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The Ford Teaching'Project was sponsored by the “Ford Eopndatiqn
~ ¢
and based at the Centre for Applies Research in Education ;l the
University of East Anglia, United Kingdom,'from 1973-75. It w;s aﬁ
attempt to involve 40 tgachers in a-program of action research on the
problems of implementing inquiry/discovery approaches in classrooms.
’ The projéct developed because the” curriculum refo;m movement,
. sponsored by the Nuffield Foundation and the Schools Cbuncil in the
United Kingdom, has largely f§iled at the level of classroom implementation.
The fundamental proflem ;f cuf;icﬁlum reform lies in the clash between
the theories of the reformers and the theories implicit, often uncon-
sciously, in the practice of teachers. Reformers fail to realize that
qundamental changes in classroom practice can only be brought about if
téachers,become conscious of the theories that guide their practice
]
and are able to reflect critically about them. _—
Perhaps the notable 'exception among curriculum reformers in the
United Kingdom is Lawrence Stenhouse, Director of the Schools Council
ﬁumanities Project. Concérned with helping teachers to handle con-
troversial issues with adolescents, Stenhouse Apd his team defined
a set of teaching principleé for discussion-based inquiry aimed at

an understanding of issues. From the work of this project, it became

clear that many of the problems of implementing discussion-based in-

3
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quiry approaches were caused Jby the habitual and unconscious behavior

patterns of teachers. For example, students' failure to discuss ideas
- ) N

.could be explained in terhs\gf;;fachers' tendencies to invite consénéus,

reinforce some views rather tha others, and promote their own views.
Only by becoming aware of these ;:;EEhQEfiiand reflecting about the >

theories implicit in them were teachers able to modify their behavior. |,

> .
It also became clear that many of the salient péftgrns referred to
.
.
could be generalized acro;s‘classrooms, subject areaé?\qu schools.

'

This observation suggested the possibility of tegchers from‘d@yerse

-~ ™~ \\\
situations getting together to develop collaboratively a practical.
theory of inquiry/discovery teaching. ' o ‘
- . i

Organizational Framework

Forty teachers were invited to join the préject from 12 schogls{
including junioE'(ages 7-11), middle (ages R-12 or 9-13), and secondary
schools (ages 11 or 13t+). |They were supported by a central téam of
three: two full-time réseérchers-—Clem Adelman and John Ellioé{--and
a secretary, who was also ;esponsible for cqordinating liaison between
schools and between schools and the central team. In addition, two

district supervisors were |designated to help support the work of

teachers in their area on a part-time basis. The teachers were

1)

" grouped in interdisciplinary'sch601‘teams that we hoped would meet-

frequently to discuss teaching problems and share /ideas about methods
of collecting data. Twice a term, arrangements were ﬁade for inter;
school meetings of two to four teams. The meetings, convened by the
district sﬁpervisors, brought g?achers together from the different

‘kinds of schools involved, During the four terms that the project

{
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lasted, all the teachers were also brought together for three 4-day
residential conferences--at the beginning, halfway through, and at

the;end. These conferences provided a context for teachers to com-

et

municate across established educational boundaries, Housel has argued

M

that lateral communication between teachers increases rewards from
peers and feeds professional ambition. It therefore threatens hier-

archical control over teéachers' access to ideas and has political im-

. fae

. D B -
plications for increasing their professional autonomy. It was our

view that lateral communication about classroom problems increases

*

teacher autonomy because it supports critical reflection about prac-

-
-

\ tice and thereby gives teachers greater control over their own be=

havior. ) ‘

The Project's Design as Classroom Actioit Research

3

Those curriculum reformers in the United Kingdom who have expressed

-

concern with the failure of the reéeérch, development, and diffusion

model to secure implementation have tended to offer a problém-solving
approach as a ﬁoSsible solution to fostering innovation at the clags- -
room level.: The e;sential featureé of the problem-solving approacﬁ

are:

® its focus on practical problems defined by
practitioners; )

® collaboration between outsiders and prac-
\  titioners, who in dialogue seek solutions
to the practitioners' problems. ' .
o o . N . $”
Initially these reflected the basic elements of our project design, — ————

with one exception. Our design reflected a concern for generalizatiom.
We wanted teachers not only to monitor their own problems and develop

practical hypotheges about how they arose and could be resolved, but

D e S

L .
Eruest House, The Politics of Educational Innovation (Berkeley,
Calif.: McCutchan Publishing Corp., 1974).
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also to explore the extent to which these problems and hypotheses could
be generalized to other teachers' classrooms. We borrowed the term
"action research" to describe this approach, and we came to prefer

o
it, rather than "problem-solving,'

' as a description of our

design.

In early 1973, we starteduto recruit teachers who were experieﬁcihg
some dissonance between their practice and their aspir#tions to imple-
ment inquiry/discovery approaches. Howevgr, it was difficult from éur
position as university researchers to get access to ;uch teachers. Ap-
proaches had to be made down the hierarchy from district administrators
‘to headteachers. Once approached by’their'district, heddteachers tended
to feel under some obligation to involve their staff. So by the time
Wwe met groups of "interested" teachers in schools, it was difficult to
determine how the project had been communicated to thém and whether
their motives for joining s?émned g;om a genuine desire to reflect

about their clas§room problems. The difficultiesqthis presented for

us became clear when we“tried to explain the idea of tollaborative

action research to the 40 teachers who_assembled for our first con-

ference in spring 1973. Rather naively, we assumed they were all
anxious~to "get cracking' on some systematic reflection on their
classroom problems. We outlined the main pyrpose of the conference
as the negotiation of reéearch tasks, roles, procedures, and methods
énd produced a 40cument to serve as the basis for discussion. The
idea was to revise the document as a resul; of discussion and dis-

tribute it as an agreed contract between the teachers and us. A

brief summary of the document follows:
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A.,. Action-Researqh Tasks

1. to identify and diagnose in particular situations
the problems that arise from attempts to implement .
inquiry/discovery approaches effectively, and to
explore the extent to which problems and diagnostic
hypotheses can be generalized;
‘2. to develop and test practical hypotheses about how
the teaching problems "identified might be resolved
and to explore the extent to which they can be
generally applied; = .

3. to clarify the aims, values, and ’principi!.es implicit
. in inquiry/discovery approaches by reflecting about
> ‘the values implicit in the problems identified.

B. Roles

Responsibility for the action-research tasks is to be \
shared between teachers and the central team working ’ '
in'dialogue. The centrak\team will also take some
- . responsibility for circulating the reports of school
teams to other schools.
1 §
C. Methods of Data Collection

1. teacher field notes on classroom problems and
teachers' reactions to them;

2., student diaries of lessons (students will have
. control over teacher access to the diaries);

3. teacher-student discussions about classroom prob-
lems, using teacher field notes and student diaries
as resources;

. * oy
4, tape recording of classroom events as cheéks of
teachers' angl students retrospectlve accounts - . .
lof léssons; .

5. case studies of problems and strategles with a
g “'particular class of Students during the last
term, based on data collected by the methods
, and techniques outlined above.

D. Repo'r ting Procedures

At the end of each term each coordinator of a school team
will send the central team a report on team meetings within

Q . ‘
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the school. The report will cite -common problems, and
hypotheses identified by the team. T

i >

~ Our attempt to negotiate teacher participation resulted in a rather

| reserved acceptance of our document in principle with some suggested al-

terations. The teachers' general reaction was that they did not have

1

time to carry out the tasks in the ways suggested. We realized that

such skepticism is often well founded. Schools have not on the ﬁﬁQi}:~ Q‘

3

institutionalized support for reflective teaching. Teachers embark on

innovations without the time and opportunity required for resolving the

¢ |

classroom problems they pose. Perhaps in this initial stage, we should

have concentrated more on the selection of schools than the recruitment

of teachers. Thére is probably a strong correlation between the oppor-

i

tunities an institution allows for practical reflection and the ability

N “

, of the teachers who work in it to be aware of gaps between aspirations_

”

and practice.

Many teachers at the conference felt not only that they didn't

have time to reflect about probléms but also that there was little

point in doing so. They assumed they were already using inquiry/dis-

covery teaching quite successfully., Latexr we learned that some teachers

} decided to get involved simply because they were already ‘doing inquiry/

discovery" and involvement might bring rewards with a minimum of effort.

Avother, smaller group of teachers appeared to lack any commitment to

<

- -inquiry/discovery approaches at all. We later discovered that these

teachers had simply come” at” the "invitation" of their headteachers, to

whom they were reluctant to say no.

! .
During the first term of the project, it became clear that in the

, " majority of cases, action research was simply not getting off the ground.

ERIC 8
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Regular team meetings materialized in oniy two schools. -A~smallmmi;“~wwm_~_~‘““m__
nority of teachers used field notes, tape-recorded their lessons, and
discpsséd cgassroom«prqblems with students. The majority asked stu-
dents to keep diaries, but reported little evidence of any deeper think-
|
iné beyond "it was a bit boring" or 'the lesson was all right." Feed-
back from schools was sparse. About two-thirds of the teachers appeared
tqﬁbelieve\they had few problems in implementing inquify/discovery ap-
proaches successfully. o
This early experience led to furthef developments in the project's
design. Clearly, our problem was how to motivate the majority of
teachers to adopt a reflective stance on their practice. We therefore
s, .
~defined a second-order! action-research role for ourselve§--namé1y, that
ofvdeVeloping practical hypotheses on how to initiate teachers into theh
.

activity of reflecting about their practice. It was in this context -

that the idea of the self-monitoring teacher began to crystallize as

the key concept for the second-order research. Self-monitoring is the

process by which people become aware of their situatjon and their own

v

role as an agent in it. However, self-monitoring, although.a necessary
} .

condition of awareness, is by no means sufficient. It expresses an ob-
jective attitude toward situation and'self and indicates that certain
subjective obstacles to awareness have been overcome, for example, those
of bias ané prejudice;

iThe concept of self-monitoring clarified for u; what was involved

{

in practical reflection. In ics light one can make a clear distinction

v

betyeen the followings

® teachers who are adopting an objective stance
| on their practice, but require support in

o i . . f’ r \ -
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' collecting and analyzing more sufficient data
as a basis for constructing accurate accounts;

> ® teachers who are not adopting an objective stance,
but inasmuch as they sense or feel their situa-
tion to be problematic, are ready to do soj

¢ teachers who are neither ready nor able to adopt
" an objective stance on their practice.

We now think that:at the beginning of the project only 1 6f.the 40

teachers was self-monitoring to any significant extent. Another 12

i <

probably had some genuine sense that their teaching was problematic.

Two-thirds of the teachers fell into the third category.

+

8 . -

Teachers' Theories of Teaching ¢

i AN
|

&Y

The negotiation of tasks, roles, procedures, and methods was not

the only aim of the “first conference. We wanted the teéachers to begin

to explore typical problems. The discussions were marked by apparent

communication difficulties. Different teachers appeared to use dif-

ferent terms without it being clear if they meant similar or different

things by what they said. They also appeared to use the same terms,

but to disagree in their application. We felt thaé if teachers were

subsequently going to share ideas,.they would have to develop.a com-

&

mon language for talking about classrooms together. We listened to

the recordinys of the discussions and found that' a number of terms

.

tended to be used‘again and again in teachers' judgments about teach-
; 8 Judgme o

ing situations. We invited teachers to discuss the meanings of these

terms at team and regional meetings and to report back. We also went

into schools and discussed them with teachers. As a result, three

main dimensions .of terms emerged:

S

‘10( . . b
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1. formal/informal, which described the degree of intel- \
lectual dependence/1ndependence of students on the
teacher's authority position;

2. structured/unstructured, which described the degree
to which teachers were concerned with getting stu-
dents to achieye preconceived knowledge outcomes;

e s

3. directed/guided/open ended, which described methods

by which the teachers tried to implement their aims.

Discussions and interviews with teachers about the meanings pf

L0 N -

terms also clarified apparent disagreements about the application of

terms. Teachers held different views about"which terms were compatible.

| .
For example, some teachers associated an informal classroom with un-

structured teaching and saw it as incompatible with a structured ap-

proach. For others, thére was no such incompatibility. It became

clear that the ways in which these meanings were associated with each
other in teachers' minds reflected their theories of inquiry/discovery

teaching. The following associations and impiicit theories were elic-

I
o

ited:

1. Informal-structured-guided--A teacher can pursue pre-
conceived knowledge outcomes by guiding students toward
them withonut Jmposing constraints on students' ability
to direct their own learning.

2. Informal-structured-open ended--A teacher can pursue pre-
conceived knowledge outcomes and foster and protect self-
directed learning by concentrating solely on removing con-
straints and refraining from any k nd of positive inter-
vention in the learning process., .

3. Informal-unstructured-guided--A teacherecan foster and
protect self-directed learning and exercise positive
influence on the learning process so long as this in- 4
fluence is not exerted in the direction ‘of bringing <
about preconceived krowledge outcomes.

4. Informal-unstructured-open ended=-A teacher camnot foster
and protect self-directed learning and pursue preconceived
knowledge outcomes or exercise positive influence on learn-
"ing processes. Strategies must be restricted to protecting

self-direction on the part af the: student,
i

1t
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5. Formal-structured-directed A teacher fails to protect A
self-directed learning in pursuing preconceived knowledge
. outcomes in a way that is intended to make the student
intellectually dependent on the teacher's authority p051-
¢ tion.
t

. During the secorid term of the project we asked teachers to identify

which of these theories guided their own practice and to test the extent

b

to which the theory accurately described it. For example, if teachers

Ead

‘became aware that they were adopting a structured-g ded approach, they
P ‘

would know. that theory #1 was tending to guide their practice. ‘They

could then test the extent to- which it was being realized by assessing

whether their approach actually protected and fostered self-directed
//

learning’. 1If it didn t,

then they needed to generate. neW'theory.

The 113t above was derived empirically and described a number of

s

theories that actually informed our teachers' practice.
E

3
N

did not represent the full range of logically.possible theories. By

However, it

relating the categories in terms of all their logically possible com-
o8 ' . ‘

binations we eventually produced the following typology of practicél

theories:

.. 5
e ’ “
AY
Informal Fonnal !
Structured Unsttuctured Gtrﬁéi:::: Unstructurcd

‘7 \ . ) ///// .
/(/ Open " Open / 1 ) .

Open .
Open.ended Guided Directed ended Guided * ended CuidedeDirected ended - Guided.
2 3 4 5 6 7 7 8 9 10
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The categofies generated from our discussions and in}terviews with

teachers provicied the basis for theory clarification, testing, and de-
— velopment in the project. They furnished a framework not only for‘
discussiéné betwegn teachers, but also for dialc;gde between teachers
and us. So many past attempts to*produce theories of teaching have
* been practically fruitless because researchers have refused to take

i}tto account the perspectives of practitioners and to build theory

from this standpoint. . . .o

iy

QCritgria for Testing Practical Theories
of Inquiry/Discovery Teaching

Both at the initial conference and in later discussions and inter-

views with teachers it was clear that they characterized inquiry/dis-
P

»

covery teaching as an attempt to protect and foster self-direction-in
the learning situation. However, "self-directed leaming" is a rather

abstract idea. We thought we could help teachers in the task of tést-
»
ing and developing theory if we could analyze it into more concrete cri- .

”~

teria. We believed that "self-directed Iearnin'g"' shéuld be conceived as

a procedural aim--that it would distort its nature as a process criterion

A}

‘to view it as an end-product or object of mastery by students.

-

i

We suggested th?.t the aim of protecting and fostering self-directed
e learning could be analyzed into the following "freedoms" for students:

0 freedom to identify and initiate their own problems

for inquirys; : |
£ - . @ . '

0 freedom to express their own ideas and develop the . °

ideas into hypotheses; , )
i

0 freedom to test their ideas and,hypbtheses against

. .relevant evidence; o

¢ freedom to discuss ideas, that is, freedom to défend .
their own.ideas in the light of rational criteria-and ‘
Q . to bring these criteria to bear on the ideas of others,

]:MC . including those of the téacher., . 18

[

<
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In order to exercise these freedoms two sets of conditions are neces-
sary. First, students must be free from external ¢omstraints on their
ability to-exércise the freedoms. Second, students must also possess
the necessary intellectual capacities if they are to exerciée the.posi- .
tive freedoms. For example, students may be.free from. constraints on
the expression of certain ideas, but be unable to express the ideas
because they lack the necessary concepts.
Using the four freedoms and two sets of conditions, we identified
two clusters of principles that s;ecify teachers' responsiﬁilitiés for
. i

L creating the conditions that are neFessafy to realize self-directed

learning: » . - .

Negative Principles

® refrain from preventing students from identifying
and initiating their own problems;
O Q
® refrain from préventing students from expressing A
their own ideas and hypotheses} ~ ‘

® refrain from restricting Students' access to rele-
vant evidence and preventing them from drawing their
own conclusions about it;

® ‘refrain from restricting. students® access to dis- ‘ .
o cussion., &

Positive Principles ¢
¥ . L v i
. @ help students develop the capacity to identify and
A initiate their own problems;

® help students develop their own ideas into teséable
. hypotheses; '

#
.

¢ help students evaluate evidence in light of its
a relevance, truth, and sufficiency;

2

@ help students learn how to discuss.

Tbe negative principles provide criteria for assessing the extent to

which the teaching approach protects self-directed learning and. there- ;

" * ‘ i ' 1 °
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i ,
by maintains an informal learning context. The positive principles pro-

vide criteria for assessing thié' extent to which the capacity for self-
g

direction is being positively fostered by the teacher within informal

learning contexts.
About halfway through the‘second‘term, we circulated a documeht
that included both the categories and theories we had derived from dis-
cussions with teachers and the criteria for testing theories we had
analyzed from téﬁcheré' aims. We hoped the document would provide some
guidelines for self-monitoring in‘thé‘classroom. However, we realized
that it would only be useful for those teachers who had already begun
to question theirx o%ﬁ practical theories. Fortunately, over the pre-
vious montbs we had begun to make some prégreés in this éirection. .

triangulation as a Method of Initiating .
Self=Monitoring ' '

During the first term of the project the need’ to develop strategies

that would motivate the majority of our teachers to self-monitor their

Triangulation involves gathering accoufits of a teaching situation from

-~ -
-

three quite different points of view, namely, those of teachers,
. i . .

students, and participant-observers. Each point of the triangle stands
ot i L ! i
in a unique position with respect to access to relevant data about a

teaching situation. Teachers, via introspection, have .the best access
“ s
to their own intentions and aims in the situation. Students are in
_ ;
the best position to explain how teachers' actions influenCe‘fﬁe

BA

|

|

practice became apparent. We'finally decided to use triangulation. - ‘
-~ way they respond in the ‘situation. Participant-obsérvers can best

|

collect data about the observable features of the intéraction R

between teachers and students., ;o . !

¥
x
EoY

'ERIC 15
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We initiated a triangulation procedure in some teachers' class-’
rooms and then circulated some full séts of data gathered in this way ?
to all the other teachérs in the projec_t_:,,”Re_:}}"izirng that triangulation ,
can be a threatening process, we only sélected those teachers whom we
believed 'to be ready to self-monitor their practice in some depth.

We hoped that they would also be prepared to let other teachers have
access to the data gathered in the process. .

Because the teéachers we selected had not been successful in

elicitiﬂg honest feedback from students, we took the™initiative in col-

] ’
» -

lecting accounts as participant-observers. 'This fact determined the .
1

techniques we used. We tended to have a post-lesson interview with

the teacher before interviewing the Students (interviews were recorded

o

on tape). This procedure enabled us to identify the kinds of data we
|

needed to collgct from stt}dents if the teacher was to have an oppor-
tunity to compare two accounts of the same-event. It also enabled us
to identify discrepancies beétween the teacher's account and our own,
which then provided furtheér criteria for elicit.ing relevant information
from students. )

The danger of interviewing the teacher first is that it leads to
an overstructured interview with the stu;lents. Tl}ere is also a danger
that the participant-observer will overstructure the interview with ;
the teacher. To avoid these dangers, we tried to work from the
teacher's or studeﬁts ¥ own judgménts about which features of t-:he
lésson were significant, introducing our own agenda when it matched

n
theirs or was a natural development of it.

*

We also exercised the initiative in negotiating the teacher's .

access .to. student .accounts. We only .interviewed studénts'(in:groups)

16 . '
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with the teacher's permission, and we made it clear that teacher access

to the students' accounts would have to be negotiated with the students.
3

As participant-observers, we had a significant role to play in créating

- >
conditions of trust between teachers and students. Students gemerally.

.

feared their teacher's reaction. We found that when teachers were able

to conform to the conditions of access negotiated with students through RS

4

us, and demonstrate an open attitude toward their comments, they were
increasingly able to collect their own accounts without our help. As:

the project progressed, we found that many of our teachers began to %

Ed

initiate triangulation procedures for themselves. o

~

As well as observing, and in the initial stages interviewing, we ..
.Z; «

recorded lessons. If the classroom was highly centralized, we used i

A - ..
tape recordings. If the classroom was decentralized, we adopted a

1 LAY

F

tape-slide technique. fhe teacher wore a microphome that picked up  °

o

interchanges wiqﬁ students as he or she movéd around the classroom,

and we took photographs (pulsed onto the tape) that helped to place

the interchanges in a visual qontext,.'our recordings were used both
. « . 2 .
in interview situations and by teachers when comparing accounts. In .
¥

post-lesson interviews with teachers we sometimes adopted the device
of playing the tape recording and allowing them to stop it and commentz

when they wanted to. It helped them to reconstruct classroom events !

and gave them more than memory to go on. We also found this approach
useful in interviews with students:

Teachers frgquently cited thF collecfion‘of student.data as that ﬂ
part of the procéss that aroused the greatest aniety for them. This
anxiety Qas carried into local interschopl meetings. Those who had

been involved in the triangulation studies discussed their experience
TR E

. .
~ * Ld
»
P9, oy,
1‘7\ « LT
4 . -,
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with those who were not involved., Following is an episode from one
i .
such discussion:

District Do children feel they are being in-
Supervisor spected in any way?
Secondary .
Teacher (A) No I don't think so--they will often
. open up with them,
Primary : C e e
Teacher (B) Pupils will open up with strangers who
' are just inquiring. Whereas they know
" the teachers are trying to find out what
they know and therefore they try to give
the "correct" response.

Secondary .

Teacher (A) ...all that he [John Elliott] got from v

> them was all criticism of the lessons. ‘

Secondary '

Teacher (C) This attempt to gét frankness can obtain
complete nonsense from the children and
often meané}that later a more duthoritarian
approach hagd to be adopted with theém.

Secondary . . ‘

Teacher (D) I feel that this can cause trouble.

f Secondary : ' o .

Teacher (E) . The child¥en'.can-in fact give false in-

: formation. Children do not talk frankly.

Secondary :

Teacher (C) . Possibly children may like the idea that

talking to ‘the project team reflects an
unfavorable image. To what, extent do
children realize the uniqueness of John
Elliott's position? (as an outsider coming
in to interview)

We only attended the interschool meetings on request because we
S felt that our absence would allow teachers to| feel freer to criticize

With the permission of the teachers and headteachers involved,

some of the early triangulation studies were circulated to other

4
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teachers in the project. The studies also provided the basis for di's-

cussion at our interim conference at the end of the second term. At’

this conference they were used as data for testing the practical theories

“ - ¥
of the teachers studied, '

- -

The circulation of triangulation data around schools, ‘discussions

\wuw-". M

i ST, SN

-
‘ ST
e oot

between teachers at local: interschool meetings, and the experience of

the interim conference began to take effect during the third term. Many

teachers bégan to feel freer to look at and share their own classroom T

problems once others had demonstrated a willingness to do so. We dis-
covered the crucial role local intergchoo; meetings and central con- |
ferences played in this respect. The school-based teams, with two
notable exceptions, collapsed as a basis for sharing ideas and classroom
data. This was partly due to lack of institutional sﬁpport and partly

to the fact that in secondary schosls, feelings of interdepartmental
competition prevented the members of the interdisciplinary teams from
expésiné their téaching to éach other. Teachegs felt more able to

share their classroom data‘with teachers from other sqhobls. With the
collapse of school—b;sed teams the local‘ﬁéetings became the main setting
for"sharing ideas and expériencé for the majority of the 30 teachers who
by this time remained attached to the project. .

Duriné the third term, about 24 teachers were actively engaged in

studying their own teaching in some form. Only about 6 adépted thie

" full-blown triangulation method, but the others began to use some of

the methods suggested at the first conference. Some recorded lessons

or parts of then regularly, others kept field notes, and there was an

increase in the general éffort to obtain honest feedback from students.

19
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In general, teachers tended to find their own level of research
activity. ‘They ndopted‘muthgds that produced illmﬁinating ﬂut not
overwhelming data. They worked gradually from the least té the most
threatening. Our observations of this process suggested that triangu-
lation should apprépriately come at the end of attempts to develop
self-monitoring potential with teachers who are largely unreflective

‘ !
about their practice. We would in retrospect suggest that teachers

need to work throuéh the following sequénce of activities: '

1. listening or viewing recordings of their teaching
situationy

2. listening or viewing recordings and then systematically
trying to note salient patterns in their classroom be-
havior; -

3. {#2 plus dialogue with'a participant-observer;

4. #3 plus dialogue with students about pedagogic
values; .
5, triangulation controlled by participant-observers: .
. N :
6. triangulation controlled by the tezcher.

‘At the end of this process teachers shouid"be able to écg as participant-
observers in each other's classrooms. Indeed during the sécond half of
the project we found an increasing number of teachefs able to do this
productively. Their main problem, again, was gaining opportunities in

N

their qchoolsléo do this.

Developing Hypotheses from Classroomnnata
The data collected by triangulapi;n and éther méthods enabled
teachers, in dialogue wiph‘us as participdnt-observers, to clafify N
and test the thédries implicit in their pr;ctice. As a result some

teachers generated new theories.

'
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Following is an illustration of how one teacher used triangula-
tion data: A o

‘The students argued that the teacher imposed constraints on
their freedom to express their own ideas. On their own
initiative théy cited the behavior, 'Do you all agree with
that?" as a way in which thé teacher imposed constraints

by indicating the idea he wanted expressed. The participant-
observer noted the teacher.behaviors that -appeared to indi-
cate the outcomes desired and student responses to these
behaviors., He noted the '"Do you all agree?" behavior and
students' responses to it. His observations were supported

by the recording. The teacher also accepted that he said

"Do you all agree with that?" frequently and described the
intention behind it. as "asking for assemt." Gradually the
normative implications of his practice began to dawn on him.
The data convinced him that in spite of his professed. aspira-
tions to implement inquiry/discovery approaches, his teaching
was in fact formal-structured-directed and that his behaviors —
deliberately fostéred his students' déperidencé on his ‘authority
position. Having clarified and tested the theory implicit in
his practice 4n this way, he later dramatically switched to an
unstructured-open-ended approach that he hoped would protect
the self-directed learning of his students. His conscious
switch to a new teaching approach reflected the development

of a new theory, the applicability of which would require
further self-monxtoping.

From triangulation and other classroom data we tegan to identify
practical theories that not only applied in individual instances but
also appeared to have a more general applicability. By formulating them
as "general hypotheses' and thgn circulating them to all teachers, we
hopeh they would provide a focus for self-monitoring activityi In ex~- 't
ploring the applicébility of the hypotheses to their particular situa-
tion teachers wouldvnecessarily‘have to clarify and test their own
practical theories. We realized there was a danger that teacﬁefs would
not test the hypotheses but simply accept or reject them in the light
of theif perceived consistency or inconsistency with the teachers' owm =

theories. However, this danger was somewhat reduced because the first

batch of general hypotheses was not introduced until the end of the

{
*
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sccond term when an increasing number of teachers had already star;ed
to engage in some form of self-monit;ring.

The rest of the general Rypotheses were formulated toward the end
of the final term of the‘project.fiThef emergeéd partly as the product
of further theory testing with teachers and partly from autonomous

¢

studies by teachers. During the final term of the project several
} °

teachers embarked on case studies of work with a particular class over

ﬁbat term. Twelve studies were eventually written up. They contain

evidence of teaéhgrs clarifying, testing, and generating theory. Our

. i rdlé on the central team was incre;singly that of monitoring the self-
monitorings of individual teachers with a view to identifying hypotheses

- that might have some generalizing p;wer. But as these wére introduced

and tested by more and more individua}é, we fouhd that discussions at

‘local interschool meetings began to focus on the generalizable features

of life in classrooms. In other words teachers were increasingly able

to nmonitor each other's studies and formulate their ownigeneral hypo-

theses. We estimated that about 12 teachers were in this‘posizidn

at the end of four terms.

The shifts in central team and teacher roles in theory develob—

.

ment during the 1life of the project can be crudely repregeﬁféd as

~ Vo
.

follows:
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! Central Team Member
B ‘
' ' As participant-observer collects
classroom data, and then helps
Stage 1 teachers use it to clarify and

test their practical theories.

et

R

Monitors the self-monitorings of
individual teachers and
identifies general hypotheses.

- Stage 2

- Monitors the identification of
géneral hypotheses by, teacher
& groups.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“Teachers

o N e

Uise classroom data collected by
participant-observers to clarify
and test (in dialogue with partici-
pant-observe their own practical
theories.

<

Initiate data collection that may
be used to test generalizations
identified by central tecam.

Monitor each other's self-
monitorings as a basis for
.formulating general hypotheses.




