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THE RESEARCHER-TEACH%R RELATIONSHIP:
’ ' OBSERVATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FROM

NATURALISTIC STUDIES IN CLASSROOMS ‘

. imen - o D

" - kK e

The nature of relationships between qualitative researchers: and their
subjects, or "informants," and the effects_of these relationships on the

performance of subjects in natural settings with the researcher present have

e
< .

been aréas of ongoing interest.and.concern to qualitative social scientists
(e.g., Bogdan and Biklen, 1982; Schwartz and Schwartz, 1955; SPradlef, 1979),
This paper represents an initiél and tentative"exploration of researcher-
informant relationships-which develop when natyralistic researchers spend
long periods of time watching ;nd recording the details of classfoom activity
for which a teacher has basic responsibility.. The goals of this paper are to
present a discussion of the significance of researcher-teacher relatidnships
¢
in naturalistjic classroom studies; to discuss observations drawn from several
classroom studies conducted by the authors; to describe a continuum of

researcher-teacher relationships, and to suggest implications for qualitative

classroom researchers,

Researcher-Teacher Rela:ionship§

The perspective taken here is that tﬂe relationship developed between
classroom researcher and teacher is a special instanée within tge general
case of qualitative researcher-informant'relationships. Several characteris-
tics which are specific to the researcher-teacher relationship distinguish it
‘from the general case. These characteristics may be problematic to the
researcher whose goal is to capture the naturully occurring flow of classroom

life. Some of these cha:racteristics are outlined below:

P’F‘
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i " (1) Researchers who condugt classroom stu%geg are usually experienced o -1§§
educators who have completed or who are wofking on advanced degrees ' 3
in educational fields. Teachers who perceive such reséa;chers as

possessing special knowlgdge and status may be threatened or intim- R

?

idated by their presence. - o o cceemee ool

(2) In clasgroom studies, teachers are automatically "gey informants"

gecause tﬁey have such a broad infiuence on classroom events.

. Teachers may be uqcomfortable as the focus of the researcher's
persistent attention.

(3) f;achers are accustomed to practicing their profession "behind
closed doors" (see McPhersoh, 1972). They may be more reluctant
than other kinds of informants to expose the intimate details of

their worlds. ’

(4) Teachers are currently receiving criticism from many quarters. They
may be particularly sensitive to and threatened by the presence of .
an educational researcher.u\‘\ ~
: These characteristics suggest the possibility that the researcher's
presence in the classroom may in some way disrupt the teacher's behavior.

~

Teachers may be influenced by a number of concerns. For instance, they may
be suspicious of the researcher's motives in condﬁéting the study. Related
to this is the concern about what will be done with.the information collected.
Teachers may fear that information will be used by superiors for evaluation
purposes. Clearly, the potential for teacher tension and anxiety is gréat.
_ -
Evén teachers who want to cooperate with researchers may alter theii behaviof
out of concern over the researcher's activities. When the teacher's DLehavior

~ ig altered, the naturally occurring £18w of classroom life may be disrupted

thereby interfering with research goals.




————

The success of ang,naturalistié study depends on .the researcher's ability
to gain a clear undexstanding of the knowledge which "insiders" use to make

sense of their world. In classroom’studies, the insiders are students, aides,
0 ' —

classroom volunteers, and teachers. Trachers are special insiders because

“they have powers to influénce clasérdom“aééivity ndt'uéuglly“given'to‘bthéf
-participépts. Establishing "harmonious rélationships" between researchers
~and informants is vital to all qu%litative investigations (Spradley, 1979).
Establishing such relationships between researchers and teachers may be
critical if classroom studies are to reflect naturally0occurring‘activity.
In an effort to assist researchers as_classroah studies'are designed and
tmplemented, observations drawn from research experiences, a continuum of |

» .

researcher~teacher relationships, and implications'will be presented.

Observations

. The observationé presented here have been drawn from data collecrted by
the authors as part of five naturalistic classroom studies, In ehese studies,
qualitativ. research Perspectives developed by sociologists andsanthropolo-
gists (e.g., Blumer,'l969; Denzin, 1978; Spradley, 1980) were applied to the
study of naturally occurring events in real classrooms, Participant obser-
‘vation techniques, informant interviewing, and the collection of classroom
artifacts were the.data gathering tools utilized in all of the studies.

The fivs original research projects, yhich focused on various issues in
the areas of reading and peer interactions, were conducted in.six pr;mary
classrooms located in five different elementéry scheols within two large urban
school districts in the southeaster; United States. The data which were

utilized in preparing“this paper consisted of intervigw transcripts, field

note records, and research journal entries related to the relationships
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developed between researchers' and classroom teachers as each study evolved.
- e a

In recognition of the importande of monitoring and reporting their relation-
ships with the teachers, both authors kept careful records of interactions

with teachers, identified field note entries which seemed to include behaviors

.
.

influenéed by the presence of the researcher, and ‘;Intained'research journals

which included a history of each study. An important component of these
histories was the development of researcher-teacher relationships.

Our observations are divided into four areas: Teachers' willingness and’
abil.ity to operate their classrooms as if the researcher were not présent;
Teachers' needs to know what the re;earcher iglfinding as the research pro-
gresses; Teachers' needs for researcher feedback oh their glassroom perform=-
ance; and The relationship between the nature of‘researcher-teacher involve~-
ment and teachers' classroom practices. As-each area is.discussed e#amples
from our data will be utilized to illuminate imporéant points. .

Bach of the §ix participating teachers-agreed prior to the beginning of
observations to operate their classrooms as if the researcher were not there.
We found, however, that teachers v;ried'in their willingness and/or ability
to do so.

Even though all teachers assured the researchers that classroom activity
was proceeding in ths normal fa§hion, sqQme .teachers seemed to maintaia a
natural atmosphere more easily than others. (Of course, within classrooms

.
there were instances of both.natural and staged or edited events.) 1In one
classroom, for instance, there were several indications that the researcher
was observing naturaily occurring behavior. This was particularly appavrent
on occasions when the teacher left the room. On these occasions the students
continued to behave and misbehave as if the researcher were not:present. On

another occasion the teacher was genuinely shocked to find that the researcher

6




- D e s T g —— e s

L]

\
had been observing for several hours before she noticed him, During this

“observation period tfe teacher's behavior followed the same patterns as when

she was aware of the researcher's presence. The similarity between this

teacher's behavior patterns during periods in which she was aware and not

aware of the researcher's presence gave the researcher confidence that he was
- ) ‘ : ‘ :

indeed capturing naturalistic descriptions of -classroom life.

-

.

On the other extreme, one teacher, after initially agreeing to conduct
the classroom as normally as possible, bdcame very guarded about what she

L
would permit the researcher to observe. This quote from the research report

¢

indicates her unwillingness to comply with the researcher's request to observe

classroom activity planned and implemented without the influence of his °

13

presence.
The teacher exercised tight control over
cbservation days and times. She established
the patterns of visitations and on three
occasions 'vetoed' tentatively scheduled
s observations. She cited parent visitationms,
. _ . special holiday activities, and the effects
of these activities and the holidays on
children as the reasons for not allowing the
observations.

The point is not that this teagher's concerns were unreasonablg, but that she
was willing to let the researcher into ‘the classroom for only‘brief periods -
of time, éeriods_for which she was well prepared,

Schwartz and échwartz"(1955) discuss ways in which research subjects
edit, withhold, or conceal data from investigators and ways they produce
data by putting on performances. We found indications, baseg mostly on
children's reactions to teacheré,and the staged éualit& of some teacher
behaviors, that some teachers edited and performed. The frequency and extent

of such “unnatural" behavior varied from teacher to teacher. We take these

differences in the abilities of teachers to conduct their classrooms as ir

R T ™)
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dence, perceptions of the researcher s role and relatlve status, and the

level of understanding of research obJectives.

w

The second area of observatlon has to do with teachers‘ varying needs

-

* to know what the researcher is finding as the research Progresses, Although t // f

all but one of our six teachers asked informally as studies progressed, ;/

"How are things going?" or "Are You finding what you expected?," some ,;/'/ "
y . PR

than others. One teacher seemed to become preoccupled with what the researcher
was observing and recording. She was often observed glancing at the researcher
to sée if he .Was recording what she had just said in class, While this teacher
appeared to be anxious about the researcher S activities, another teacher could
be characterized as exhilarated by .the researcher's Presence, The latter
teacher frequently eéxpressed her excitement about having research conducted

in her room with such Statements as, "Oh: this is wonderfull You're just like
Margaret Meaol" This teacher expressed her interest in the findings through
offering to help the researcher in any way she could; however, she also statec.
repeatedly that she did ndt want to interfere with the researcher S work and

even apologized for “getting in the way." She communlcated a strong interest

in the topic belng studied and a great curiosity about the findings, yet she

"
9

actively monitored her comments and questions, Fcr instance, after asking a
question, she said, "1 pProbably shouldn't ask that now, Don't answer if .
will mess things.up for you,"

A third teacher represented the extreme of expressxng no interest in the
progress of the study, This teacher rarely made any kind of contact with the

researchers., She did not acknowledge them as they entered and left the room,

nor diaqd she make eye contact during observation periods, wWhile the teacher

L. A -Q{R
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) was cooperative when interviewed, she did not initiate conversation with 2

. . ’ : ) ‘ ' .ot
researchers at other times during the course of the study.

o L4 D ’ . .-

Our data reveal that teacheks express varying degrees of interest in the -
progrq;é of studies corducted in their classrooms. The manner in. which : <
- researchers deal with teachers' comments and concerns before and during the

study may influence teachers' future behavior and potentially influence :pro-~

T ject findings.

4

Teachers; needs for feedbacé on their classroom performance is the third
observation area. Even thpugh our teacherx-informants were each assured that
researchers_were not interestéd in evaluatingffheir performance as chassroom
teachers, some teachers persisfed in seeking feedback. Evidence that teachers ~
were self-conscious about researcher perceptions of their classroom practices

shows up in field notes when teachers "over explained" classroom assignments
. . o . y

to students, providing complex, sometimes technical, ratiomales which were

'heant for the researcher and not the .students, The following field note

excerpt is an example of "over explaining" by a kindergarten teacher,
Teacher has the children at table #1 making
red, yellow, and orange "snips" (strips of
construction paper). Teacher walks to table
#1, to children: "This is good practice." . .
. Child: "I like this." Teacher: "I'm glad
, ) you like "it. It's fun and it helps you
learn to remember and follow directions and
it develops eye-hand coordination."

Another teacher, in asides to the researcher, often tried to expiainf

. her reasons for handling the discipline of particular dﬁildren ;n the ways
she had while being observed. She occasionally asked, "What would you do?" .
during such interactions. This teécher “"checked" with the researcher in
private conversation by explainiﬂg elements of her program in such a way as

to get feedback from the researcher, She would iaterject statements such as,

"I know that's not what they‘re teaching in college now, but..." as a device

\\/
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for eliciting researcher evaluation. . ¢
) . ¢
[ L4 R . ‘
A third teacher seemed to perceive the researcher more as a resource .

A

than as an evaluator. Rather than feedback on performaﬂée,’the teacher
sought input regarding her cd%ricu;ar énd instructional plans and her theoret-

igal knowledge, 0£§9n the request for input was indirect, as this qﬁote

illustratess‘ //// . _ ) '

-
g
.-//

Teacher to researcher: "I think I'm going to,

have Tara and Polly join one of Mrs. C's

reading groups after Christmas. I don't

know what to do about Sam, though. Should

he join the Dragons or not? He doesn't have )
. such a good attitude about reading, and I - .

' don't want to make it worse., I'm just not -
sure what I'll do about him."

This teacher frequently attempted to ure educational theory to help.yake

decisions and to interpret children's behavior. She seemed to perceive the

researcher as a resource for theoretical knowledge, as the following incident -

illustrates:
Teacher shows researcher the self-portraits
children had drawn on the previous day.
Teacher: "I was surprised by this one., 1It's
really advanced, don't you think? Wasn't it
Goodenough who said that children who are
‘yeally good artists have 'superior -intelligence?"-— - -
> Researcher: "I'm not sure." Teacher: "Well, I
‘ think it was him. I'm not sure what I think
about that, though. I don't think I believe
it." (pause) K
In sum, teachers vary in the amount and kind of feedback they seek
from researchers. If naturalistic classroom behavior is to be maintained,
»
the researcher must anticipate and take steps to manage this potentially
disruptive aspect of the researcher-teacher relationship.
Our observations in the last area treated here were guided.by the

question: What relationships exist between the nature of researcher-teacher

interactions and teachers' behavior in the classroom? Our data provided some

10
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insight into this impo;tant question. We will present two éontrasting cases

-

from our studies. These cases were chosen because thé§ ;ééiesent researcher-
teacher relationships which differ widely. Thesé cages wili_be used to
establish a frameyork for arawing a thtinuum°of researcher-teacher relation-
ships. '

The first case is an example of a r;searchernteacher-relationship which
lacked the_"hé;@onious“vquality we be%ieve to be essential to such relation-
ships. 'Tpe relationship had an antagonistic tenor from the initial meeting.

The meeting was arranged by a senior associate of the researcher. That

senior researcher had had contact with the teacher through a survey research. -

. project in which the teacher had participated. The senior researcher attended

the initial meeting. At that meeting, the teacher cross-examined the pro-
VSpective researcher regarding his ability to'recognize and understand apéro-
priate teacher and student behavipr in her kindergarten classroom, The
teacher began by insisting that she have access to the researcher's field
notes as the study progressed. The senior researcher explained that-seeing

'An agreement was reached wherein the

t

field notes might affect her behavior.

..researcher assured the teacher that research findings would be shared at the

end of the study.
As observations began, the teacher appeared to accept the researcher's
presence., Researcher-teacher interactions were limited to formal greetings

and good~-byes., However, after two classroom visits, the teacher began to ask,

"Wwhen will you be finished?", even though they had agreed that his observations

The teacher began "telling" the researcher when

 would last for sixteen weeks.
and for how long he could observe. As noted above, she vetoed scheduled
visitations on three occasions.

After a few weeks of visits, the teacher told the researcher that the

11
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school piingipal wished to speak with him. In the meeting with the principal,

it became clear that the teacher hed discuseed her reservations about the ..

study,with the principal. The meeting began with the principal eayiné, "y
B ‘ . : ‘ : B
) unders&end that you are taking copious notes in Mrs. T's class. What exactly
. . : > . R

are you doing in there?"

Interactions with the.eeacher'remained formal throughout the course of
. the study.g'The manner of the tégcher was polite but defepsive. An example
of her interactive "style" with the researcher is contained in the followihg o
interchange taken from transcripts of an unstructured interview conducted at

the end of the observation period, an 1nterv1ew which the teacher refused to

v

have tape recorded.

Researcher: "My goal for doing.this interview is / .-

to ‘try to better understand how things work in ' -
your classroom by asking you to describe how you - . )
see things. What happens in your classroom that's
different from what goes on in- other classes?"

Teacher: "I'd like to know how you saw things. ¢

If you'd tell me what you saw that's dlfferent,

then I could react."

.l

o e e e ——t o it meemsa s B e, s 4 ebwe

The study being described focused on the social intetactions among chil-
dren in the claesroom. Certeinly, the potentially negative effects of the
. strained ;esearcher-teacher relationship were reduced because’ the teacher's
behaviors were not the primary focus of the study., However, the antagonistic-
defensive character of.fhe relationship did influence the study in several
wayS. As mentioned, the teacher carefully orchestrated whae the researcher
would see and when he would eee it. Because the teacher limited access to
certain periods of the day and to days for which she was “prepared,".data on
the sgcial behavior.of children may have been distorted. In addition, the
usefulness of the teacher as a reliable informant was greatly reduced. Inter- . -
actions between researcher and teacher were brief and formal.  The teacher's ,

defensive posture reduced the researcher's willingness to ask important

12
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@?i ' qqéstions'and'colored the respoPses when such questions were asked. r?urther, o 7§§
) " the amount of tine the researcher was able to spedd in the research scene ;%
L - was affected by his relationship with the’ teacher. Observation time was _%2
A ~ reduced because of the teacher's tight control over visitation schedul®ng, :
_ S -
N and because, as the study progressed, the researcher became reluctané to go D
into the classcool and sometimes cut obsexvations short in an effort to | -;
reduce tension between himself and the teacher. ) a |
. As we will suggest in our i@pliégtions, there are ways to establish and
| | monitorbthe d%yelopm;nt of‘researéhsr-teacher.relationships which can help Q ‘*
b . protect qualitative.classroom studiesxfrom the effects suggisted. Developing |
a rapport. between researcher'ané téachér is a dynami¢, give~and-take process
(see Sprﬁéley, 19792. We will now présent a second, and coﬁtrasting, example
A of the development of ;uch tapport and'its effect on the behavior of the | R

teacher,

The researcher's purpose in conducting, the study was to discover the

P

4

‘definitions of reaqing constructed by par%icipgnts in a first grade classroom.
The selection of a teacher was based on several criteria related to the study's
. objectives. For instance, the researcher wanted to observe in a classroom in
‘ which children had opportunities to read throughout the schoollday. As the
| ~researcher wanted t§ avoid disrupting the life of the classroom, she sought a
settiyg i .which aéult'visitsrs, helpers, and obsérQers were a rcgular feature.
- These and otﬁer criéeria led the researcher to select a teacher from a pool
of te;chers with whom the researcher was acquainted through her work as a
student-teaéher supervisor. The two had alréady established a friendly rapport
during numerous classroom visits., Hence, the foundation for a harmonious

relationship had been built before the researcher'attempted to gain access to

the classroom.

Q N 13
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Before the initial meeting ?etweén researcher and teacher, the-researéher
. had preﬁéred a simple outline of t@e purpose and plan of the proposed stﬁdy.
| Iﬁ-a@dition to explaining her project objectivyes, the researcher gxplained the
reasons for choosing this particular classroom. Durihg this initial meeting
the reséarcher also described wh;£ her role would be in the clﬁésrooﬁ, explain=-
ing that it might'be difficult at times for both teacher and childrﬁn to
\ggye'her hanging around, asking questions, and scribbling madly on J\notepad.
The researcher attempted to establish -her prospective £ole as "the oﬁe who
writes and asks'qpesti;ns." Throughout theimeeting the teacher respdpdgd with
great interest and enthusiasm. Shq repeatedlf’nqgéed and said, "mm=hmm" in
agreement. with researcher comments. Regarding the purposes of the study, she
exclaimed, "That's it! That's so importantl” She proceede& to talk about the
importance of children making®the connection between the things they do in
.. class to learn how to read and real-world reading, adding that séme-first
graders ﬁ;;er do make the connection. The reseérch topic, or at least the

ry .
teacher's perception of the research topic, was of great interest to the

teacher and continued to be of interest throughout the study. ’

On this very bositive note, the researcher-teacher relationship was
initiated. The harmonious, cooperative quality which charactgrized the
relationship at its onset was maintained throughout a four-month observation
period. Researchér and teacher interactions covered a wide range of per-
sonal and professionq} topics, some related to projéct goals, many unrelated.
The teacher talked openly about her famil -, difficult periods in her life,
personal and professional failures and frustrations, fears and concerns about
students, and school gossip. She often asked the researcher if she would
come to lunch and once invited her to a colleague's birthday celebration.

The relationship between researcher and teacher was characterized by qualities

of warmth, openness, and trust.

A
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An important product of the researcher-teacher reiationship“was the
teacher's eagerness to be helpful. In a number of ways the teacher attempted
to fa;ilitaie the accomplishment of the researcher's tasks. She regularly
volunéeered information about activities and occurrences which had taken
Place during the r;searcher's absence. She often asked whether the researcher
needed to talk to her and never hesitated to schedule before, during, and
aftrr school times for tape-recorded interviews. In addition, the teacher
offered her assistance in securing parental permizsion allowing children to
participatg'in the study and invited the researcher to attend and to speak
;t the.first parents' meeting. Frequeﬂtiy, the teacher apologized for getting

B

in the way and just as often intervened to gét children out of the way.

v

Several times she stopped the class to announce, "Ms. E. is here -to write,

not to answer your questions. You can come to me or Ms. M. if you have

questions."

n

* A related outcome of the accomodating and cooperative researcher-teacher
relationship was the {g;earcher'shabilit; to gain access to the teacher's
perceptions of her job in general and of reading and reading instruction in
particular. Perceptions were revealed through forqal and informal interviews
as well as éhrough thé teacher's observed actions. The trusting relationship
between researchér'and teacher enabled the teacher ;o carry on the normal
course of events in her room. The consistency of her behavior, when coupled
with feedback from the student teacher, the teacher in ‘the adjoining room,

and the teacher herself, build a strong case to support the position that the

teacher did not alter her classroom behavior in response to the researcher.

The following comments from the teacher in the adjoining room who was frequently

in and out of the teacher'sclassroom, are revealing.

et




14

I really-don't think you have much influence
on her. You're really quiet when you're in
there, and you've sort of made it clear to
the children becauyse of your posture and your
behavior that you're not one of the helping N
teachers. The only thing that I've noticed
is that' T's hostess behavior is up a little
bit... I mean that I think she is poised for
company and for adult questionning more than .
she usually is. But as far as her behavior
with the kids, I can't tell when you're in
there and when you're not. Her teaching
style and her conversational tone with the
kids don't change. 1I have to go and look to
see if you're there... I don't feel like
. she's conscious of anything except your wish
to see the real situation.

Clearly there are many differences between the two ralationships described.

Some of the differences may be attributed to personality characteristics,

but some may be related to the manner in which the studies were initiated,
implemented and carried out. LImplications‘of project design elements for the

researcher-teacher relationship will be discussed later in the paper. Based

(X3
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on our experiencés anduthe reﬁorts of other classroom researchers, we h;ve
recognized that a variety of researcher-teacher relationships may develop,
each having.consequences for project outcomes. In the following section we
outline a progression of researcher-teacher relationships with which we are

familiar.

A Continuum gE.Reséarcher-Teacher Relationships

—

It may be helpful to conceptualize a continuum.of researcher-teacher rela-
tionships. We have constructed the continuum presented in Figure 1 based on
our"experiences doing classroom studies and references to thé literature on
qualitative classroom studies (e.g., Kyle, 1979; Mehan,21979; Smith and
Geoffrey, 1968). The continuum ﬁas been structured aroundlfour levels of

relationship, moving from "antagonistic-defensive" to “participating-collab-
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orative." Each level will be briefly described below.

Antagonistic~defensive Accomodating-cooperative

Reluctant-rrotective " “Participating-collaborative

Figure 1. Continuum-of Researcher-Teacher Relationships .

[

Antagonistic-defensive relationships are those in which the researcher -

and teacher never develop "a basic sense of trust [that] allows for the free

flow of information" (Spradley, 1979, p. 78). Teachers are distrustful of

o

the intentions of the researchers and act in such ways as to defend themselves

-]

and their classrooms from the intrusion of the unwanted observer. The first
example above has many elements whiEh’éualify“as characteristics of an antago-
nistic-defensive relationship. Teachers may place constraints on the researcher

v

which limit. access to important data. They become so defensive that their

rél&ébiilty as informants may be jeopardized.

Reluctant-protective relationships are characterized by teachers who are

so sensitive to the presence of the researcher_that they edit their behavior
in an effort to create a favorable impression. Teachers may be insecure
about revealing their routine classroom practices to researchers who often
have advanced degrees and university status., They may feel compelled to pre-
sent the appearance of being a cooperative éolleague while at the same time

-

feeling reluctant and self-protective. .
i
Accomodating-cooperative relationships emerge when teachers and researchers

‘
share an understanding of research goals and feel comfortable employing the

naturalistic model to reach those. goals, Teachers understand their role in
the research process, feel free to clarify that role if confusion arises, and

feel comfortable operating their classrooms in ways not significantly different

a
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from "normal." Teachers view themselves as important resources to researchers

P

who seek to understand participant.perspectives. The second example above

~—

~.

illustrates an accomodating-cébperative relationship. - . ‘

Participating-collaboraﬁive relationships are those in which teachers

-participate as researchers while carrying on the role of teacher. _Researchers
end teachers collaborate on designing,"implementing, and report;ng their
research. Roles are carefully designed to maximize benefits gained when a
researcher is also enlinforman;. For examples of participating-collaborative
relatlonshlps, see Mehan (1979) and Smith and Geoffrey (1968). |

The 1evels we have outlined are lptended.to provide descrlptrve bench-
marks whrch may be helpful as classrooﬁ\researchers consider their relation-
ships with teacher-informants. 1In the last section of this paper, we will

discuss implications designed to assist researchers in establishing relation-

ships which respect teachers and promote qq<1ity classroom studies.

Implications

In their discussion of "field relafions" between observ;tional researchers
and informants McCall eud Simmens (1569, p. 28) point out: "The primary reason
tsat the observer finds his field relations so problematical is that his
subjects, accustomed to life in.a more or less ordinary social world, do not
know how to be'studied." We believe this observation holds true for the
special case of researcher-teacher relations. 1In order for effective studies
to be conducted in natural :lassroom seétings, researchers must taKe respon-
sibility for helping teachers "learn how to be studied." We will present
three "implications" designed to-assist researchers in this egfort.

Implication 1l: Decisions regarding researcher-teacher relationships

.should be made as part of project design and should be based on research

.18
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objectives., A logical progression to such pl#nning would be built on a
questioning seqQuence such as: What are my research questiohs?; What kind ;f
classroom situations wo;ld allow me to study these questions?: What levél of
researcher-teacher relationship would be most advantageous to accomp}ishing
my objectives?; Are there situations and teachers that meet my critéria?;
How do I gain eptry?;-and so-on. Thejﬁeacher ?F the ultimatg gatekeeper in
every classroom fesearch proj;ct. That is, the teacher dete;;}hes whether
and to what extent the researcher will have access t¢ desired information.

Researchers need to take the importance of their relationships with teachers

into account before direct contacts are ever made.

Implication 2: As access to and entry into research settings are arranged,

the desired researcher-teacher relationship should be made explicit and a

" plan for establishing and maintaining that reélationship should be shared with

the teacher. It is vital that both the teacher's role and the researcher's -
role be clearly explained as initial discuss;ons~of"the research project are
held (see McCall and Simmons, 1969; Spradley, 1979). 1In explicating these
roles the researcher shoﬁld address such subjects as the manner in which
questioning will be handled and the kind of contact the researcher will have
with teacher and students in and out of the classroom. Regarding questioning,
the researcher must establish such things as whether the teacher may ask
questions of the résearcher, whether the researcher will question the teacher. ..
during observations, and whether a regular interview schedule will be estah-
lished. Having established an explanation and rationale for researchgr and
téécher roles and the level of researcher-teacher relatiohship, the researcher
shquld share with the teacher a pign for monitoring the evolvement of the

relationship and for making necessary corrections.

Implication 3: Researcher-teacher relationships should be actively
) {
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monitored as studies are implemented and corrective action taken as problems LR
arise. If the researcher and teacher have mace a plan for doing this, then
such questions as "Ho@ are you.feeling about the way things are going?" will °*
Pe'received as more than.pdlite conversation. Researcher;>and teachers will -
be able te refer to the expectations established in their initial plan as they
monitor and evaluate the development of their relationship. Establishing a
relationship in thch both researcher and téacher are comfortable is essential
to the success of naturalistic studies. We believe that researchers should -
give the development of rapport with the teacher special attention early in
the implementation of classroom studies. We agree with Dean, Eichhoin, and
Dean (1969) who argue that because.the researcher-informant relationship is
so important, the researcher should-be willinérto.sacrifice initialodata,'
if necessary, in order to facilitate acceptance.

In summary, there are several steps classroom researchers may take to
facilitate the development of harmonious relationeships with teachers:
(1) Include the researcher-teacher relationship é; énkelement of project . e
design; (2) Explain roles and responsibilities to the teacher prior to the
study; (3) Explicate a plan through which both can monitor the .evolvement of
the relationship; and (4) Monitor carefully the development of researcher-
teacher rapport as an active part of the implementation of thé project. If~
these stéps are thoughtfully considered, perhaés the quality of classroom

studies and the historically distant relationship between classroom prac- .

titioners and educational researchers can be improved,

<0



References

L

Blumer, H. Symbolic interactionism: Perspective and method., Englewood Cliffs.,

N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969.

Bogdan, R.C., and Biklen, S.K. Qualitative research for education. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1982, '

o

Dean, J.P., Eichhorn, R.L., and Dean, L.R. Establishing field relations.
In McCall, G.J., and Simmons, J.L. (eds.), Issues in ggrticipant obser-
vation: A text and teacher. . Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1969.

Denzin, N.K. The research act: A theoretical introduction to Sociological
methods, (second edition). New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978.

Kyle, D.W. Life-as-teacher: The disclosure of teachers' activities and
emergent problems. Doctoral dissertation, Curry Memorial School of
Education, University of Virginia, 1979.

McCall, G.J., and Simmons, J.L. (eds.), Issués in participant observation: A
text and reader. Reading, Mass.: addison-Wesley, 1969.

McPherEon, G¢. Small town teacher. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1972. '

Mehan, H. Learning lessons: The social organization of classroom behavior.

Cambridge, Mass.: Haryard University Press, 1979.
Schwartz, M.S;, and Schwartz, C.G. Problems in participant observation.
American Journal of Sociology, 1955, 60, 342-353.

Smith, L.M., ‘and Geoffrey, W. The complexities of an urban classroom.
Naw York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968.

Spradley, J.P. The ethnographic interview. New .York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1979, :

spradley, J.P. Participant observation. New York: Hol:t, Rinchart and
wWinston, 198Q,




