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ABSTRACT

Critics have  suggested that research on practice
professions; such as teaching,.and on their associated institutions
could be strengtheried by involving practitioners as research ;
collaborators. As part of a larger investigation of-a community-based
teacher cent®&r, a study was undertaken to identify: (1) special
issues inherent in a research design that stresses collaboration
between.practitioners and researchers; (2) differences in data and
analysis as a result of .practitioner involvement; and (3) differences

in the "style" of researchrcarried out by practitioners and ’ -
-professional researchers. The research désign, and the recrultment,
delection, and training procedures were modified, when needed, to .o

allow for practitioner involvement. Four practitioners were selected
and were involved in every stage of the research. Features of the
practitioner research approach that were different from those of the
professional researchers were: (1) acting rather than reflecting; (2)
subjective involvement .in the issue; (3) using everyday experience 1in
questions and analysis;‘ (4) using personal networks to gather data; -
and (5) building rapport. Practitioners brought resources and styles
to research that could add important dimensions to data and analysis
in some kinds of studies. Care need: to be taken that practitioners!
methods do not lead the research into the nonobjective,
nonrepresentational areas that some might fear. (FG)
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Absthact~;, . ' . . B .

-Somescritics have suggested thét.research'on practice professions, such
< B ¥ L a

- . .
. <

. ) . . . . . B .8
‘as teachlng, and on their a§soc13ted institutions could be,strengthened by

M - ¢

h&p&vlﬁgﬂpractitioﬁers in the peséarch as collaborators. As part of a larger .

investigation of‘a‘commUthy—baéed teacher center, a.study was undertaken to*
ideritify how practltlonerg might be speclal in their apprbach to research.

Several‘tendenc1es of practltlone research are analyzed, including-a prefer-

ernce for actrbn rather than reflectlon a trust in fee]ing and intuition in .
b N- '
addxtlon to'thlhklng,-and an ablllty to use personal Tife as a dource of—ln-
. v .
formatlon ‘and data sources. The report-also cons;ders possuble pitfalls in
. / . ~ 4 -
practltloner |nvo]vement and issues in QrganIZIng thls kind of collaborative
o . . ’ v : Y
research. ., ‘ : ,
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" ‘ Yo, T8
. . Social scientists have,aﬂwais taken for granted that much is gained from/m§
. P . . . ¢ . ’ . . -
- the training and discipline of.social science research methods. Some critics

d ¢

L v

+ .

.

‘ " have begun to ask what ¥s sacrificed. . It is possible that socialization into.
R N ‘;. . » .o : v‘ . .
L : the research world and faithful adherence to the canons™of resedrch may cayse

M . P
L R I . N L}
. -~

researchers to miss out on crucial'phehohehological knowledge about the set-
. - @ . . . .
‘ tings they are studying and may result in research findings that are'notvjudged

usefulrby the kinds of people being studied. Paradoxically, resedrchers may :

< ~ ¢+ Jack lmportant quallflcatrons For certain klnds of research Somehow practi=~
¥ .

tioners themselves need to be lnvolved ' ‘ .

[

This kind of CrlLlClsm has’3 risen especnall ‘in fields such as educatlcn .
y ’l

“in which teachlng, the central act;vnty of the ‘main practltloners ha% not:.

been subJected to suffucuently powerful analyS|s and formulatlon and in ‘which

years of research apparently have falled to result wn stgnlflcant school
* ) PN »

provement. One solution has been to lnvolve practitioners, in collaboration’

et

~

-with'researchersg in the desi'gn, conduct, and analysus of research (lnstifute

¢ For Research on Teaching 1979, Far West haboratorles 1979) . ThlS paper reports

on a research projeet where '‘practitioner researchers' were integral.parts

- . T ., .
- of a research team studying-a community-based teachers' center. The impact

' : on the research of the pracfit?oner InVolvement in the'prqjetf was if§e1fra
S )

tOplC of fib study W gathered empirical data about how practitigners did
/F 2 .

research. For example, we found that feelnngs ‘and lntultlon were\> portant

4

ways of knowung not necessarlly eécluded by ObJeCthlty, that aﬁﬁlng was as

,,,,,,

. . .
. . . . . .
- e .
S ) . . ' y .
. “ . d > . : L®
. .
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of practitiocners were” valuable resources *for the research. 0ur-ﬁindings_shou1d
. - , . ,

.

‘_ 'E\ of practical use to those seeking to maxiﬁize'the benetjts‘of these kinds of

% o, .
“col aboratlve research arrangements as well as of thebretical yse to those

. - N -

A\ . l' . . ,
try|ng to understand the nature. oF reSeahch in a field wlth such a strong ; S
£

pract|t|oner base. We first descrlbe odr research activitjies amd theoretrcal

" '

ratlonale, then share lssues in organlzlng +his kind of research and, finally, . .

" summarize our findirgs. gkkd e ' .
. ) . ’ S

% ’ ' : : . -
e d
' ‘ ‘ v

Description of Research

. . . ’ L &

A
Y ! “ ’ » '
3 ‘ , Teachers! centers are a relatively new organizational: form, and there fis ]

~ N »
N ’ .

much interest jb understanding how they work. Most teachers' centers are run

- -~

by teachers for teachers. Wur proposal to study & center onéanized in atcord-
- - . » o :

'aﬁié with a diﬁferent mqdel emphasizing communi ty and teacher partnershios,was -

- se lected in a nattonwnde competition under a National Institute of Education

0
4

(NIE) contract? We sought to understand what the costs and benef|ts of thls
. N - ~
‘unusual model were and how speclflc organlzatlonal arrangements brought about N
"\ ] M . ' - L . < by . ) ’
these benefits and costs. o o s ©
Our research'plan-called'for the use of both quantitatjve and qualitative

BN . o

for

methods. For a perlod of one year, we conpducted fle]d observatlons and |nter- .

views in the center. We observed formal workshops, specla] events, consu]ta-

.

. tions in schools, droo—ins, board meetings:, staff meetings and |nforma[ da;ly .

b .
- <

lirfe. ¢1rle listened to part|c4pants and tr|ed to reconstruct the perspectlves
{ ¢

)

' ) which they used to make sense of their setting. The research team ddcumented
e ‘ v . " -
" thi's data by frlllng out fleld data summary forms and “had weekly meetsngs to” T

K4

discuss .- the eVolving'analysis We also used more structured te’nnlques We

. Q« . ’ ‘ . Lo " R = ’ » ) . . ..
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formally interviewed.staff, board members, and various categories_of people
) . - e .
- . L , . N s
'bho used the center and those who did not use it. We conducted 'extensive sta-
’ o~ RN -

tlstlcal analysls of the documentation on the workshops 9cheduled during the

3 . 1% 4
L { . .t L e
entJre hlstory of the center. , ' ”\\\d/ﬁ ] 4L,
~ Our research team Gonsisted oFAtwo'professional.researchers and four

. 0
-

“prartltloner resoarchers " We adopted this team approach for several reasens.

-
. N .

Ne felt*&e needed dlverslty in the research stuff in order to°understand ‘the

-
.

perspectlves of the. partlcxpants which lncluded a very wtde range of educators

/ o ‘
[N -

-and communﬁ@ﬁ)members. The urban communlty where the center was located was

L . . )

itself extremely diOerse ethnically,. Also we sought to investigate directly

,.. -

the notion that pract|t|oner |nVOIVement “in research would resu]t in dlfferent

kinds of. research flndlngs-*possub]y more useful to other practutuoners—-than

N ‘ ’ ' . 3 " o .
that produced solely by professnonal researchers ' .
P— ! 0 . '

Thus, we had a study wuthln.thé study. We were systematlca119 lnvestl~

V4 (

il

gatlng the research experlence of the pract|t|oner researchers *in addition to ..

studying the center. We |nterv1ewed them before and after their experlence

.
o . B

We asked them to reflect on their own research experience as part of their

) ‘g e . s ‘ z b
on-going data colleCtlon We asked them to wrlte posntlon statements before
. ¢ - 1

" ot

and after the study." we |nterv1ewed other center partlclpants about thetr
. - o .
reactions to -the.research. We'angTyféd the nature of the data produced by °

. ) . - . /. ,
the practitioner researchers., We observed the practltioner researchers in

action. We soughb to answer these'questﬁons:
- ¢
| What special issues are inherent in 3 desiign that - stresses.
collaboration between'practitioners and professionals in

research?
: ')_? - % . (<2
, 2. How were the data and analysis different as a result of the —.°

practitionér involvement? . . ‘ '

, o B - o
‘ - - Lo v ' ' a
) ) ()
2 -

’
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L ' i ' ‘
.o : 3. How does the ”style“ of research carrled out bY practltloners

"

. differ from that of professnonal researchers? ) : .
While our’ modest study cannot provnde definitive answers to these questlons,
it does offer provocative «data that neeo'to he considered.

v

, « A oot ) S A “
_ a » L . - -
! ; i - . . ) ! * ' ’
‘ Q. Theoretical lssues, in Practitioner Research
= . ‘ . ’ -t
Insider-Qutsider Perspective o S

M
e

v, ; .. . T - D ' ) .‘ ‘
]Researchers uaingequalitative or ethnographic field methods have al-

o . . ]
.

ways recognized that they waltk a tgin line. On cne hand, they must‘remain

“stranger%,” and, on the other hand, they must become intimate ”Friends{','
(Powdermaker 1966) . Ihey need to cultlvate ‘the insider perspectlve and main-

R

. tain outsuder dlsfanre snmultaneous]y (Bruyn 1966). ldeally, they need to see [
»
and unterpret events in the way ‘that lnsrders yould, but with reservations.
A o] ‘ . w R 3

- . .

Some have wondered about the potentlal power of tralnlng )nSIders to be

researcheérs instead of 'Vice versa (Whiting anﬂ ChlLd 1955) . ‘Insiders have

the benefit of an‘exi;tenthally firm grounding in the petsbeotives'of the
. ) i
,;betting being studied, which they acquired in"a natural way. All Ehey need "

. is training in order to acquire the reflective discipline of the résearcher
N _

* - p . - - . » ‘ - - ‘
andy 1inks=to the culture of other scientists. Many confiquragions are .pos-
A ! . «

" . : R v . , N

"sible ranging from total participant to total observer (Gold 1958).
. ' . ) ) , !

Many researchers using participant‘observation research have been re-
© e ¢ %
markably succéésful [y acquiring part|c4pant perspectuves~-50met|mes SO far

-~ I
~as to ""go native'' and never be heard from agaln as researchers Researchers

- ’

from thelr perspecttve have generally felt . that lt‘ls‘ea5|er to tra|n an out-

sider in participant perspectives than vice versa. Fundamental questlons per-
sist, however, abdut how even the participant observer researcher might not.”

) r
+
. . X . [ ys

[N - .

o . : S . .
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be the same, as @n-insider "acting as resedrcher. How does the mlnd set of
N :

‘the researcher--even in the relatively open.form of qualftative field re-

i . -

searcher--shape the data and analysis? By studying'bractitioher researchers

i

we hoped to gather data_relevant to this issue and in so doing illuminate -

A 4 q

y . Y . ' \,' " - ¥
both 'practitioner research” and, '‘researcher research."

" The classic role of informant in field stddies seems close to that of -

"
a9

”practi&ioner researcher.' lnterested participants from the setting befriend,

the researcher and of ten begnn to-act as researchers—~gather1ng data” suggest-

ing research act|v1ty and offerlng |nterpretat|ons "and analysus (e.g., see ™

-

.'Whyte 1955) Indeed many field studlec could not proceed wzthout these

roles of surrogate researchcr being fllled In these studles, the researcher
. > ‘ . . S

'stays in contwmel and ultlmately frames the research and anaIysls < Thus, our

»
v
.

;?datﬁ may'also add to understandind of the 1nfordbnt role'.

Many analysts rea]uze th need to |ncorporate participant perspectlves

[N

Actual col1aborat!Qn with participants is one of the least tr|ed and analyzed

1

methods.of accomplisgghg this.

+

J . . v

~ /<. ’ The leflculthes of Research on Practice

and Issues About What Makes Research Useful ’ - .

s .
n . »

In the.last decad;, many CrltICS began.to wonder about the ab|l1ty of
research to explain professxonal practice in. fpelds ]lke teaching. Years of

laboratory research on topics such as.learning theory seemed ‘'to have had
S . D
limited usefulness in explaining or improving teaching or learning.in the

. ‘

everyday, “real context of Schools. " Using phenomenological methods, several

researchers (Lortie 1975, Jackson 4368) showed how teachers.framed the%r {?

- - )

“worlds very diFferen?ly from researthers. As a result of this critique,

[}

~

’

r
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'many qualltatlve studles weﬁe undertaken Wthh tried to capture teacher per- ) .

¢ spectives on their,proFessional liVes - Some even went so far as to incdr-,
. : , A ,

]
porate . collaboratlon ‘between teacher and researcher in order td insure that

+
1y ! 4

the InSIder perspective would affect the analysus (Smith and Georfrey 1969,
s ~

.

Florio 1979). Our research is related im trying to pinpoint what. is special:
i about practitioner participation in research. Our fresearch is different-in
» . ' v . - . -
that, unlike the classroom studies, our practitioners were not the key actors -
[} - . l [ '
of the setting being studied. . L i canmmeen et
The literature on knowledge utilization ratsed.more questlons about - Qhe/ _1» !

- -

/
role df practitioners in research. There seemed to be much potentially use-

ful research avaflable that was not being adapted or adopted by schools.
a , / ) x ‘

n

cIyo of NIE s d|V|S|ons, Dissemination and School Problem Solving, devoted
e - ‘ o~

significtant effort to discovering why‘thls was. Suggestions were made that

the research world was alien to many educators and that spec1a1'efforts viere
T needed to bridge,the gap. A variety of strategies were proposed, -ranging
s ' ' :

from research validation panels to special brokers and linkers. Indeed, even
. .

. : .
the teacher center movement was seen partially as a way ‘to create -teacher con-
trolled llnkage settlngs which could help teachers to interpret and cvaluate

research findings More rad1ca1 critiques suggested that research mlght be S

less useful to practitioners not merely because no one helped them lnterpret
- . ) s ‘ ‘QN 'l
it, but even more because it was P&%med; carried out; and analyZed by people

. gt

who were distant'from the daily world of practice,\that js, researchers
(Center for New Schools 1976) According to this view, research would be-

_come relevant to teachers when teachers became prsncnpal co]laborators in

o

the research; Several studies were undertakeanWth this model.at their heart’
(instifute for Research on Teaching 1979,:Far West Laboratories ]?79).‘ Ty

\ ' . . : '
r < ; .
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For a:Yarier of reasons,. then, critics believed research conductéd

with heavy practiticner involveément might be very different than'research

L4

conducted withbut that involvement. We set’out to discover how it might

be different.
. o@

Special Issdes.in Organizing Research
With Practitioner Involvement

+ t
9
- ' N ;

“The process of organizing a research project when practitioners are

.

involved, often ‘cannot ‘be the same as when they are not. “in this section,

-

we note specific places where modifications in normal procedures need to be
. .. : 7

considered: . - ' 3‘

Ed .

_ ‘ Who Designed |tg\\ .
] ’ % . - -

There is .a pgradox involved in professional researchers trying tq_iden3

h] * H

‘tify how research would be different when conducted in collaboration with
. . . 4 . .

€
' v

' ' § » H
practitioner researchers. A professional researcher, afterg;ll; conceived

v + . 24 .

and designed the study and most writing responéibilitieégfe]l to the re-

.

searchers. MWe tried to overcome this difficulty by leaving the design very
& M '

- open (as. explained below, the focus did Change as a result of practitioher

*

xnvolvement) and by’ buuldvng constapt |ntrospect|on into the desugn. At all

tlmes, we were worklng on identifying how dec;suohs about research were made.
¥ X N\ ' >

Al lnvo]ved-concurred that "the rﬂsearch was deflnltely different because of

prartltloner invoﬁvement Nevertheless, anyone d0|ng this kind of research
needs to be’ sensuttve to the p0|nt at which practitioners enter and the im-

.

plicit limitations.that may be imposed by a pre-set list of research ques-

tions and research dasign. L
. [ X
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Recruitment

The role of practitioner researcher is umusual and a difficult one for

>

' ) e ) . A b e e -
. many to coemprehend. There Isudijttle in potential researcher’s experience
,that relates. Special care neéds to be taken in advertising the position so .

) L e ’ ‘w . » L0
that potential applicants are not turned off or limited by the conceptualiza-
3 . i ’ , v :

tion ofithe’rd}g. ﬁldeél]yf;every teacher would consider research as part of

- " B 3 .

his or her education réle, as 'n John' Dewey's (1903) model of "the self-in- -

s’

. N . : ’
) . quiring school. We found instead that few teacher$ considered research as

- . i v
-

part of their role, and the, research courses they had had in their traininé¢
. & ’ ' -
had often done more harm than good--giving them stereotyped and negative ' .
/- ‘ ' '
ndtiqhsrabout research. Similarly, commupity members had little in their"
‘ v R

”

N L4 . - N
experience that was relevant. . s

Few networks existed that could insure that news -of these positions’

‘et

* would find appropriate perSons. As research of this kind becomes more pre=
y . ’ Y ) ' - 1 ; )
valent; more channels may develop. We advertised in local community news-

“Ypapers, and we ‘contacted neighborhoéd organizatidns and school programs. We

‘ \ ‘
also advertised at the teacher center and in its publication. The ad in the

’

.

help-wanted section of a community newspaper read as follows:

Teacher, Parent or Community Member to do part-time paid
research on community educational organization. Send re-
sume to . . . . . .

Selection

Selection offered more opportunity for paradéx. What exactly should be

the criteria for strong practitioner researchers? The danger is, of course,
- =

-

that professional researchers would select only people like themselves and,

i

ro thus systematicallv .aclude practitioners with other orientations. What cri-
4 -

o ‘ . )
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teria migﬁt Ke used other than those traditionally used for selecting re-

F

'searChgrs? Our internal selection memo stated the dilemma: -
* We want people who can infuse the analysis and resear&h
with the fresh perspectives of where they're coming from
A . -
(e.g., teacher, parent, etg:) At the game time, do we want
people who can adhere to fundamental research perspectives
ofmobjectivity,‘rational analysis; etc?
We vere open to the possibility that the usual research qualitie% might not

be what we wanted. Some of our experience in the interviews i{llustrates the
dilemma. ) ' N
We asked potential practitioner researchers about a hypo- :
. thetical situation in which they observed visitors, to the

center who were having difficulty finding something they

were looking for. We were looking for the candidates'

recognition of the research role being different than the

service role. Almost every one of the candidates indica- .

ted to varying degrees that they would get in and help the . -
“visitor. ' .

+ 3

As we discuss below, this action-tendency may very well be one of the ways

practitioner resesrchers learn about the world in a way different from re-

-

searchers. Selecting practitioners who did not show this tendency might se-
lect those who qou]d act like researchers, bug it also might exclude valuable
practitionet,perspectives. ' g

ldéntifying‘relevant background qudjificaiions ‘also posed problems. How

N .

much research experience did someone need before they no longer qualifigd as B

[

a practitioner researcher? Many of the teacher candidates -had research. courses
in their backgrounds. . Some of our community member candidates had undergrad-

uate majors or a year Or two of graduate training in a social science disci-

,
N B -

b)ine. Those conducting practitioner reg€arch Wwill need to consider carefully
 who quajifieé. . ; _ . ‘i , - .

s
Q . . ’

[

*We have used the convention of setting off observations from our experience
. in single space indented sections. This should help the reader see, some of
the basis”of our analysis. - .

3

[ [
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*..These problems confronted us throughout the selection process, but we

.

‘think we fourd workablevsoluthns. We sought ppople whose prlmary active_

%

- . e
identity was that of a teacher or a communxty/hember Thus, we excluded peo—

ple whose/prlmary focus was on - academlcs We selected people who understood B

1\ S~ : [
that research was somehow dlfferent from l fe as usual but who were not neces-

-
. -

'sanily already socialized, intdo the norms of the research world. We Selected

N <§

people who had some klnd of curuosutyAabout the center ‘and who were not view-

ing the work JUSt as a job.  Finally, we |nvolvedff"pract|t|oner, the direc-

tor of the center, in the selectnon prGCess in order not have only research-

ers. selectlng.' Notably her selection criteria focused primarily on the cap- -
dldates IIpersonabll ty, II-the likelihood that staff and users could relate to

the person, and secondarlly on his or her analytlcal skills.

-

"The.practitioner researchers anally'selected had the follewing backgroundl
WAL -- Full tlme'elementafy teacher in the clty system with
ten years experience. Lived in the neighborhood.

2

W.M. -- Communlty member active in local community and reli-
glous organizati ns Parent. Formerly a teacher at local .
elementary schogl. - ‘
"+ RJR. -- Youth vid rker andﬁyommunlty.organlier,ln Hlspanlc ’
’ communlty \ ! - : .
To- M.P. -- Teacher at alternaflve high school. Community or-

.ganlzer for .Girl Scouts. Lived in nelghborhood

,

-
- “

e Training, Collaboration and Commitment

,

Tralnlng offeﬁeg problems parallel to selectidn. Socialization is an

.

~
~

lmportant.partfot research. 0On one hand, we had to familiarize practitioner

a

researchers with the resear‘h'questions, background,»research mefhods and

v - : . .

theoreticd] orientations. 0On the other hand, we didn't want to train away

[
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- “ment without special efforts to give thos

Y

=

s

x

) . those matIQe quadftie§ that had special vaTue,_ We took several approaches . -

to these problems.. We created a special role for them whére their toncepts

¢
B

and questions were important. We built in explicit-sessions of analysﬁﬁg'
. ) R §

where practitioner perspectives wefe solicited regardléss-of relation to

P
. < -~

othex research topics, and we built an evolutionary coding scheme for the
. , v . : : ¢
¢
qualitative data which required on-going con¥tibutions. - ; y

[Pr .
. . A
o . AT SR s . B
There-aif no automatic be”?fLEiaﬁbﬁt accrue from practitioner involve-

practitioners a chance to affect

- ~ B .

" the design and analysis. indeed, previous d scussions of %hired hand fe-

search" (Roth: - 1966; Lewis 1975) suggest u committed résearchersﬁfend to

«

.produge iow quatity data and that lay QEQ7 e without special ipvolvement

offen tend to be anommitted and hence produce low,quality data. A s” Adams

'(1977)>has observed elsewhere, lay people are typically.given only isolated

tasks and rarely are involved® in the formulation of research problems or the

analysis of data. ~ o : ' .
~ , . "
Our practitioner researchers were involved at every stage of the rer

<

search and,hence becanie very committed. to the research.. We offered training

in research methods -and stheorétical perspectives but encouraged the practi-

tioners to quéstion our training and propose -alternatives wherever possible.
5 » w < . - B

The discovery of appropriate training paradigms for practitioner besearchers .

remains a fascinating ‘theoretical and praqtical issue.: Paradoxically, iden-

tifying the specfal qualities of‘prébfitibﬁfr research will hélp jn"fdenti—

fying what qualities peed to be protected in trainﬁng.




- o . Summary of Findings “

i : _ : .

In this section we identify features of the practitioner research ap-

. ) . o 4 ;

+ . -

\ - e .
Action-Doing Rather Than Reflecting :
- S

‘0 "~ The- research perspectlve, obserVIng and reflectlng, is qutte dlfferent i

» s N

from the normal perspectlve of: dOIng--espeCIally when an issue is salient to,
: . .

" the observer. Al1 of our practltioner researchers found ltfﬁlfflcu t and un-

.

proach that were different from those of theiprofessional researchers. ~ o

o,

v . ‘natural to sit back. ‘As mentioned earlier almost all applicants for the pos;—
tion responded to hypothetical interview Situat.ions with action rather than )
ref]ection. ‘ . 4 . ‘

One of our practltloner researchers dropped out of the project because
h\ . she found the non- action pe;spectlve caused her too much tenSIOn
- ./ .
\K\ “h Theltiime | spent and what | was d01ng wasn t useful My
. . =—=crSh wasn't beneficial & : i
” . : v
- . % % ’ ‘
.
{*didn"t want to be\there as a researcher. A lot of times
in workshops--it was-a waste of time. It wasn't necessary
to sit there--frustrating to hang around. The research
. =~ process of asking why that person did that or why -that per-
{ + son said that was frustrating. | don't Tike to analyze
people that way--its too metlculous, too detailed. | don't
. . like dealing with people that way. (Interview M.P.) :
The other researchers ofterd “found the‘observation uncomfortable. They
C felt out ofkplace without a valid'role. All grew more comfortable but'the‘
a ) ) . . . ' ) ‘ e
_“_f______V‘——ﬁﬁﬂﬂT@rTemaTnedf——RTRT—ﬁo%edfthat—eﬂe—oﬁ—least_comﬁer%ab+e—tﬁﬁTs'oT the work
was th|s awkward observatxon -
- D ’ . ¢
. The blrthday party was a problem It'!'s hard to'feel;comfortable -\
a pﬁlvate everit for the family. All these activities and you
can't partizipate. (lntervnew, R.K.) v . ,
\‘1 . ” 3 . . } . — ] -
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. . : >
fore she knew what happened.\ She saw people who seemed lost or places where

. as data N

- A
. ..
t - [,
3 ‘ )
. -3~ .
. . R L4
) \/ ‘
o ”
’
- . 3 . . . -
/'\ ¢ . - 2
“ . . . - . N

Another one of the team said she often found.herself participating be- -

.

-

workshop ieaders needed aésistance,4and she moved right in to nelp. She said \
- 3
B - N A&

she could gather better data while helping because she felt more natural. She

was more naturally accepted by partlclpants, and she could use her own reactions. .

-
’

¥ \

Anyone who chad unagﬁ ken qualltatlve fleld research”has felt th|s urge

.to partlclpate Often in pamtlclpant observatlon research this urge ‘is no

[} 1

‘e . -

problem. Clearly, our practltnoners all felt the urge strongly A desigd

—

that did not allow Jimited Participation By practitjoner researchers. would We
\ « . . ; . . a . |

a prghlem. Even more importantly, practitioners seem to come to know 'by' h
' . T . : . — -

. 5,

‘doing. Acting is a way in.which they make sense of the woirld. The research=
ers' typical reflective stance is not normal. +We wondered, then, whether the .

knowledge that came frgm'doing'might be.,one unique contribution of practitioner

(%3 - B -
. X ; P

involvement. ST ‘ .
bt " . ’

&

Objectiyity - Stake in the Issue .

ObJeCtIVItY is perhapa ong of the most sacred cows in the research barn.
Practltnoners d01ng research, however, seemed to place great reluance on. their,
feellngs and lntuntlons in addltlon to obJectlve cogltatlon Often these

feelings provided the team with valuable data. The use of these non.- obJectlxe

f

Al

modes seemed to be &nother special contribution of the practitioner involve-

B A i 7ox: Provided by ERIC

on methods to contain it such as forclng individuals to reflect on their re-.
"actions and using the varlety of subJectnve reactions among team members as

data., Nonetheless, the variety and intensity of, these subJectlve reactions

ERIC-

ment-. This ,subjectivity was not unreschIneo of—course; and—the~team—weerd______;ﬁw‘

2y

R
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. ‘ . - ] '
v . . . . $ . v ‘~
. i ;seemeﬁ to be a speoial resource available to our'geséarch because of practi-
¢ . ) ’ " ’ :
tioner involvement. . . :
V : : ~ . . ) “
A
et _ Because of financial crises in the school system teachers ok
: ~ failed-to receive several paychecks on time. In a discus-
sion of why teachers might not bé& using the center as much .
as they used to, W.A:, our i'tescher researcher,''-got very .
'angry as she talked about demoralization and the anger many,
.- teachers felt at the Tack:of support from the community. \
ol “These feelirgs were valuable data th our analysxs .
E b % N - ’\‘1
W.M., our parent researcher, often got veTy enthu51ast|c e ' C
about workshops she observed at the center. She talked - N
. about her joy as a parent in-working in these activities. ‘ _
-*  \Jhen she was not enthusiastic about a workshop, we all 2 ~ @
‘knew something was .different about the workshop and need%d - >
analysrs ‘ . ) » e s
Because our team members: came from dlfferent segments ‘of the communlty
. N S
usihg the-center, we could use their dlfferent reactlons as data Slnce we )
did not /try to brlng everyone to the same und|fferent|ated level of ObJeCtIT‘v
vuty, w%_had -a. mlcrocosm of the" feellngs shaplng events and the center.
‘Team members debated the tlmlng of workshops.‘ Evenihg, times * . ' .
were not good for teachers who -1éft the neighborhood -after o ’
school and after school times.were not good for parents who

worked or had to take care of children. We saw the dllempa ‘ . s
facing the teacher center staff as they trled to .address the +e '
. _ needs of different client groups and the ‘dissatisfaction any

<;:> B ' decision generated in the group feeling Unserved: - R

The nature of the vested jnterest practitioners have in a‘setting may

also affect the research _ Although the professional researthers often care - _\;;\_;»
about the settlng,_they come and go through many Similar settlngs For the

s

practutloners, however, the settlng is a more centra] part 'of the!r llves

°
<

P Their invo]vement often went back into the past and would COntane into the

future, : T C " 3

ERIC. -~ .
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be looking for data that would ult\mately be usefu] in |mprov1ng the segnents

“'kjﬂd of coéhectlon'qwgh thé setting they are studylng The practltloner re-

. . ' . .
- -

W Al had devoted ten years of her professuonaL Jife to. the

city schools sand was concerned about the future of the

chlldrhn, her: colleagues aff@ the system. R.R..has worked

for several years as a community organizer and wanted to

‘be sure there ‘were adequate institutions to.cdre for the '

“Latino youth. _W. M: had made a long term commltment to
the nenghborhood and wanted to see it I'bloom ;

These vested interests Insured that these'practxtloner researchers wouhd

»

of the settung about which they were- concerned 'The.vested interests added

a specual kind of urgency to the research As descrlbed below it also aided

a
4 -

in rapport building because the partlclpants could sense the shared stake.
. N .

"l
[}

.. ~
K Using Everyday Experlence to.Raise Questions, and Analysis

In *helr work and communlty 1|ves the practltloner researchers were

havlng experlences related to the research .- They could use thlS everyday
e

experlence as a reserv01r of questnons to be asked related to research topics.

v 4 .

S - ‘
Many of. these questions mlght not *be obv10us ‘to the unattached researcher.

They'had a rich access to h?storiCal data relevant to research.and couldfﬁh—

‘
-,

fuse thelr analysus with a hollstlc connectlon to the on-going life of the .
: 4

settlng LPartlclpant observer researchers work Very hard to culttvate this’

@

rchers had th|s connect|on avallable without thHe enormous effort usually
G RN ’ :

fequnred fBr researchers to bu»ld it and also with a h:storlca! and pheno-

enologaca] depth»perhaps dlfflcult to aChleVe y researchers
R. R noted from his, organnzung activities that there were .
,very hot issues bﬂ\$9 debated in the, Latino community that
he rarely’ heard distussed at the .Lenter.. We realized we -
needéd to pay careful attention to the ways Center staff
. attached importance to issues.

~ . . . N

P

H x y;
: R
v 4 _ % ~

\ © \‘ B B
* “ ' w/ L“"‘: *
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R P X . A

n@ted that as a teacher in the publlc school® she was*
constantly getting brochures announcing® workshops and acti-

g | C o MAA,

T, ‘ o, vities for teachers. She never saw anythlng from the Cen-
‘ K . ter we were studying. We all greed to pay special atten-
" ~ tion to how the Center advertlsed its activities. -’ .
i , ; ' - ' A ’ v
‘ : oy . ‘ . k% r . . ‘-
¢ , . ’ . N ¢ . & y -

. M.P. reported frustration. at the kind” of'asslstance she gofﬁ
L , when she tried to find materials for the biology ‘class she

. taught at the alternative school.. The. helper was too di-
! . * ‘rective. The team analyzed the experience and ‘highTighted .
L -~ for M.P. her particular téaching sgyle and expectatjons for
' - assistance. We also knew teachers with similar styles might .
C ' ‘have similar problems Wlth that partlcular staff member's
style. =~ : . )
. ///’ L "~ Using Personal Networks to Gather Data = . e "
’ . N ‘ ' ' ’ 5 . - . ‘!"
‘ l\wthelr everyday llfe, practltloner researchers belong to numerous per-
. . - . ‘s} N R}
Q . . ’ v
sonal networks. We ' found thatvthesé neiyorks often proVnded unantlclpated
¢ . R r
opportunltles for data collectlon .« ,The multlple constituencies we' had built .
-2 Lo ) N < .
lnto our team provnded us Wlth instant trial sampllpg in relevant groups \We
i ey 4 o e . . o
T ' knew we couldn t couht on, these networks in a statlst:cal sense, but we hadv

-
»

- v an ease inqtestlng ldeas that would not Have been avallable otherwlse

In trying to understand how teachers‘spent thelr after- school
‘time, we wondered how many had second jobs. W.A. did an in®.

R ) formal. survey of her colleagues to get a rough |dea
o o ) Coe . R
. . “q,r - o w

e . 3 W.M. distributed, brochures about the center at the ‘numerous
. : _ community activities she was’ |nvolved .in. -The lack .of know-
, _ -+ ledge about the center in the community made us ask ‘questions
. ; ' about how the center notified the commuriity -about its activities.

-
~

) o ‘ e oo ¢ .
. o

Rapport Buildlng e .

- ! *

B

AT 4 T &
in the settlngs they’ study, but only Wlth much care, and attention. Q.Practlr
o .

z

tioner researchers help this process considerahly ~The practitioner research-

. . . . ,
. i .

L 7 ) . . _
FulText provied by RIC - R . .
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Fleld researchers typlcally manage . % bunld good rapport with people R

8
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'image.‘ This, can enhance the candor of part|c|pants

a problem xf they move |nto actlon where they should not or if they are so

,research astray, lf care is not taken to place their personal expe.lences
wnthxn a more generallzed Framewor inally, -the use of practltloners

.EZtural roles to.gain-entry or bu;ld rapport can backfsre, if there are ¢

L

ers speak the nat|ve !anguage w1thout exten5|ve learnlng required. Also,.

[

be%ause they ‘are ]:ke people already in the. settlng, there is less susp&‘ a -

~

clousness and ‘the research team can prOJECt less of an ivory-tower, distant p

4
- »
.

. R P . .q,
Near the beginning of -the project theNdirectdr of the center .
reported that there was no problem with research team's

“entry. The research team members seemed to ''fit rlght iT.“ !
v o .\t ' U ~ ’ § L

N 13 . . ;
-Questions About Practitioner Involvement

> . B 04

Up to this point,fwe have stressed the benefits we.haye observed that

can come from practitﬁoner lnvolvement Each of_these benefits cany however,
4 0 . :

become a liabiTity. For example, the actlon tendency of practitioners can be

e

w
busy actlng that they do not reflect. he strength of practltloners sub-

h:?wthan enhance understandlng,

F

/
if it totally blxnds them to other\pers %ﬁglées. The use of practxtloners

Jectlve reactlons to- events can obscure rat

»

A

"personal experlence and personal ne\vorks for data collectlon can lead the

L4

“\o

4

. . D

'actors in the settlng who customarlly are not opén to share wsth people in

<5 v
these roles

t
LAY

Structurlng the research so these practlt{oner tendencies do not become

-

liqhi]itjes is essential. We found- that using a team approach w1th E:o:es-

. ) ! ’ : : 4 ) ’ .
sional researchers and practitioners from manC const'ituencies of thg setting
: o . ‘ ‘ /

~

¢ of complen®ntary perspectives. We also’ .

. : . ' * 4 . : . ' s

y

3
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- of  an évept rather than the.periphéryi Also, when something did not.occur,

“

’ ;o . P
e :?:* u .’ .
R ‘ ¢
* #‘\. . "]8- ¢
!» . R »
Y ;
, .(‘ e )
.’ - . AR ' ‘, . ‘ N . '
found that buflding self reflection finto data collection and team analysis ‘s
- : 5 V ot '

.

Y

N . “ T . "
helped-to countervail agalnst detrimental effects
o . . o ¥ C

A . N - "AI‘, . . '
We noted other addftional tendencies of the pvactitioners which could

“pd%stbly limit the research: <The practitioners tended to‘%%éﬁs on the center
. . . .
» ¥

.

fér example, a pancelléd wor Eﬁbpimghey tended%tb think that that meant that

"there was no.data to be co]%ectéji These ways of focusing attention are more

S .
’

natural than those of the researcher, but they maytreshlt in lost data. .
In a research team data review meeting, we analyzed field . o
data from a‘pcpdtitioner'(egarding an introduction session
given by the.director of the cefiter to a visitingvgroup of

_ teachers. The report concentrated on what the director

"said and did. - Other members of the.team askéd about the

e _ action and comments of’ the visitors and we all realized K

the'researcherfhid focused too much on the center of at-
tention. She.had accepled the local, definition.

o

¥

.* 7 . The practitioner researchers tended to be more accep%iﬂgﬂgf/Whéﬁ“Peéple
4 -, © . A BN .- o R T . . [ .
- 'sbig. _They took people at face value. They probed less in interviews. Some -

" times there was ;uspihiodsnéﬁsﬂ but not the almost total suspension of belief

and scepticismvof‘tbé profescional sresearchers.
i . ot . 8
Finally, the‘analytiéaﬂ'goa]sfof the prﬁétigjoners tended to be more

~~ short term and concrete than those of the professional researchers. The resg
S 4 .

.

searchers tended to look for structural.changes; the préctiﬁ%oners seemed more
rR o T e R
satisfied with effects on an everyday level. | ’

.
3 .

In an analytical session one of the professional researchers ~4
expressedrdoubts that the Center's activities wereymaking any

o #"\mn\\f‘ basic changes in the school ‘system or in the lives of children,

teachers, or community. members.  Practitioner researchers sug=
gested many concrete beneficial-effects they had Men in the
reactions of specific-users of the center. They asserted that
these effects were worthwhile in their own right and might add .
.up to something significant. ’ ' )

\
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, ces and styles to research that are special and can add lmportant dimensy

4

b ~ Summary : T :
~0 ’ L. 8 ’ . L =

Practitioner involvement. in research is not a magic key to‘insight.

w

Qur .

pre]nmlnary study .does ¢ wndicate, however, that practitioners ‘do bring rescur-

)'ODS

‘

They can use thelr everyday

- R
to data and analysis in some klnds of studies™

~

‘ways of knowimg'and Jnderstanding'and their backgrounds to inform and enrich

the research. {are_needs to be taken, however,
¢

become contrlbutlons and do not lead the research - lnto the nonobjective, non-

representatlonal extreme that some m:ght fear. *Finding the right models for

. & * -
- e

this kind of’ collaboratlve practltloner .research is a great’challenge Tacnng

, % ¢

-

future 'research methodologists and practitioner researchers. MWe cannot yet

answer whether this collaborative klnd of research w11! geﬂerally result in

-more adequate theory about practlce or more useful research resu]ts though

Q

[}

parthIpants ‘of the center we stud:ed said the. results were useful and the
_process was much more agreeable than they expected
(’ . A

ers and the practltloners,anolved will never be the‘same. . e

. . , . ..
" : , d .

? 3

oo
oW,

to insure that their tendencie;ﬁ'w

Certalnly the“research~ 2

[

&
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