of expertise. In gen-

eral, we wanted "enr ichment" to encourage students to quest ion as well as to 

find answers, to sense problems as well as to solve them, and to identify, 

utilize, and stretch individual strengths, interests, and talents. Teachers were 

given the flexibility to select particular enrichment units based upon their 

o w n interests and talents and the interests and talents of the students in their 

c las srooms . That is, the Triad mode l prov ided the formula for enrichment , 

but particular topics could be very diverse. M a n y of these units were initial-

ly introduced to the " t o p " math or reading group in c lassrooms. These 

groups general ly inc luded the target cluster group students as well as s o m e 

other students . Expectat ions for students in the cluster group were that, in 

addi t ion to comple t ing the regular unit activities, they w o u l d eventually 

select a problem for independent study. The units explored during that year 

included studies of media and advertis ing, consumer i sm and e c o n o m i c s , 

writers and authors , a s t ronomy, heroes and heroines , an imat ion and film-

making. Eventual ly most of the students identified independent study topics , 

and with the support of assist ing graduate s tudents or communi ty resource 

people , engaged in research and comple ted their projects in order to share 

their results. The range of projects comple t ed by these students was quite 

impressive. For example , individuals or small groups wrote an original radio 

drama, created an an imated film, wrote a h o w - t o b o o k on candlemaking , 

explored dreams and states of s leep, des igned their o w n space shuttle, put 

together a presentat ion on conste l lat ions and m y t h o l o g y , experimented with 
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structural designs in architecture, learned sign language, produced and di-

rected original or borrowed plays and musicals , traced their genealogy, 

wrote for the local newspaper, and designed computer programs. 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

There is no quest ion in my mind that these students and many others in the 

fifth-grade c lassrooms learned a great deal from the enrichment experiences. 

The most difficult quest ions to answer, however , are: 

1. H o w can we measure on a qualitative and quantitative basis the impact 

of what they have learned and h o w they have grown? 

2. H o w do the factors used to identify these students relate to their ability 

and wil l ingness to probe , to quest ion , to take risks, to stay with a task, 

to identify a strong interest, to attend to detail, and so on? 

3. What addit ional factors contribute to the success of independent proj-

ects and invest igat ions undertaken by students and h o w can we docu-

ment these? 

4. D o students transfer what they learn in one independent study experi-

ence to other learning situations? What is the nature of the transfer? 

H o w can we observe it? 

5. D o e s basing the program in the regular c lassroom have a significant 

impact on the "average" or "be low-average" students? What is the 

nature of the impact? H o w can we examine this question? 

6. In what ways is the project affecting c lassrooms? 

7. H o w can we determine whether the cluster students would benefit more 

from a part- or full-time program outside of the regular classroom? 

8. H o w well does the informat ion which is used to identify these students 

predict actual c lassroom performance? 

9. D o e s identif ication of students in any way affect teacher expectat ions for 

these students? 

10. H o w can we ensure objectivity in our evaluat ion of our program? 

Evaluat ion of the project up to this point has been primarily of a formative 

nature. That is, based on percept ions and reactions of students , teachers, 

graduate s tudents , and myself, we have made attempts to modify the pro-

gram. Informat ion of this nature was gathered formally through quest ion-

naires and informally through discuss ions . Quest ionnaires used were " h o m e 

g r o w n " for the most part. A l t h o u g h much of this feedback has been helpful 

and important , I am aware that there are m a n y d imens ions o f the program 

to consider and frequently feel that I am t o o c lose to the project to maintain 

a perspective on the w h o l e picture. A s well , I tend to want to gather vo lumes 

of information on every d imens ion so that I won't "miss anything." Yet, 
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teachers already have t remendous d e m a n d s on their t ime and d o not need to 

spend hours filling out forms, quest ionnaires , and reports. I suspect that a 

partnership with skil led researchers could have been very useful at the out -

set, by helping me to define the quest ions that I wanted to answer by the end 

of the project and des igning realistic, consistent , and efficient methods for 

gathering the data that would help me to answer these quest ions. 

D u r i n g this, the final year of federal funding, the state requires a formal, 

summat ive evaluat ion of the project conducted by outs ide evaluators . The 

evaluat ion is intended to enable a project to measure, in particular, the 

nature and degree o f student change , as a result of the program practices and 

to demonstrate h o w the project can be replicated in another school system. 

The use of standardized tests was strongly advocated in the guidelines given 

to us. I have spent six to eight months working with three other project direc-

tors. N o n e of us had any prior experience in evaluat ing on a formal basis; all 

o f us were former c lassroom teachers. W e labored over h o w this could be 

accompl i shed and wrest led with the fo l lowing issues: (1) Which goals and 

objectives should be measured? (2) Which goals and objectives could be 

measured? (3) H o w can we measure them? (4) W h o is qualif ied to put to -

gether an overall evaluat ion design for this type o f project? (5) Where does 

one find these people? 

W e decided to seek assistance from evaluat ion consultants and to explore 

evaluat ion designs with them. Locat ing and selecting these consul tants was 

our first chal lenge. W e came up with three names , either because they had 

conducted evaluat ions of "gifted" programs elsewhere, or because they 

were advertis ing as evaluators of "gif ted" programs. W e met with each of 

them for one or t w o days of d iscuss ion. W e learned a great deal from these 

meet ings but were not satisfied that we had yet located s o m e o n e w h o m we 

were ready to hire. W e felt that we needed s o m e o n e w h o had expertise in 

both evaluat ion and in gifted educat ion so that they could determine the 

appropriateness of our objectives as well as h o w to measure them. I believe, 

in retrospect, that we were l ook ing for s o m e o n e w h o was both a researcher 

and a practit ioner. Eventual ly , we located a team of two people , one w h o s e 

field of expertise was evaluat ion, testing, and measurement , the other w h o 

had been a teacher of the gifted, but was currently in a university doctoral 

program. At this po int , I think we felt that they w o u l d be able to c o m e in 

with the "mag ic formula" and sail through an evaluat ion. Interestingly, we 

became suspic ious and s o m e w h a t a n n o y e d when w e were able to provide 

them with suggest ions or cautions regarding instruments, objectives, or meth-

ods for seeking in format ion in the schoo l setting. W e saw them as the "ex-

perts" and felt that they should have all the answers, while disregarding our 

o w n expertise as a result of our experience as practit ioners. In addit ion to 

this, my first priority was to provide direct services to teachers and students 
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and, a l though I intellectually valued and was enthusiast ic about the not ion 

of carefully evaluat ing an educat ional program, I tended to resent the time it 

took away from providing "direct" services. 

Evaluat ion is still in process and will not be completed for several months . 

Our partnership with the evaluators has been riddled with demands , debates , 

d iscuss ions , suspic ions , and frustrations on both sides. I feel, however , that 

we have achieved a sincere respect and appreciat ion for one another , and 

quite a bit of mutual understanding regarding the complexit ies involved for 

both parties in conduct ing and substantiat ing c lassroom research. 

I realize n o w that there was a t ime when I thought the evaluat ion wou ld 

determine the project to have been a success or a failure. I n o w realize that it 

will d o neither on an "a l l -or -noth ing" basis . Rather, I hope that we (the 

evaluators and mysel f ) have gathered sufficient data to be able to derive 

s o m e correlations and, perhaps, identify s o m e causal relationships so that we 

can cont inue to improve our o w n program as well as offer support , advice , 

and assistance to others w h o are attempting a similar venture. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Investments of m o n e y to support research and deve lopment of programs for 

the gifted have historically undergone a pattern o f ebb and f low in this 

country. Currently, I believe we are cresting a resurgent wave of interest and 

concern national ly coupled with the belief that these gifts and talents of our 

students represent our nat ion's greatest natural resource. The field o f educa-

tion is still riddled, however , with quest ions and controversy over h o w to 

identify gifts and talents, what educational practices will foster their devel-

o p m e n t , and why this concern should take precedence over, or be in c o m p e -

tition with, other areas of deve lopment in educat ion. 

Our four years of effort described here represent a m i c r o c o s m of what is 

currently happening across the country. Unless the efforts and f indings of 

people like ourselves b e c o m e part of a much larger and more unified body of 

informat ion, I feel that we will cont inue to experiment in i so lat ion, to repeat 

each other's mistakes , to see funding and programs c o m e and g o , and to 

raise the same quest ions 10, 20, or 30 years from now. 

Respectable researchers might potential ly form the links a m o n g these mi-

crocosms of dedicated and commit ted practit ioners. Unless , however , there 

is more familiarity and contact between researchers and practit ioners, I fear 

that little progress will be made . Both need to have opportunit ies to deve lop 

an appreciat ion and understanding of the expertise that they have to offer to 

each other, as well as the resources they could make available to one anoth-

er. Throughout this chapter, I have at tempted to s h o w that we often had to 

draw u p o n our intuitive percept ions because we were unsure of where else to 
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turn or because we were d i sappointed in the qual i ty of research or because 

we were baffled by the contents o f s o m e of the literature we read. F r o m that 

basis , I have a t tempted to describe ways in which we might have used re-

searchers. I suspect that the latter is far from a comprehens ive v iew of where 

this intervention and interaction might have been helpful. Therein lies the 

core of the p r o b l e m — h o w do practit ioners turn to researchers when they are 

unaware of the kinds of assistance and support that could be offered? 
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Chapter 16 

Case Study II: 

A Day Care Center 

Christine McVinney 

In the Fall of 1975 ,1 started the C o n c o r d Children's Center with my partner, 

D e b o r a h Begner. H a v i n g recently m o v e d to C o n c o r d from N e w York City 

where she had opened the Gingerbread D a y Care Center, D e b o r a h began 

exploring the possibi l i ty of establ ishing day care in Concord . I had been 

teaching child deve lopment at a local independent school and had been 

exploring the possibil ity of starting a center for faculty children at the school . 

F inding space on campus , however , was difficult; the only space avai lable 

was an old barn that wou ld have needed extensive renovat ion. I was ready to 

a b a n d o n my project , s ince I had n o m o n e y for the renovat ion , when I met 

D e b o r a h . The two of us decided to combine our knowledge of early child-

h o o d and our energy with our c o m m o n goal of establishing a high-quality 

day care center for preschool children. 

F r o m the start, we felt that researching the feasibility of day care in 

C o n c o r d could b e c o m e a project o f its o w n . We thought o f ourselves as 

teachers and mothers , not business people , and as practit ioners, not re-

searchers. As parents , we knew there was a need for day care because we had 

experienced the difficulties of finding full-time day care for our o w n children. 

In addi t ion , we were interested in open ing the doors of the center as s o o n as 

poss ib le , since neither of us cou ld afford to remain unem pl o y ed for the 

length of t ime it might have taken to do an extensive survey of the Concord 

c o m m u n i t y and its child-care needs . Consequent ly , the research we did to 

support our initial desire to start a day care center was a kind o f market ing 

research that focused on three immediate practical concerns: finding the 

space, the children, and the funding to start the center. 

W e decided not to spend our t ime trying to conv ince the town of the 

importance and the need for day care. We wanted to avo id the danger and 
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futility of a t tempt ing to change people 's attitudes about the merits of provid-

ing child care outs ide the h o m e . Instead, our strategy was to establish the 

best program we could so that people could see, through our example , that 

day care could provide high-qual i ty educat ion for children and support for 

the family. Thus , we decided against the alternative of reading all the avail-

able research on day care, l ook ing for posi t ive results to be used as ammuni -

tion in a direct appeal for day care to the people of Concord . Instead, 

seeking to avo id a controversy about the merits of day care, we chose to 

present our center as a "nursery s c h o o l " with extended hours. We decided to 

present our center as a " s c h o o l " because , a l though day care is not a new 

concept in our society , we learned from many of the people we talked to that 

they saw day care as a novel and experimental idea. We saw this decis ion as 

the least risky and most expedient way to avoid confrontat ion and ult imately 

to further our goal . 

SPACE 

Fortunate ly , an old school bui lding in town was being c losed o w i n g to 

decl ining enrol lment . A group of residents w h o had attended the school as 

children originated the concept o f recycling the bui lding as a communi ty 

center—a place to offer a variety of educat ional programs to people of all 

ages. W e saw this bui lding as an ideal space for us , and after a t o w n meet ing 

voted in favor of the community-center concept , we applied for space. 

CHILDREN 

Once our appl icat ion had been approved, we wanted to assess more carefully 

the child-care needs in Concord . Our assumpt ion had been that there was a 

general need for care, but we wondered where the need was greatest: for 

what age chi ld—infant , toddler , preschooler , after-schooler? Obvious ly , we 

could not provide care for all these ages. W e c o m p o s e d a quest ionnaire 

asking parents o f publ ic -school -age children what their child-care needs 

were. We realized that our sample popula t ion was not really a representative 

group , but we sent the quest ionnaire out through the public schoo l s because 

we could not think o f any other way to reach parents . Because these parents 

indicated a great need for after-school care, we decided to offer after-school 

care as well as preschool care. W e quickly decided against starting a program 

for infants and toddlers because the low teacher /ch i ld ratio meant it wou ld 

be the most costly program. 
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FUNDING 

A few posters advertis ing our new schoo l , offering care for children ages 

three through ten, were placed in stores around C o n c o r d and s o o n we had 

twenty appl icat ions . W e charged each family an appl icat ion fee and security 

deposit to be used as our start-up funds. 

PROGRAM 

N o w that we had found space , chi ldren, and funding for our schoo l , we had 

to decide what was the best way to set up our program. H o w wou ld we equip 

our c lassrooms? H o w w o u l d we group the children? H o w would we structure 

the day's activities? H o w m a n y teachers would we hire? D e b o r a h and I 

agreed that we wanted our center to offer more than custodial care for 

children; we wanted to provide a st imulating and nurturing environment and 

experiences that would foster a posit ive self-image. We wanted the a t m o -

sphere of the center to encourage children's natural curiosity in learning 

about w h o they are and what they can d o . Our specific dec is ions about h o w 

to accompl i sh this were based primarily on our practical experience and on 

guidel ines from our educat ion as teachers. Both of us had been influenced in 

graduate school by the academic research o f people w h o had studied y o u n g 

children. The works of Piaget, Kohlberg, Erikson, Elkind, Pratt, and Frai-

berg were especially influential, and undoubted ly served to shape our pro-

gram, albeit in an indirect way. 

SUCCESS 

The C o n c o r d Children's Center n o w provides year-round educat ional and 

recreational programs for y o u n g children. W e care for 95 children ranging in 

age from twenty m o n t h s to eight years, with a yearly budget of $150,000. We 

e m p l o y 14 teachers. Next year we will be expanding our program to another 

t o w n bui lding because we can n o longer meet the d e m a n d for child care in 

our present facility. This t ime, when we applied for space, the town manager 

met with us personal ly to tell us that he is commit ted to making day care 

avai lable in C o n c o r d . It has taken six years o f practical problem solv ing to 

achieve this status. D u r i n g this period, our concern about establishing the 

center as a reputable institution expressed itself in attention to day-to-day 

details . W e had little need and n o t ime for delving into the theoretical base 

on which our endeavor s tood. 

Certainly, we had carried out s o m e of that background research in gradu-

ate schoo l , when t ime was set aside for studying the theoretical pos i t ions of 
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researchers. At the t ime we were establ ishing the center, however , we did not 

take the t ime to verify the research, and we did not take advantage of 

opportunit ies to consult with researchers in the area. Instead, we concentrat-

ed our efforts on changing people 's attitudes about day care by our example; 

we feel that we were successful. 

D u r i n g that t ime, we sensed that we ourselves were b e c o m i n g experts on 

day care through our practical experience. N o w this stage of our growth 

is f inished and we no longer need to worry about the survival o f our center. 

W e finally have a chance to analyze , organize , and reevaluate what we k n o w 

and what we still need to learn about day care. In the c lassroom, we observe, 

ask ques t ions , test our theories , and draw conc lus ions intuitively and infor-

mally on a daily basis . Yet we are not trained in the scientific m e t h o d and we 

are often unaware o f the research that already exists in the field of day care. 

A partnership with researchers at this stage could help us b e c o m e more 

systematic in our approach by clarifying our quest ions about h o w day care, 

particularly our center, affects the child and the family. Such a partnership 

w o u l d also a l low us to act on conc lus ions we draw from a more sol id base of 

research. 

DAY CARE IN THE UNITED STATES 

A n y ques t ions about the impact of day care and its implementat ion must be 

framed within an understanding of the place of day care within our society. 

A t the turn of the century, day care was conce ived as part of a larger 

m o v e m e n t of social reform to acculturate immigrant families into this socie-

ty. D a y nurseries were establ ished as part of the "sett lement h o u s e s " in-

tended to offer relief and support for the work ing poor . The d isso lut ion o f 

day nurseries can be traced to a changing attitude toward the p o o r and to the 

growing belief that even p o o r mothers should stay at h o m e to raise their 

children. This att i tude prompted the passage of the Mothers ' Pens ion Act of 

1911 and other various ass istance programs that paid mothers to stay at 

h o m e with their children (Fein & Clarke-Stewart, 1973). 

The concept of day care became popular again during World War II as the 

federal government provided m o n e y for child-care centers for w o m e n work-

ing in war-related industries through the L a n h a m Act . Once again , day care 

was seen as an emergency social service to help families in a t ime of crisis. 

Federal funds for day-care centers were not renewed at the war's end. 

D u r i n g the years fo l lowing World War II, an unprecedented growth in the 

e c o n o m y and in the birth rate occurred. The "baby b o o m " and a high 

standard of living due to a stable and growing e c o n o m y al lowed most w o m e n 

to remain at h o m e to care for their children. In 1948, on ly 13 percent of 

mothers with preschoo l -age children worked outs ide the h o m e . By the year 
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1976, however , that figure had j u m p e d to 37 percent. In 1950, the majority 

(56 percent) of two-parent families were supported by the husband as the 

sole wage earner. By 1975 that figure had dropped to 34 percent (Kennis ton , 

1977). 

This shift of w o m e n into the labor market has created a new demand for 

day care. In the past , day care was seen as a response to a national crisis. 

N o w there is a new kind of crisis created by the dramatic increase in the 

number of working w o m e n . Accord ing to a study of child care by Foreman 

(1980) , the impetus of the w o m e n ' s m o v e m e n t c o m b i n e d with e c o n o m i c 

necessity has propel led many w o m e n into paid jobs outs ide the h o m e . Fore -

man cites Eli Ginsberg, chairperson of the Nat ional Commiss ion for E m -

p loyment Pol icy , w h o describes this deve lopment as "the most pro found 

p h e n o m e n o n of the Century, w h o s e long-term effects will be equal to or 

greater than the rise of c o m m u n i s m or the discovery of nuclear energy be-

cause of its impact on the total ity o f society , including all males and chil-

dren" (p. 1). 

Currently, 68 percent of all three- to f ive-year-olds attend s o m e form of 

out -o f -home day care ( F o r e m a n , 1980). W e have altered one of the primary 

functions of the fami ly—the care of its children. W e may conclude that day 

care is n o w a reality, a social institution that will have far-reaching effects on 

our society. 

RESEARCH ON DAY CARE 

What d o we k n o w about the supposedly far-reaching effects of this p h e n o m -

enon? H a v e researchers studied these effects? A substantial a m o u n t o f 

research has been d o n e on day care, a l though much of it has been rather 

narrow in scope . Research to date has focused on t w o issues. Researchers 

have been interested in the effect of day-care experience, first on the individ-

ual child, and second, on the deve lopment of a mother-chi ld bond and the 

subsequent emot ional deve lopment of that child. Belsky and Steinberg (1978) 

reviewed the exist ing research and conc luded that the day-care experience 

"has neither salutary nor deleterious effects u p o n the intellectual deve lop-

ment of the chi ld ," and "is not disruptive to the mother-chi ld b o n d " (p. 929). 

A s Belsky and Steinberg point out , however , a shortcoming of the existing 

research is that most o f it was conducted in university-based, high-quality 

day-care centers that are not typical . A c c o r d i n g to them, in 1975 only 3 

percent of children in substitute care attended day care centers. 

Researchers may have chosen to investigate the impact of day care on the 

process of mother-chi ld b o n d i n g because o f the influence o f J o h n B o w l b y 

(1951) , w h o suggested that any substitute care arrangement which deprives 

the child of cont inuous access to the mother impairs the deve lopment of a 

s trong maternal a t tachment and adversely affects the child's emot ional se-
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curity. A l t h o u g h c o n d u c t e d 30 years a g o o n inst i tut ional ized chi ldren, 

Bowlby ' s research has influenced both the researcher and the lay person. 

Parents applying to our center have vo iced their concern that child care 

outs ide the h o m e might not be " g o o d for our chi ld." In particular, certain 

mothers each year express their feelings of guilt about leaving their child at a 

day-care center. Whi le these parents may not have read Bowlby ' s s tudy, it is 

likely that these findings have been filtered d o w n to them and have contrib-

uted to the format ion of a general consensus that separating mother from 

child is not in the best interest of the child. T h o u g h there may be other 

reasons why parents are concerned about placing their child in day care, 

Bowlby's study in particular does not help them feel comfortable about day 

care nor does it encourage practit ioners to argue for the value of and the 

need for high-quality day care. 

There have been except ions to this kind of research. For example , funded 

by the federal government , A b t Assoc ia tes of Cambridge , Massachuset ts , 

conducted a nat ional day care study between 1974 and 1978. Results from 

this study were intended to inform the federal government in its regulation of 

day care pol icy . This s tudy is s ignificant because it offers a broader perspec-

tive of day care as a special inst i tut ion and begins to fill in the gaps in our 

k n o w l e d g e about the effects of certain characteristics of care on the quality 

and cost. 

Specif ically, the A b t researchers were interested in determining the impact 

on the quality o f care of different careg iver /ch i ld ratios , group sizes, qualifi-

cat ions of c lassroom staff, and other regulatable center characteristics, the 

impact of these factors on the cost of care, and the trade-offs between quality 

and cost entai led by alternative federal purchasing requirements governing 

these characteristics of day care centers. They found that high-quality day 

care programs had smaller classes taught by teachers trained in early child-

h o o d educat ion . Unfortunate ly the peop le w h o w o u l d benefit the most from 

the findings of this report, the providers and consumers of day care, will 

probably never have the opportuni ty to read the report. Mos t research is 

publ i shed in research journals and read only by other researchers or pre-

sented at conferences attended by other researchers, or publ ished by the 

government for its o w n use. If research is to have any influence o n changing 

att i tudes or affecting pol icy , it needs to be made readily available to the 

pract i t ioner and the consumer . W h e n research is funded, m o n e y needs to be 

appropriated for the d i sseminat ion of the f indings to those people w h o will 

be affected. W h e n researchers ho ld their yearly conferences , practit ioners 

need to be invited. If only these suggest ions were fo l lowed, the barrier be-

tween researcher and pract i t ioner could begin to be broken to the ult imate 

benefit o f both . 

Breaking the barrier that exists between researcher and practit ioner could 

affect the direct ion of future research. Practit ioners are, by the nature of 

their work, int imately involved with "the subjects" and consequent ly they 
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are often able to perceive issues that escape the researcher. F o r example , any 

practit ioner in the field of day care k n o w s h o w important the influence of the 

family is on the behavior of the child while she is attending a center. W e see, 

a l so , our influence on the family as a support for work ing parents . Parents 

c o m e to us for advice on a variety of i ssues—toi let training, s ibl ing rivalry, 

i l lness, eating habits , and t h u m b sucking. Yet there is no research available 

on the interaction of centers, parents, and their children. 

To conc lude , previous research has been l imited in several ways. It has 

depended on subjects from university-based day care centers, despite the fact 

that the most c o m m o n kind of care is offered by babysitters or family day 

care providers . It has ignored the long-term impact of day care on children 

w h o spend o n e to five years in day care before entering publ ic schoo l . It has 

neglected to compare the variety o f day-care services offered to parents. 

By the end of this decade, it is predicted that t w o out of three mothers of 

children under age six will be working (Day Care and Early Education, 1980). 

D a y care services will cont inue to have an even greater impact on the child, 

the family, and our society in the future. The opportunity presented to the 

researcher and the practit ioner is at once excit ing and awesome . There are so 

many issues for research, it is difficult to k n o w where to start. 

UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 

One way to begin might be for researchers to ask practitioners what issues 

they w o u l d like to investigate. There are several quest ions that are important 

to me as a practit ioner. Specif ically, h o w does the service I provide affect the 

quality of the personal and professional lives of the families w h o use my 

center? S o m e research could investigate the interaction of day-care centers 

and parents. D o e s the availabil ity, type, and quality of care affect parents' 

tardiness, product iv i ty , and absenteeism? D o e s day care contribute to a 

sense of guilt in work ing w o m e n ? D o parents learn parenting skills from 

day care providers or d o they abdicate this role to the day care center? D o 

parents trust day care providers? D o single-parent families experience day 

care differently from t w o - p a r e n t families? D o e s the availabil ity of day care 

change a w o m a n ' s attitude toward child-care responsibil it ies and j o b respon-

sibilities? H o w does day care affect the relat ionship between parents and 

children? Are children expected to be more self-reliant? D o these children 

feel neglected? 

A s an administrator of a center, I need to k n o w h o w I can most effectively 

influence, support , and train caregivers. What is the optimal number of 

working hours for caregivers to work each day? What kind of evaluation of 

caregivers can serve to improve the quality of care? H o w can I combat the 

inevitable syndrome of teacher "burn-out" in the face of low wages? 
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A s a teacher o f y o u n g chi ldren, I a m interested in k n o w i n g h o w I can 

provide the best poss ible environment for my s t u d e n t s — o n e that encourages 

self-esteem and enthus iasm for learning. H o w is self-esteem affected by the 

apparent lack of privacy and the length of t ime children spend as members of 

a group? Can children in centers suffer from burn-out from spending ten 

hours a day year-round in a day care setting? H o w does day care affect their 

social skills? Are day care children more aggressive or more cooperat ive 

than home-reared children? H o w are their cognit ive skills affected? D o they 

learn skills earlier or faster than home-reared children? D o they engage in 

fantasy play more often than other children? What are the long-range impli-

cat ions of day care on chi ldren as they grow older? D o day care children 

cause m o r e behavioral prob lems in publ ic school? D o they require more 

remedial help? Are they perceived by their teachers any differently from 

other children? Are they able to establish relat ionships with adults more 

easily than home-reared children because o f their exposure to m a n y unrelat-

ed adults at a y o u n g age? Are they more self-reliant than other children? 

A s a parent , I w o u l d like to see comaprat ive studies of day care arrange-

ments . Are certain arrangements more suitable for infants and toddlers? 

What kind o f care is mos t appropriate for my needs and the needs o f my 

child? M y child is presently in a family day care setting. H o w does that differ 

from center care? 

CONCLUSION 

A s an educator , I believe that working with a researcher to investigate these 

quest ions w o u l d contr ibute to my o w n sense of self-esteem and expertise. I 

have my o w n answers to all o f these quest ions based on six years o f experi-

ence and intuit ion. Research could support my convic t ions or s h o w where 

they are mis taken; it cou ld enl ighten and broaden my understanding o f my 

role as a profess ional in a d e m a n d i n g and vitally important service in our 

society. With concern for profess ional survival behind me, I am eager to 

have access to research findings, to think about the applicability of those 

f indings to my o w n endeavor , and to form a partnership with researchers to 

facilitate the o n g o i n g study of quest ions of mutual concern. Such a partner-

ship w o u l d a l low for the m a x i m u m sharing of knowledge and skill to investi-

gate this vitally important field. 
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Introduction to Part V 

A l t h o u g h concrete suggest ions for improv ing c las sroom research and the 

relat ionship between researchers and educators have appeared throughout 

this v o l u m e , the chapters in this sect ion are devoted primarily to an explora-

t ion of the ways in which such improvements might be undertaken. W e 

a c k n o w l e d g e that there is n o so lut ion to the problem of designing and con-

duct ing effective c lassroom research that will please everyone. W e think the 

expectat ion of f inding a single so lut ion is, in itself, an unreasonable goal . 

Instead, we bel ieve that there are a variety of ways for practit ioners and 

researchers to explore working together. 

In Chapter 17, Harter begins by taking researchers to task for their wide-

spread lack of at tent ion to the individual child in the c las srooms where they 

work, his abil it ies, and his mot ivat ions . She suggests that this is the informa-

tion that cou ld be most useful to teachers—regardless of the nature of the 

information that researchers need for testing their hypotheses . Harter argues 

that researchers need to v iew teachers as peers, that they need to explain 

research procedures more fully, guide teachers in the use of research, do the 

research that will provide information the teachers need, and—perhaps most 

important ly—listen to teachers' views on the problems they are studying. 

In Chapter 18, Stubbs advises pol icy makers and practitioners to appre-

ciate the probabi l is t ic nature of research conc lus ions ; at the same t ime, she 

advises researchers to appreciate the immediate dec i s ion-making needs of 

teachers. Far from favoring one m e t h o d o l o g y over another, Stubbs proposes 

that c lassroom research use a variety of designs and statistical analyses , and 

that it try, as a primary goal , to take into account the complexit ies inherent 

in the c lassroom situation. 

Final ly , Chapter 19 ( A m a b i l e and Stubbs) summarizes the prescriptions 

presented throughout the v o l u m e as a set of general principles, a set of 

specific guidel ines for teachers, and a parallel set of specific guidel ines for 

researchers. A l t h o u g h we realize that these guidel ines are far from foolproof, 

we offer them as sugges t ions for researchers and teachers to keep in mind as 

they struggle to define effective col laborat ion. 
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Chapter 17 

Guess Who's Coming 

to the Classroom 

Susan Harter 

Like m a n y deve lopmenta l researchers, several t imes a year I find myself 

embarking on o n e of the more chal lenging excursions in our profess ion, a 

journey to the local elementary school . In this chapter I would like to explore 

what researchers are d o i n g there, and h o w they can d o it better, based u p o n 

s o m e of my o w n experiences over the years. A s a general framework, I 

submit that if we are merely searching for a poo l of subjects amid a sea of 

faces, strangely perhaps , we will feel very much like fish out of water. H o w , 

then, can we m a k e all o f the participants of this enterprise, ourselves in-

cluded, more comfortable? 

Several themes will be pursued, including specific suggest ions for the de-

ve lopmenta l researcher in the c lassroom. H o w can we best explain the re-

search enterprise to our educat ional col leagues in a manner that will be 

genuinely compel l ing? H o w shou ld we describe this endeavor to the children 

themselves? H o w can teachers contribute in terms of providing valuable 

input as well as data? In what manner should feedback be given to the school 

personnel? A t what level should parents be involved? H o w can we assist 

teachers in answering quest ions of their own? 

CROSS-PURPOSES VERSUS DIFFERENT AGENDAS 

M a n y w h o have written on this topic have contrasted the goals of the educa-

tor with those of the researcher. Thus , one points to the distinction between 

basic versus appl ied interests, between theory versus pedagogy , long-range 

versus short-range goa l s , normat ive data versus information about the indi-

vidual chi ld, and so on . Whi le these dis t inct ions are very real, it w o u l d seem 
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that they represent s o m e w h a t different agendas for the educator and the 

researcher rather than serious cross-purposes or impediments . 

In our o w n research program, for example , we are definitely concerned 

with basic research bearing on theoretical issues with the long-range goal of 

providing normative data. S imul taneous ly , we are concerned with applica-

t ion and pedagogy , as well as short-range impl icat ions for the individual 

child. Specifically, we have been interested in such constructs as perceived 

competence , self-esteem, intrinsic versus extrinsic mot ivat ional orientat ion 

in the c lassroom, optimal challenge, perceived control , achievement , and 

anxiety. F r o m a theoretical perspect ive , our goal has been to specify h o w 

these constructs are related, and to what extent they undergo normative 

deve lopmenta l change. F o r example , we have n o w determined that (1) per-

ceived control predicts the child's achievement level which in turn predicts 

his or her perceived scholast ic competence; (2) high perceived scholast ic 

competence is associated with an intrinsic motivat ional orientation to class-

room learning (whereas children w h o s e perceived competence is low tend to 

adopt a more extrinsic or ientat ion); (3) anxiety is negatively related to per-

ceived c o m p e t e n c e such that the more competent the child feels, the less 

anxious he or she is about schoolwork; (4) intrinsic mot ivat ion for c lassroom 

learning decreases across the grades three through nine (see Harter, 1981a, 

1981 b; Harter & Connel l , in press, for a discussion of these and other related 

findings). 

We have learned with experience that teachers are not particularly sur-

prised by such findings. S o m e are pleased to discover that our results bolster 

their o w n informal theories, in terms of the general pattern of relationships. 

Data generated by the group design, however , offer little else to the teacher 

w h o is basically interested in the individual child. Paradoxical ly, for re-

searchers the villain in the group design is "error variance ," whereas this is 

precisely what is interesting to t eachers—namely , individual differences 

a m o n g pupils within a group! 

For s o m e time our o w n group persisted in tell ing teachers that we were 

examining such hypotheses as: children with posi t ive feelings of scholast ic 

competence are less anxious; low feelings of competence are associated with 

an extrinsic orientation; or that children, in general, prefer optimal challenge 

if given such a choice on problem-so lv ing tasks. Our normative theoretical 

blinders obscured what every teacher k n o w s , which is that there are many 

individual children w h o d o not fit these patterns. For example , while many 

scholastical ly competent children do show relatively little anxiety over their 

performance , there are those w h o are extremely anx ious , despite their high 

level of achievement . To take another example , a l though many children with 

low feelings of competence are extrinsically oriented, there are s o m e w h o are 

intrinsically mot ivated , w h o seem to be "marching to the tune o f their o w n 

drum." With regard to preference for challenge, while "children in general" 
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may prefer opt imal chal lenge, there are also those w h o readily seek out the 

easiest tasks to perform. Thus , a l though the constructs themselves were of 

interest to teachers, documenta t ion of the overall relationships a m o n g them 

was not very relevant to their day-to-day task of understanding the perform-

ance of individual children. 

One could scoff at teachers' singular interest in the vicissitudes of the 

particular pupil , compla in ing that they s imply aren't interested in the broad-

er theoretical context . Alternatively, one could examine one's o w n enterprise 

and determine whether there might not be s o m e t h i n g that one could offer 

teachers, given their specific goals and objectives. In shifting to the latter 

strategy, we have been fortunate in that the measures we have constructed 

provide scores that can be meaningful ly interpreted and used by teachers. 

For example , our Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Harter, in press) 

provides a profile of a child's feelings of c o m p e t e n c e across three d o m a i n s , 

cognit ive or scholast ic competence , competence at athletics, social c o m p e -

tence in peer re lat ionships , in addi t ion to a separate index of a child's feel-

ings o f general self-worth. Teachers have found these profiles very interest-

ing, particularly with regard to h o w realistic the child's percept ions appear 

to be. Potent ia l changes in the child's percept ions over a particular t ime 

course , such as the school year or partic ipation in a remedial program, can 

also be d o c u m e n t e d through the use of such a self-report scale. The norma-

tive data pique the teacher's curiosity in this context , in that they provide a 

backdrop against which they can assess an individual child. 

We have also been able to provide teachers with profiles across constructs. 

F o r example , we can identify the child w h o perceives him or herself as 

highly competent (construct #1) and not very anxious (construct #2) , in 

c o m p a r i s o n to the child w h o perceives himself or herself as competent but is 

extremely anxious over his or her scholast ic performance. To add a third 

construct , intrinsic versus extrinsic mot ivat ional orientat ion, the first child 

tends to be more intrinsically mot ivated while the second child tends to be 

more extrinsically mot ivated. F r o m a research standpoint , we are attempting 

to determine what poss ible typolog ies exist with regard to profiles across 

constructs within a given competence d o m a i n . W e are hypothes iz ing that 

these typolog ies will be better predictors of performance than single vari-

ables a lone , or linear c o m b i n a t i o n s o f variables . With these typo log ies we 

h o p e to capture the major individual difference patterns of interest to 

teachers. T h u s , broader research objectives can be met while at the same 

time meet ing the specific and more immediate needs of educators . 

Obv ious ly , m a n y measures cannot serve such a dual purpose , and investi-

gators m a y well feel that to share individual pupil scores with schoo l per-

sonnel would const i tute an abuse of ethical principles. In other cases, the 

researcher may deem that the data s imply w o u l d not be meaningful or 

relevant to teachers. Presumably , these s i tuations w o u l d result from mea-
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sures that had not yet been sufficiently tested or indices intended to assess a 

relatively abstract theoretical propos i t ion that may not have a direct ana-

logue in the day- to-day behavior of children. Invariably, such judgments are 

quite sound. 

Whether or not the researcher can share specific findings with the educa-

tor then b e c o m e s a matter of the value each of us places on a particular type 

of research. The individual differences a m o n g researchers in this regard are 

marked, and if my o w n shifting values are any index, we need to include a 

life-span c o m p o n e n t to the analysis . A number of years ago I was t o o c o n -

tent to conduct studies that primarily satisfied my intellectual curiosity or 

fed my o w n theoret ical ego . With d e v e l o p m e n t (I prefer to think of this as a 

posit ive growth gradient!) , it has b e c o m e increasingly important to conduct 

research on prob lems that fall within the broad rubric o f "appl ied ," and 

have direct relevance to the daily lives of children. 

A s developmental researchers, we might d o well to examine our motives 

more clearly at each particular point in our careers, and communicate these 

intent ions to our pract i t ioner-col leagues more honest ly . In conduct ing more 

"basic research," I'm certain that many of us have experienced pangs of 

conscience as we tell educators that "This research will eventually lead 

to . . ."; "If you just extrapolate to the c lassroom situation . . ."; " D o w n the 

road, we'll be able to better understand . . ."; "These basic processes are 

probably implicated in . . ."; "Further programmat ic research will be neces-

sary to flesh out the impl icat ions of this study for. . . ." W h e n we are less 

than genuine in voic ing such sound and fury, the audible ho l low ring is heard 

by the educators as well. If we are sincere, we need to appreciate that the 

educator rightfully has a different agenda, and we need to be particularly 

compel l ing in our convict ion that such research will ult imately prove mean-

ingful. Our o w n lack of conv ic t ion in a given s i tuat ion may serve as a 

prognost icator , or perhaps a signal to reexamine our mot ives more honest ly . 

WILL THE REAL EXPERTS PLEASE STAND UP 

It frequently seems that when the research cavalry charges into the school 

there are a few t o o many high horses , and we might d o well to improve our 

d i smount ing skills. W e tend to set ourselves up as the authorit ies , we have 

the degrees , we are the "sc ient i s t s" with w i s d o m to impart. It seems difficult 

for us to acknowledge that teachers w h o live with their pupils for six to seven 

hours a day five days a week might have actually learned a considerable 

a m o u n t about chi ldren! T h u s , we tend to preach in a rather patroniz ing 

manner. H o w often do we ask teachers to share their insights, h o w often do 

we listen to what the educator has to say? On one occas ion , I recall that my 

particular patter seemed to be falling on a roomful of deaf ears. W h e n I 
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shifted to encouraging teacher comments and input, I witnessed an entire 

r o o m of bland facial express ions change into smil ing, enthusiastic , warm 

h u m a n beings w h o obvious ly k n o w and care a great deal about children. W e 

cou ld d o much more to encourage and use this input, toward the goal of 

better understanding children and the particular p h e n o m e n a that have cap-

tured our interest. 

There are also a number of procedural cons iderat ions in deal ing with 

teachers that we often over look, logistics that will facilitate communicat ion . 

A given study shouldn't be legislated from on high, merely making arrange-

ments with the principal, and other staff personnel such as school psycho lo -

gists, counse lors , social workers , and the like. The teachers' permission 

should be obta ined , and if t ime or schedul ing does not permit y o u to meet 

with them as a group, then make yourself available for individual or small 

group meet ings . Invariably, these smaller team conferences are more suc-

cessful. It is a lso critical to obtain and learn individual teacher's names as 

well as the names of key personnel such as the administrative staff in the 

main office. Spending t ime in the teachers' lounge , eating lunch in the cafete-

ria with the kids, are other ways to appreciate the school personnel as human 

beings funct ioning within a complex social communi ty . In addit ion, many of 

us have learned that sustained contact with one school is the best route to 

open ing and mainta in ing the lines of c o m m u n i c a t i o n , and deve lop ing mutu-

al trust and respect. In the short run, the flashy researcher w h o cuts a wide 

swath leaving a trail o f schools behind may churn out a number of publica-

t ions; in the long run, however , this strategy does little to further the goal of 

fos ter ing c o m m u n i c a t i o n and mutua l respect b e t w e e n researcher and 

educator. 

WHAT TO TELL THE CHILDREN 

Our responsibi l i ty to the children extends b e y o n d securing clearance from 

our institutional ethics committee . W e must attempt to make the experience 

as instructive and interesting as poss ible for them. The specifics will vary 

depending u p o n the requirements of the particular study. Our group, h o w -

ever, has deve loped a few general rules of t h u m b that seem to be successful. 

Regardless of whether the study involves individual or group administrat ion, 

we talk to the group (typically a class unit) as a who le at the outset. W e 

identify the general theme of the study ( h o w kids solve problems , what they 

like to d o , h o w they feel about things , etc.) and indicate that we are interest-

ed in h o w kids of different ages might be different. Children have an implicit 

understanding of a cross-sect ional deve lopmenta l design, given our tendency 

toward cultural age-stratif ication. That is, they believe that age makes a 

difference in h o w one thinks, feels, and performs. 
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In most of our o w n research, we are not interested in testing abilities per 

se, and thus attempt to break through any set that might liken our procedure 

to a testing a tmosphere . W e try to convince them that there really are no 

right and wrong answers . Thus , we focus on h o w we are conduct ing a survey 

and then ask the kids to tell us what they think a survey is. W e have them 

generate examples , and are b o m b a r d e d by il lustrations such as Skippy pea-

nut butter versus Peter Pan, Crest too thpas te versus Colgate , M c D o n a l d ' s 

hamburgers versus Wendy's . 

We've a lso learned that by the fourth or fifth grade, children can under-

stand the logic o f reliability. On our self-report quest ionnaires , children 

often ask why they have to answer several quest ions that seem repetitive, 

that ask the same thing. We've expla ined that if we wanted to k n o w h o w 

much they k n o w about math (or geography , or basebal l ) , we wouldn' t just 

ask one ques t ion , s ince that wouldn' t be a fair way to test what they really 

knew or felt. By fifth and sixth grades, children also spontaneous ly talk 

about h o w we want to see if they said the same thing on every quest ion , or 

"see if we were tell ing the truth." In a fo l low-up session with the group, we 

discuss these c o m m e n t s and try to teach them a little about surveys. (These 

particular suggestions are relatively specific to questionnaire-type procedures, 

but a similar strategy can be adapted for other types of measures . ) A l s o , if 

poss ib le , we encourage the teacher to be part o f the pretest and posttest 

group discussions. Often they extend the discussion in ingenious directions, 

relating it to other topics or activities in which the class is engaged. These 

discussions turn out to be one of the most gratifying aspects of the c lassroom 

experience (particularly if one doesn't feel the need to display one's degree by 

insisting that he or she be introduced to the children as Dr . X ) . 

THE TEACHER AND THE SCHOOL SETTING AS A 
SOURCE OF DATA 

In many studies, investigators wish to have teachers rate s o m e aspect of the 

child's behavior . In our o w n research, for example , teachers' ratings of 

children's actual cognit ive competence have provided fascinating data on the 

degree to which the children's perceptions of their competence are realistic 

(see Harter, in press; Harter & Bierer, 1981). The success of this endeavor 

and the wil l ingness of the teacher to comply with this request are a direct 

funct ion of h o w the study has been presented to the teacher. If the study has 

been presented in an interesting and compel l ing manner, particularly if there 

is s o m e benefit for the teacher, then he or she will invariably be quite c o o p -

erative. Our task here is to communica te a genuine appreciat ion for valuable 

teacher input; if we merely leave a stack of forms in the teacher's mai lbox 
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without appropriate explanat ion , there is much less incentive for the teacher 

to comply with our request. 

The failure of researcher and educator to communica te goals and needs 

can result in frustration in this bail iwick, as well as in others. W e recently 

experienced a dramatic example in a school where we had been told that 

teachers wanted to use scores from our Perceived C o m p e t e n c e Scale in their 

regular parent conferences . W e agreed to prepare individual pupil profiles 

for every child in the schoo l . M a n y of these same teachers , however , seemed 

unwil l ing to fill out the a c c o m p a n y i n g teacher-rating form as we had re-

quested, leading our research team to think that teachers weren't really 

taking the scores seriously. Thinking that available t ime might be the reason, 

we tried to adopt shorter and shorter rating forms, but that didn't ameliorate 

the s i tuation. Final ly , in a meet ing where s o m e dialogue was encouraged, the 

real reason became apparent . M o s t teachers were taking the child's scores 

very seriously, p lanning to incorporate them into the parent conferences. But 

they did not want us to plot their o w n evaluat ions on the pupil-rating form, 

graphical ly presented in black and white . Rather, they wanted to discuss 

their evaluat ions of a given child with each individual parent in the most 

appropriate and sensitive manner possible . Once this was clarified, we agreed 

not to plot teacher ratings, and then most agreed to fill out our forms! Whi le 

this particular incident had a happy ending, it sensitized us to h o w much 

more there is for researchers to understand about teachers' agendas , and 

vice versa. 

Researchers may well c h o o s e not to make the effort, opt ing to bring 

children directly into their lab sett ings, bypass ing the school system alto-

gether. This is a strategy e m p l o y e d by many , quite successfully, given their 

needs. On the other hand, the school setting is a yeasty microcosm of many 

of the processes of interest to deve lopmenta l psychologis ts , and funct ioning 

in that setting may greatly enhance our understanding of children. M y o w n 

incidental observat ions of peer interactions, my casual conversat ions with 

children in the halls and the lunchroom, have definitely influenced my think-

ing in ways that w o u l d not have occurred had I only seen children in my 

laboratory. If one is a keen observer of children's interactions within the 

schoo l setting, one cannot help but be overwhe lmed by the importance of 

peer interactions, social networks , age segregation, friendship patterns, the 

role of social compar i son , and the degree to which concerns relating to social 

relationships dominate children's spontaneous conversat ions . 

Moreover , in certain studies, the validity of one's measures may be en-

hanced by conduct ing research in the school setting. F o r example , asking 

children to rate their feelings of scholast ic competence and social acceptance 

by peers when they are physical ly s i tuated in that context , may contribute to 

the validity of those judgments . Validity here should not be equated with 

objective accuracy per se. Rather, the salience of the school setting may serve 
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to give us the most appropriate rating of h o w the child perceives himself or 

herself in that setting, or wishes to be perceived. Teasing apart the wish and 

reality is an interesting empirical quest ion in and of itself, which may also 

best be addressed within the milieu in which these experiences naturally 

occur—the school culture. 

FEEDBACK TO SCHOOL PERSONNEL 

Providing relatively swift, interesting, and interpretable feedback to the 

school system is an arena of the three-ring research circus where perform-

ance could be upgraded for most of us. W e seem to have myriad excuses 

for why such feedback is not forthcoming: it takes t ime to analyze one's 

data, the appropriate computer program isn't available, our new research 

assistant needs to be trained in the scoring of the protoco l s , we can't find a 

t ime in our busy schedules for a visit that can be coordinated with the 

school ' s schedule , and so on . In fact, we don't give this part of the research 

endeavor a sufficiently high priority generally. Rather, we often seem to take 

the data and run. W e may feel a bit guilty, but the a g o n y isn't sufficient to 

mobi l ize us beyond giving reasons for why immediate feedback cannot be 

provided. W e could d o better. 

The argument with regard to the length of t ime required to analyze data 

properly is often s o m e w h a t spec ious . M o s t school personnel d o not want a 

technical report including every statistical analysis , but s o m e general feel for 

the strongest effects obta ined . Typical ly , as researchers sensitive to our data, 

we can provide this level of feedback relatively quickly, if we take the time to 

make this a priority. It is the responsible researcher w h o will do so , out of 

respect for the school system that has been interested and cooperative. 

Moreover , the most effective feedback involves more than a m e m o by 

mail. Whi le f indings should be prepared in readable prose and made avail-

able to the school personnel , a personal visit to discuss the results with those 

most directly involved is far preferable as a means of communicat ion . Such a 

visit a l lows for the kind of d ia logue in which quest ions can be answered and 

implicat ions can be explored. The extent to which we may attempt to avoid 

such an exchange may be a partial barometer of h o w much we feel we have 

to say. W e might do well to ponder this from time to time. 

C o m m u n i c a t i o n via readable English prose seems to be a skill that many 

researchers never acquire. W e d o not c h o o s e to learn h o w to communi -

cate our findings to those beyond our immediate discipline. Thus , it is not 

u n c o m m o n in feedback descriptions to school personnel to find sentences 

such as the fol lowing: "A 4 X 2 analysis of variance revealed a significant 

interaction (p < .002) between grade and magnitude of the discrepancy 

scores based on the absolute difference between teacher and pupil ratings of 
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cognit ive competence . With increasing grade level, the magni tude of these 

discrepancy scores became at tenuated ." Often it's not s imply a matter of 

jargon that is inappropriate for the intended audience. In s o m e cases , our 

o w n head set primarily involves variables , s ignificance levels, interactions, 

regression coefficients, s tandard deviat ions , and factor structures, to the 

extent that we seem to throw out the baby with the bath; we tend to lose the 

very target of our inquiry, presumably children, in our statistical laundering 

of the data. 

Perhaps we need minicourses in "prose for the p o p u l a c e " as part of our 

research training, so as not to lose touch with reality. Exercise #1: "In the 

lower grades, children tend not to view their level of competence at schoo l -

work the way their teachers do; however , as children m o v e into the upper 

e lementary schoo l grades , their v iews of their com petence b e c o m e more and 

more similar to their teacher's j u d g m e n t s . " Are we perhaps afraid that if we 

make it s o u n d that understandable , it will be taken for obv ious at best or 

trivial at worst? This may be someth ing else for us to ponder. 

In providing feedback, there's a fine line between talking in Engl ish, rather 

than jargon and psycho logese , and talking d o w n to teachers. W e need to 

guard against a posture in which we imply that our designs or measures are 

s o m e h o w b e y o n d the c o m p r e h e n s i o n of the teacher. Whi le teachers may not 

have had the technical research training, most designs , quest ions , tasks, and 

measures can be explained at a comprehens ib le level. Furthermore, mos t 

teachers have had considerable experience with the type of graphical and 

numerical presentat ion of s tandardized achievement test data, and readily 

grasp f indings presented in a similar format. Often they may have sugges-

t ions for improving our m o d e of presentat ion, such that the findings will be 

even clearer for other school personnel and perhaps parents. 

Parents tend to be the forgotten e lement when it c o m e s to feedback. They 

graciously give us their permiss ion to e m p l o y their children in our research 

but rarely hear about it again. There are several poss ible routes to provid ing 

such feedback. In certain cases, a one- or two-page write-up specifically 

designed for parents may be appropriate. In other cases, the researcher may 

give feedback in the form of a talk at a parent meet ing. If the research has 

been presented in a compe l l ing fashion to the schoo l personnel , they may 

invite the researcher to speak at a P T A meet ing. W e shou ld w e l c o m e these 

opportunit ies as a further means of communica t ion . It may also be the case 

that the s choo l wishes to b e c o m e directly involved in the feedback process . 

In our o w n research program, this was the wish of the schoo l where teachers 

opted to include the pupi l -perce ived c o m p e t e n c e profile as part of the mate-

rial to be discussed during parent conferences . Whatever the vehicle, we 

should m a k e every effort to g o full circle, and give feedback to the primary 

link in the chain, the parents. 



238 Psychological Research in the Classroom 

ASSISTING TEACHERS IN ASKING QUESTIONS 
OF THEIR OWN 

In many instances teachers have ideas of their o w n that they wou ld like to 

research at s o m e level; they may not , however , have the resources or exper-

tise to translate such ideas into a researchable formulat ion. We , as re-

searchers, may be able to offer s o m e assistance and support at such a junc-

ture. But, we have to let it be k n o w n that we are genuinely interested in 

giving their ideas a fair hearing, and devot ing at least s o m e t ime to helping 

them implement an actual plan of research. This type of assistance may take 

many forms. If a teacher has had s o m e research background, he or she may 

need help at the level of suggest ions for data analysis. In other instances—for 

example , where teachers may want to evaluate the effects o f a particular 

program or intervention—input may involve suggest ions concerning research 

design or a particular measure to be employed . 

This type of consul tat ion may also involve discouraging educators from 

using instruments which might not be the most appropriate. Our group has 

been in the curious pos i t ion , perhaps, of trying to dissuade certain educators 

from employ ing the instruments we ourselves have devised. While we have 

been pleased that they think highly of our scale-construction efforts, it is all 

t oo easy to use an instrument "because it exists ," rather than because it is 

tailored to the research needs of the intended project. 

Recently , we have found that one thing our group has to offer in such 

s i tuat ions is guidance in modi fy ing a given instrument for the educator's 

needs. F o r example , we have assisted a group interested in health educat ion 

for children, helping them modify our perceived competence and perceived 

control scales for use in their project, such that the content would be relevant 

to the health quest ions they were addressing. In whatever manner we choose 

to provide such aid and consul tat ion, however , we should listen carefully to 

the quest ion the educator wishes to ask, moni tor ing our tendency to impose 

our o w n egocentric not ions of what might be the most interesting issue to 

address. In my o w n experiences of the past few years, I have found that 

educators have any number of fascinating quest ions to pursue, and this type 

of interaction has broadened my o w n horizons considerably. It has also 

broadened my understanding of children and my appreciat ion for teachers. 

In fact, appreciat ion seems to be at the heart of most of the issues involv-

ing the relat ionship between the researcher and the educator. M a n y of the 

authors in this v o l u m e have urged educators and researchers to speak to one 

another. But, we will only resolve s o m e of the problems posed if each of us 

a lso listens. Through such l istening, perhaps we can each deve lop a greater 

appreciat ion for the goals , needs, and talents of the other. 

Often it seems that a major s tumbl ing block involves one group feeling 

unappreciated by the other. Thus , the researcher may feel that the teacher 
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doesn't really appreciate the signif icance of his or her research. The educa-

tor, in turn, may feel that the researcher doesn't genuinely appreciate the 

demands of the c lassroom mil ieu, and the skills required to cope with these 

demands successfully. Thus , each participant feels unappreciated, and in 

narcissistically l icking his or her w o u n d s , doesn't consider that the other 

may also feel unappreciated. A s a researcher, one generally has other sup-

port sys tems—col l eagues and s t u d e n t s — w h o d o provide strokes and register 

their appreciat ion. M y o w n observat ion of teachers in the trenches, however , 

leads me to suspect that they might not a lways receive the appreciat ion they 

deserve even within the school setting. I've rarely heard a pupil say to his 

teacher at the end o f a day, "Thanks for what y o u taught me today!" N o r 

are the products of a teacher's effort a lways observable by peers and col-

leagues, particularly those intangibles that might really make the difference. 

Unfortunate ly we cannot legislate appreciat ion. The avenues are more 

subtle. N o r is there a pat formula we can apply for the genuineness that must 

a c c o m p a n y true appreciat ion. This must necessarily arise out of the particu-

lar interact ions between a given teacher and researcher. In this chapter, 

references have been made to "the researcher" and "the educator ." Obvious -

ly, just as we cannot make sweeping s tatements about "children in general ," 

neither can we make such general izat ions about researchers and educators . 

Thus , each of us must in g o o d consc ience decide u p o n the appropriate path 

toward cooperat ion and col laborat ion. The issue is not merely the priorities 

we assign to p e d a g o g y compared to science. The value we place on the 

quality of our h u m a n interact ion is a lso part o f the equat ion , whether we 

label it explicit ly or not . M a n y of our o w n experiences have suggested that if 

we are more attentive to these patterns of interact ions , a number of interest-

ing o u t c o m e s occur: teachers are happier, researchers are happier, the chil-

dren are happier, and (perhaps not so coincidental ly) the quality of both 

educat ion and science improves . 
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Chapter 18 

Beyond the Ivory Tower 

Margaret L Stubbs 

Social scientists today find themselves considering with renewed interest the 

nature of their relat ionship with the public. Contr ibut ing to this renewed 

interest may be the increasing difficulty researchers are having in securing 

adequate financial support for their work. Because of the difficulty obtaining 

funding, it is b e c o m i n g more and more impractical for a researcher to pursue 

the invest igat ion o f a topic in which she is intrinsically interested, but which 

does not attract the interest or address the needs of a larger audience. 

In addit ion, social scientists today are increasingly being asked to provide 

information on which public pol icy may be based. Whether reaching out for 

support or responding to requests for support from others, the social scien-

tist must consider h o w best to deve lop a relat ionship with groups of people 

w h o are not researchers and w h o have their o w n set of interests to protect 

and goals to achieve and their o w n way of working to accomplish those goals . 

A relat ionship of this kind consis ts of several key e lements . First is the 

social scientist's understanding of the nature and scope of the type of inquiry 

in which she is involved . A s econd c o m p o n e n t consists of the character-

istics that define the interests, goa l s , and ways of working of the group of 

people with w h o m the social scientist is to connect . Third is the form of 

col laborat ion that results as the various parties proceed to blend their sepa-

rate skills and concerns. In this chapter I plan to explore the nature of these 

c o m p o n e n t s . I will argue that the deve lopment of an effective relationship 

between social scientists—specif ical ly psycho log i s t s—and a wider audience 

requires a thorough understanding of these issues by all involved. 

Before any social scientists can offer special problem-so lv ing services to 

others , they must have a clear idea of just what it is that they can and cannot 

do . S o m e psychologists have commented on what they consider to be the 

nature and scope of psychological inquiry. Gergen (1973) , a prominent par-

ticipant in the discuss ion of this issue, argues that because studies conducted 

240 
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at different t imes invest igating the same social behaviors produce different 

results, social psycholog ica l p h e n o m e n a are not stable over t ime. H e feels 

that social p s y c h o l o g y may be described more appropriately as historical 

inquiry since it deals with facts that are largely nonrepeatable . Bel ieving that 

knowledge about social psycho log ica l p h e n o m e n a cannot accumulate as a 

result of one's e m p l o y i n g traditional techniques o f hypothes i s test ing, Ger-

gen conc ludes that it is imposs ible for psychologis ts to try to discover univer-

s a l that underlie behavior , and fruitless to generate predictive theories 

according to the guidel ines of the scientific m e t h o d as it is traditionally 

interpreted. 

Schlenker (1974) disagrees with Gergen about the degree of relativity to be 

accepted within the framework of soc ia l -psychological inquiry. Encourag ing 

us to recognize the essential nonrepeatabi l i ty of all events , Schlenker points 

out that even within the physical sc iences , the search for underlying regular-

ities is difficult and the failure to recognize them often tells us more about 

our abilities to look than about the p h e n o m e n a in quest ion. Whi le admitt ing 

that there are wide differences between people and cultures, Schlenker never-

theless considers it a legit imate goal for social scientists to concern them-

selves with a relatively few general propos i t ions that hold g o o d for h u m a n 

behavior and "from which , under a variety of given condi t ions , . . . a great 

variety of different forms of concrete behavior fo l low" (p. 4) . 

Assuming , then, that this is a legitimate goal , what methods of inquiry 

does the social scientist use to achieve it? H o w is the search for general iza-

tions conducted? H o w do these general izat ions emerge and merge into scien-

tific theory? A n d , in particular, what can the psycholog ica l researcher, 

equipped with special fact-f inding and theory-bui lding too l s , d o for the edu-

cational practitioner? 

In the broadest sense, one might describe the social scientist as an analyst 

o f h u m a n behavior w h o is first and foremost an observer. A s an observer, 

the social scientist is pos i t ioned at a level that is necessarily s o m e w h a t re-

m o v e d from actual participation in the event or behavior that is being o b -

served. The social scientist, often through exper imentat ion , col lects many 

observat ions o f the p h e n o m e n o n under study and generally uses these to 

formulate more detailed descript ions. Final ly , these more detailed descrip-

t ions are used as a basis for making predict ive s tatements about future 

behavior . But, as L o m a x (1978) explains in her discussion o f h o w empirical 

research has influenced beliefs and practices of society throughout history, 

research results d o not necessarily lead to firm conc lus ions . Instead, they 

often encourage the formulat ion of a new set of quest ions . This is h o w 

inquiry deepens , and only gradually does a s m o o t h theoretical mode l , which 

can be accepted as the best approx imat ion possible , emerge. Social scientists, 

then, are engaged in d iscover ing as much as poss ib le about a particular phe-

n o m e n o n . Their v iew of the p h e n o m e n o n may change , depending on re-
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search results. Previous as sumpt ions about behavior , if not conf irmed, will 

be abandoned . 

A s a contrast to the framework in which the social scientist works , it is 

interesting to consider the framework within which pol icy makers and prac-

titioners function, paying particular attention to the educator's domain . 

Field (1979) , in writing about stages of deve lopment in teachers, suggests 

that "Every teacher knows that s h e / h e learned more in her /h i s first year on 

the j o b than in all four years of co l lege" (p. 1). Thinking back on my o w n 

experiences as a teacher in e lementary- and junior-high-school c lassrooms, 

I w o u l d have to agree that only a certain a m o u n t of what is involved in 

teaching can be antic ipated and that teachers really b e c o m e teachers by 

teaching, by deve loping the ability to use many different skills in accompl i sh-

ing the tasks that present themselves during the course of a normal day in the 

c lassroom. A n d , as Fie ld points out , there is n o specific order in which these 

tasks occur. Rather , the teacher must adjust as different needs arise by 

shifting roles when necessary and selecting which skills need to be used in 

particular problem-solv ing s i tuations. 

In reviewing s o m e of the planning that my co-teacher and I did as prepara-

tion for our class of 11, 12, and 13-year-olds, I can see clearly that, in order 

to be successful teachers , we needed to be able to use skills associated with a 

variety of occupat ions . In sort ing out our o w n profess ional goals and in 

working to achieve the most appropriate fit o f our goals with those of our 

col leagues , the people w h o started the school , and the parents of the children 

we were teaching, we needed to function as phi losophers , historians, and 

polit icians. In designing the academic requirements, we had to assess stu-

dents' learning needs and then purchase or otherwise obtain suitable mate-

rials for meet ing those needs. In designing and building the c lassroom envi-

ronment , we worked as inventors, carpenters, painters, and janitors. W e 

antic ipated that in working with the students we w o u l d need to entertain, 

lecture, discipline, evaluate, referee, and counsel . 

D u r i n g the process o f funct ioning in all those different ways , my co -

teacher and I were not aware that we possessed the skills required by our 

various jobs . Rather, as Field suggests , I feel that we must have developed 

the various abilities s lowly over t ime, and like all teachers, we did not have 

t ime to be aware o f h o w that d e v e l o p m e n t progressed. Teachers have access 

to a tremendous a m o u n t of information about a wide variety of things. Yet if 

we look at h o w it is that we as teachers g o about do ing our j o b s , it a lmost 

seems as if we collect and process the information on which we base decis ion 

making unconsc ious ly , nonsequential ly , and with amazing speed. 

Victor A t k i n s , a pract ic ing educator interested in h o w researchers and 

practit ioners might work together, believes that s o m e of the differences that 

exist between researchers and teachers stem from the different m e t h o d each 



Beyond the Ivory Tower 243 

group uses for making observat ions and col lect ing information. A s Atkins 

(1978) sees it, 

[T]he research scientist hedges himself about with protections against his own 
tendency to subjectivity. This helps to ensure that at the end of his search he is 
left with a small piece of truth which is as objective as he can make it. In this 
process, he ignores whole dimensions of the phenomenon he is observing in 
order to devote himself to one relationship. . . . The teacher, as teacher, is never 
able to devote this degree of undeviating attention to one aspect of the teeming 
life of the classroom. . . . Teachers don ' t need precise and objective certainty 
about a tiny aspect of their professional world. They need swift and economical 
confirmation or disconfirmation of their professional hunches in the context of 
an environment in which they are called upon to pay attention to a bewildering 
range of stimuli. This is not to suggest that teachers shouldn' t be observers and 
even researchers. What it does suggest is that theirs will be observation in a 
different mode from that of the research scientist: the wide-ranging, easily ad-
justable, portable binoculars of the birdwatcher, rather than the finely tuned, 
powerful, and narrow-ranged microscope of the biologist, [p. 136] 

In sum, then, pract i t ioners w h o are partic ipants as well as observers col-

lect informat ion for the purposes o f informing decis ion making; these activi-

ties occur s imultaneous ly and in a s ituation in which control l ing one variable 

in order to look at another is imposs ib le . M o s t social scientists , on the other 

hand, do not design research with particular pol icy appl icat ions in mind. 

Researchers in child deve lopment , for instance, are primarily interested in 

understanding the course of deve lopment , while pol icy makers and practi-

t ioners in the society at large wish to make dec is ions about h o w certain 

policies or activities can enhance or facilitate certain aspects of deve lopment . 

T h o u g h researchers, pol icy makers , and practit ioners may differ in their 

or ientat ions and m e t h o d o l o g i e s for s tudying a p h e n o m e n o n of interest, such 

differences do not necessarily rule out col laborat ion between the various 

parties. F o r a successful col laborat ive relat ionship to deve lop , each party 

must first be cognizant of the broad differences in approach that d o exist. 

T h o s e w h o wish to extract pol icy guidel ines from social-science research 

must keep in mind that most research refers to probabil it ies; statistical signif-

icance indicates only the probabil i ty that a particular behavior will occur 

given a very specific set of c ircumstances . Particular cases , with which pol icy 

makers and practi t ioners constant ly deal, can never be predicted with cer-

tainty. In addi t ion , because of the difficulty in recruiting subjects , a select 

group of people w h o may not be truly representative of the general popula-

t ion often serve in research experiments . C o n s e q u e n t l y , general izat ions 

based on the performance of such a group must be m a d e caut ious ly , by 

either researchers or practitioners. 
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Policy makers and practit ioners may have to readjust their expectat ions 

about the degree of certainty that can be provided by the research findings of 

social scientists. In spite of the pressure of needing to intervene quickly in 

order to solve a particular prob lem, pol icy makers and practit ioners must be 

prepared to accept the possibi l i ty that though research may suggest a possi-

ble course of act ion, subsequent evaluat ion may prove that such a course of 

act ion was a less effective means o f solving a problem than had been antici-

pated. T h o u g h d isappointed about the lack of effectiveness of a particular 

course of act ion, they shou ld nevertheless be comforted by the fact that even 

negative results may contribute to a growing body of knowledge about a 

complex s i tuation. Pol icy makers and practit ioners may find it necessary to 

take a s o m e w h a t broader view of the larger context in which a particular 

problem occurs, even though their concerns about problem solving are in-

herently more specific and immediate . 

Social scientists , on the other hand, w h o may be comfortable working 

within the broader context of contr ibut ing to " k n o w l e d g e , " need to work 

hard to prevent themselves from b e c o m i n g lost in the details involved in 

studying a particular aspect of a p h e n o m e n o n . Tradit ional ly , social scientists 

have espoused the scientific m e t h o d , which relies on the col lect ion of observ-

able, measureable , "hard" data. These data emerge from the experimental 

s i tuation as a result of the researcher's incorporat ing the appropriate control 

of extraneous variables within the research design. Indeed, for the research 

scientist to claim that an independent variable contributed to a significant 

difference in the responses of participants, he must carefully design the ex-

periment so that any addit ional variables that might also have affected the 

participant's responses are accounted for. But t o o often, as Bronfenbrenner 

(1977) and others have po inted out , "emphas i s on rigor has led to experi-

ments that are elegantly des igned but often l imited in scope . . . . M u c h of 

deve lopmenta l p s y c h o l o g y is the science of the strange behavior of children in 

strange situations with strange adults for the briefest periods of time" (p . 513). 

The appl icat ion of results from such experiments to new situations and new 

populat ions is often unjustified. 

Fortunate ly , social scientists are n o w working on developing and using 

methodo log i e s that will help them conduct ecological ly valid studies while 

not v iolat ing the principles o f the scientific method that guide their inquiry. 

The use of quasiexperimental designs , path analysis , and other multivariate 

techniques , which attempt to explain the role of several variables as they 

occur within a given context , can contribute to the ecological validity of 

future applied-research work. Such approaches seek to i l luminate rather 

than el iminate the complex i ty o f the p h e n o m e n o n under study and should 

yield research that can be expected to speak more directly to pol icy makers 

and practit ioners w h o deal directly with the complexi ty of real-world prob-

lems and people . 
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In addi t ion , teachers are b e c o m i n g more aware of h o w much expertise 

they c o m m a n d , more interested in look ing closely and systematically at what 

they k n o w , and more vocal in expressing their knowledge . Efforts to encour-

age teachers to d o c u m e n t their co l lect ions of observat ions for the purposes 

o f theory bui lding have increased not iceably in the past decade and have 

been supported by both private and public funding mechanisms . 

The data col lected by teachers and other practit ioners are perhaps more 

qualitative than quantitat ive in nature. Whi le traditionally, quantitative data 

have been regarded as having the mos t credibil ity, it n o w seems appropriate 

to a c k n o w l e d g e that those bui lding a theory of learning or instruction may 

be informed by many kinds of data. 

Nei ther social scientists nor pol icy makers and practitioners can be c o n -

tent with s tudying a particular p h e n o m e n o n of interest by us ing o n e investi-

gatory paradigm. T h e best course w o u l d seem to be one that involves the 

select ion of several different m e t h o d o l o g i e s , each of which may reveal differ-

ent aspects of the p h e n o m e n o n . O n e can then look at a c o m p o s i t e picture o f 

what has been observed and appreciate the w h o l e as a funct ion of l ook ing at 

both its details and their interconnect ions . Regardless of the kind o f research 

that o n e may be us ing as a basis for theory bui lding, it is important for 

participants in research to understand that the process of theory building 

depends first on learning about particular pieces of a p h e n o m e n o n and 

second , on redefining one's understanding o f the p h e n o m e n o n as a w h o l e as 

a result of carefully considering what has been learned about particulars. 

Reconstruct ion on the general level often leads to further investigation of 

other particulars. 

If social scientists and pol icy makers and practit ioners are to co l laborate 

successfully, they must , at the outset of their work together, examine each 

other's interests, needs , and capabil it ies so that they can reach s o m e under-

standing of and agreement about which piece o f a particular problem is 

go ing to receive at tent ion, h o w that piece is defined by the larger context in 

which it occurs , and h o w new informat ion that may result from an investiga-

t ion of that piece might modify existing theories about our understandings o f 

that larger context . 
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Chapter 19 

Some Guidelines for 

Collaboration between 

Educators and Researchers 

Teresa M. Amabile and Margaret L Stubbs 

With this v o l u m e , we have assembled the thoughts of several educators and 

researchers on the satisfactions and problems of c lassroom research. W e 

have the insights o f teachers w h o have spent years observing children, re-

flecting on those observat ions , and judg ing the ways in which research can 

and cannot enrich their profess ional l ives. W e have the insights o f p s y c h o l o -

gists w h o have spent years training in m e t h o d o l o g y , designing and analyzing 

studies o f h u m a n behavior , and at tempt ing to draw conc lus ions for class-

r o o m practice on the basis of their research. Mos t importantly , perhaps, we 

have the concerns of both teachers and researchers w h o have found class-

r o o m research to be less than ideal in m a n y instances . In an effort to s u m -

marize the diverse experiences, object ions , proposa l s , and insights that have 

been presented in this v o l u m e , we will a t tempt to glean from these resources 

a set of general guidel ines for successful co l laborat ion between educators 

and researchers. To this end, we will present s o m e general principles for 

col laborat ive psycholog ica l research in the c lassroom, fo l lowed by a set of 

guidelines for teachers and a parallel set of guidel ines for researchers. 

FIVE GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

1. No one has a beam on the truth. In m a n y discuss ions of h o w children learn 

and h o w they behave in the c lassroom, s o m e teachers appear secure in the 

conv ic t ion that they a lone are possessed o f the truth. Similarly, in discus-
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s ions of research designs or impl icat ions , researchers often seem to see them-

selves as the font of w i s d o m . Certainly, teachers and researchers d o have 

their special areas o f expertise. Nonethe le s s , it is probably safe to expect that 

more progress will be made if both groups acknowledge that the other has 

s o m e valuable insights to offer to both understanding children and do ing 

research. 

2. A little perspective taking can do a lot. Through a better communica t ion 

with teachers, researchers should try to understand better the complexi ty of 

the c l a s s r o o m — t h e m a n y variables that might interact to affect the p h e n o m -

ena they are interested in and the many ways in which even the most innocu-

ous procedures might affect the c lassroom climate. At the same time, teachers 

should try to understand that one useful way of attacking a complex p h e n o m -

enon is to break it d o w n into its parts; single studies on isolated variables can 

fulfill a useful function. In general, attempts by both teachers and researchers 

to take the other's perspective can only have posit ive effects. If teachers can 

take the long view of research—try to see the long-term benefits o f knowl-

edge ga ined from a series of small , s ingle projec t s—and if researchers can 

take the short v iew—try to see the importance o f immediate practical bene-

fits for an individual c l a s s r o o m — t h e y may begin to see each other more as 

allies than as adversaries. 

3. The grass is often browner on the other side. If educators and researchers 

were to l ook more c losely at the constraints under which the other operates , 

they might discover that the practical problems that confront each o f them in 

c lassroom research are matched in intensity, if not in kind, by the problems 

that confront the other. Both groups should realistically consider the context 

in which the other works . Researchers should realize that teachers, far from 

luxuriating in short work days and a u t o n o m o u s c lassrooms , have tremen-

dous d e m a n d s on their t ime and must deal with myriad polit ical pressures. 

Teachers should realize that, far from fitting the stereotype of lone figures 

working serenely in their ivory towers , researchers, t o o , are beset by t o o 

much work to be d o n e and t o o many expectat ions to be met. 

4. Everybody's an expert. In considering psycholog ica l research in the 

c lassroom, a major quest ion is, "Who' s the expert?" Certainly, the researcher 

can be considered the expert because of her training in conceptual izat ion 

and research. Certainly, the teacher can be considered the expert because 

of the depth of her knowledge about children and their learning. Both are 

experts in nonover lapp ing but complementary d o m a i n s , and both should 

be cons idered as such. In addi t ion , both should acknowledge that there 

are many different meanings of the word "research," and they should give 

thoughtful cons iderat ion to all methods , ranging from the teacher's pains-

taking case study d o c u m e n t a t i o n to the researcher's compl icated experi-

mental design. 
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5. Some mysteries have been solved. It s eems that both teachers and re-

searchers underes t imate the k n o w l e d g e that has been gained in certain areas 

through research. Both should make an effort to find that knowledge , c o m -

municate it to others, and use it effectively. 

GUIDELINES FOR TEACHERS 

1. Think of yourself as a researcher. Teachers shou ld realize that m u c h o f 

what they d o in their daily pract ice bears a great deal of similarity to the 

scientific research enterprise. Teachers are constant ly formulat ing and test-

ing hypotheses about children's learning, social behavior, affective reactions, 

and so on . They shou ld take their hypothes i s test ing seriously, a t tempt ing 

more effectively to isolate , define, and categorize the prob lems that are most 

important to them. Perhaps teachers can best achieve this goal if they c o n -

scientiously try to articulate what they k n o w about children and about learn-

ing, and if they see themselves as potential initiators o f invest igations. 

2. Educator, teach thyself. Often, even competent , professional teachers 

interested in constant ly expanding their skills are a lmost complete ly unfamil-

iar with basic principles of scientific research design. If teachers d o wish to 

be involved in research on their o w n or in co l laborat ion with psychologica l 

researchers, they shou ld first learn these principles the better to contribute 

to and evaluate such endeavors . 

3. If you can't find time, make it. Before teachers decide to b e c o m e 

involved in research, they must realize that the t ime commitment may be 

substantial . A part ic ipat ion in all stages o f research, or even many stages o f 

research, requires t ime for s tudying the issues, formulat ing hypotheses , 

p lanning the design, conduct ing the procedure, analyzing the results, study-

ing those results for impl icat ions , and c o m m u n i c a t i n g the f indings to others. 

4. Think of the researcher as an ally. It appears that, with many o f the 

prob lems they encounter , educators never even consider enlist ing the aid of 

researchers. Clearly, t h o u g h , there are m a n y areas in which researchers can 

provide valuable assistance, including prob lem definit ion, observat ion , liter-

ature review, program evaluat ion, design and analysis of experiments , and 

suggest ion o f educat ional impl icat ions . If, however , teachers d o not keep 

researchers in mind, it is unlikely that they will call on them to perform any 

of these funct ions. 

5. Avoid seeming "holier than thou." In the interests of e l iminating s o m e of 

the defensiveness that academic researchers might feel when they venture 

into c las srooms , teachers should be careful not to convey the impression that 

only they are concerned with ethics, that only they have the best interests o f 

the children in mind. Researchers may need help to ensure that their proce-
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dures do not violate anyone ' s rights in a c lassroom setting, but they, t o o , are 

seriously concerned with ethical principles in research. 

6. Don't give up if you don't understand. W h e n teachers begin to work 

closely with researchers, there will a lmost certainly be issues, terms, princi-

ples , and procedures that are unfamiliar and even baffling. It's important for 

teachers to avoid any o f several negative responses to such a situation: (a) "If 

I can't understand it, it's not worth understanding"; (b) "If I can't under-

stand it, it's suspic ious"; (c) "If I can't understand it, I never wil l ." U n -

doubted ly , there are t imes when the teacher should be suspic ious , or when a 

baffling concept may not be worth the effort required to understand it. But 

often, with surprisingly little effort, teachers w h o decide not to let someth ing 

they don't understand s imply slip by them will be rewarded with a new 

insight or a fuller comprehens ion of the research process. 

7. Don't expect too much. A l t h o u g h it is not unreasonable for teachers to 

hope that every research project conduc ted in their c lassrooms will have 

both immediate benefits for their teaching and long-range benefits for educa-

tional practice, they cannot expect that every project will yield meaningful 

results or even that every project with significant results will provide them 

with f o o l p r o o f prescriptions. Teachers shou ld realize that, while research 

can afford them s o m e valuable insights into teaching and learning, it cannot 

answer all ques t ions , and it cannot answer any quest ions with absolute 

certainty. 

GUIDELINES FOR RESEARCHERS 

1. Learn what teachers know. Whether through haughtiness or through s im-

ple ignorance, many researchers d o not seriously consider the possibil i ty that 

they may have m u c h to learn from c lassroom teachers. A s much as research-

ers might disdain the informality of case studies, anecdotal records, informal 

observat ion , or autobiographical accounts , they should realize that teachers' 

experiences and intuit ions can be profoundly valuable , both in themselves 

and in their ability to st imulate more effective formal research and aid in the 

interpretation of research results. Indeed, researchers should encourage 

teachers' efforts to deve lop and use their o w n research methods , and should 

be responsive to teachers' invitat ions to col laborate in teacher-initiated re-

search. 

B e y o n d an invo lvement in teachers' o w n investigative efforts, however , 

researchers should b e c o m e involved in classrooms. They should spend t ime 

in the school setting, observing children and teachers in their "natural habi-

tat ," discussing problems and research ideas with teachers, checking their 

proposed independent and dependent variables against teachers' assessments 

of their validity. 
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2. Don't let them feel "lowlier than thou." W h e n it comes to research, 

many teachers have a decidedly negative self- image. They assume that they 

cannot understand any of the technical aspects of m e t h o d o l o g y or statistics 

and, consequent ly , they decide to avo id opportunit ies for full co l laborat ion 

on research. This self- image can be reinforced by the unequal partnership 

into which researchers may lead teachers: the researcher is often the senior 

partner w h o makes the dec is ions about the hypothes i s to be tested, the 

design to be adopted , and the procedure to be employed; the teacher is the 

junior partner w h o helps to implement that procedure. Respect for the 

teacher's potential contr ibut ion to research should lead the researcher to 

consider the teacher as a fully equal partner. 

3. Start teaching. Researchers se ldom consider teaching as an integral part 

of a research project , but it can b e c o m e a vital funct ion in c lassroom-based 

research, especially if that research is done in co l laborat ion with a teacher. It 

should be the researcher's responsibil ity to aid teachers' learning about prin-

ciples of des ign , m e t h o d o l o g y , and statist ics , and to try to acquaint teachers 

with the relevant research literature—all with the attitude that the researcher 

has much to learn from the teacher too . 

4. Make the collaboration complete. Regardless o f w h o initiates a research 

project, researchers w h o decide to co l laborate with teachers on research 

should attempt to make that co l laborat ion as comple te as poss ible . If a 

formal research project is undertaken and teachers are unfamil iar with re-

search m e t h o d o l o g y , they should be given the too l s they need to b e c o m e 

equal partners in generat ing research ideas, formulat ing hypotheses , p lan-

ning designs and procedures , supervising the conduct of research, analyzing 

and interpreting the data, and writing research reports. It is particularly at 

the first t w o stages that full co l laborat ion might be most crucial. Researchers 

should help teachers to articulate their tacit knowledge about children and to 

use that knowledge for formulat ing testable hypotheses . In addit ion, howev-

er, it might be both feasible and rewarding for researchers to work with 

teachers in writing about research findings for other teachers, in several 

different forms: writing about a teacher's reflections on his o w n practice; 

writing about a teacher's o w n c lassroom-based invest igation; or writing 

about the results of a col laborative study. Since many teachers have little 

experience in writing about research and even less confidence in their abil-

ity to do so , the assistance and support of an academic ian could be in-

valuable. 

5. Be practical. There are m a n y senses in which researchers, if they want 

to have successful col laborat ive relat ionships with teachers, must b e c o m e 

more practical. First, they should be more sensitive to the practical problems 

that can lead schoo l s to reject a researcher's request: confl ict ing schedules , 

poss ib le disrupt ion of c la s sroom routine, lack o f availabil ity o f space and 

resources, and so on . Second , well in advance of a p lanned study, researchers 
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should learn about the sort of proposal they will have to present to the 

schoo l they are interested in—ranging from informal personal contact in 

s o m e private s c h o o l s to formal written appl icat ions in s o m e large publ ic 

school systems. Third, they should become aware of the importance of estab-

l ishing personal contact with s o m e o n e in the school or schoo l system. This 

can be crucial in s i tuat ions where polit ical prob lems need to be overcome , or 

where the character of the researcher might be an important factor in allay-

ing poss ib le fears about ethical issues. Fourth , researchers should not mini-

mize the importance o f trying to design each study so that it will offer s o m e 

immediate benefits to the c lassroom or the school . 

6. Be careful. A c a d e m i c researchers accus tomed to s tudying col lege soph-

omores drawn from introductory psycho logy courses might, n o matter h o w 

careful their considerat ion o f ethics in the university setting, fail to consider 

adequate ly all the ethical issues that arise in c lassroom research. The re-

searcher must be cognizant not only o f the rights o f the student-subjects 

( including the quest ion of whether children can truly give informed consent) , 

but also of the rights and concerns of teachers, administrators, parents, and 

the communi ty at large. Procedures and observat ions should be as natural 

and unobtrusive as possible . 

7. "Thanks" is not enough. In an important sense, teachers, administra-

tors, and students give m u c h of themselves when they agree to b e c o m e 

involved in a research project. Researchers shou ld cons ider whether the 

customary expression o f thanks is really enough compensat ion and should 

attempt to provide s o m e t h i n g more tangible—for example , the donat ion of 

some of the researcher's t ime in the c lassroom, or the placement of university 

students as teachers' a ides , the donat ion o f a piece o f equipment the school 

might need , or a set o f b o o k s for the schoo l library, or the offer to address a 

teachers' or parents' group to discuss a particularly interesting area o f re-

search. 

8. Realize what you can and can't offer. A l t h o u g h researchers are often 

painfully aware of their frequent inability to offer concrete suggest ions for 

practice to teachers, they may be unaware of just what they can offer. Even in 

studies us ing group analys is , for example , the researcher might be able to 

provide teachers with valuable information on the abilities, mot ivat ions , and 

interests of individual ch i ldren—as long as this does not violate the confi-

dence o f s tudents or their parents , and as long as the researcher is careful to 

specify the proper interpretation and use of the informat ion . In s o m e cir-

cumstances , such informat ion can be immediately useful to teachers' day- to-

day decis ion making. In other words , researchers should realize that the 

"error variance" in their s tudies—the individual differences between chil-

d r e n — m a y be the teacher's "main effect." Such differences might be the only 

thing the teacher is really interested in or will really find useful. Researchers 

should realize that there can be great value in conf irming teachers' hunches 
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about children or about teaching, and that chal lenging those hunches might 

even be more valuable . 

CONCLUSION 

It is easy to be glib about " c o l l a b o r a t i o n " in discuss ing the prob lems and 

prospects of psycholog ica l research in the c lassroom. Indeed, "col labora-

t i o n " is one word that probably appears in every chapter in this vo lume; 

mos t o f the educators and researchers contr ibut ing their ideas here suggest 

that successful co l laborat ion between the t w o groups is an attainable ideal. 

W e believe that, in m a n y cases , they are right. Rather than c los ing, however , 

with the cheery promise that c lassroom research can take great strides if only 

researchers and teachers co l laborate fully, it might be best to end with a 

warning. 

The obstacles to co l laborat ion between researchers and teachers are very 

real and very difficult, at both a phi losophica l and a practical level. Teachers 

firmly believe that their conc lus ions based on years of thoughtful observa-

tion are more trustworthy and more useful than conclus ions based on formal 

research. Researchers believe, just as firmly, that the results of one wel l -done 

study can be more val id than dozens of observat ions and anecdotes . Whi le 

teachers are more concerned with mainta ining the character of their class-

r o o m s during a study, researchers are more concerned with el iminating small 

variat ions in procedure or environment that might invalidate their results. 

Perhaps most seriously , teachers and researchers work in different worlds , 

with different sets of d e m a n d s and priorities. Certainly, both groups w o u l d 

agree on the importance o f both fostering the growth o f our children and 

gaining knowledge about h u m a n behavior. In practice, however , teachers 

must be primarily concerned with the maintenance of a healthy, st imulating 

learning env ironment in which measurable gains in performance can be 

obta ined, while researchers must be primarily concerned with the deve lop-

ment of research programs that can yield precise, publ ishable data on h u m a n 

thought and behavior . Intensely pursuing their individual goals , neither 

teacher nor researcher may have much t ime for learning what the other 

knows and deve loping col laborat ive relationships. 

Full co l laborat ion between researcher and teacher, then, may be an ideal 

that can only rarely be fully realized. There are, however , many alternatives 

to the tradit ional mode l of the researcher obta in ing the teacher's permiss ion 

to conduct a c lassroom study into which the teacher has had n o input and 

from which the teacher will reap n o direct benefits. F o r example , a divis ion 

of labor might be m o s t feasible, with the teacher p laying a large role in the 

deve lopment of hypotheses , the approval of procedures , and the writing of 

reports directed at audiences o f teachers. The researcher, on the other hand, 
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might be more solely responsible for the experimental des ign, statistical 

analyses, and technical reports for psychological audiences . 

Whatever the model adopted , educators and researchers can benefit from 

determining whether the major obstacles to their particular psychological 

research in the c lassroom are attitudinal, polit ical , or practical, and from try-

ing to o v e r c o m e them together. With an increased awareness of the other's 

perspective and a wil l ingness to deve lop s o m e sort of col laborative rela-

t ionship , teachers and researchers might find c lassroom research more satis-

fying and more fruitful. Bo th p s y c h o l o g y and educat ion can prosper in the 

bargain. 
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