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Collaboratlon holds d1vergent meanings for d1fferent peopF

- . N

_and contexts.' In.one instance, collaboYataon means w0rk1ng w1th
v ! ' K

. - . »
- -

tHe'enemy,during,war. Perhaps this aptly descfibes how many

.
[

‘practitioners view educational research The\outs1de researdher
aconducts a b11tzkr1eg study w1th 11tt1e act1ve InvolVement asked
N . . ‘ ‘ ,'.‘ \ .
K of\the practitioner and little,gnput requested on, the problemJ
‘e .. ' . . ¢ .

-

studied or the~research technmques. Almost'cOnversely,
\- . , {
. - 4 . .
collaboration has ‘a second more posmtive meaning Mthh suggests
that 1nd1v1dua1s or groups work closely’and harmoniously to

v k]

create a product. In- th1s Iatter mode, co{g?borative Tesearch
. ‘~ &

cou1d generate research more reflectiye of the real worId oﬁ

e

schools and ass1st in brrﬁging the gap bet1een theory and

4
pnattice. This is. the promlse of ‘collaborative research that

- . A

attracts botheun1vers1ty:based and=school—based researchers.

. . . . 1 5 . y ) ' * |
.'Whether the promiséd benefits accrug is dependent upon how

4

collaboration is practiced: Throughlxhis approach, itris

1

poss1b1e to gain an 1ns1der s perspectivefwhile concurrentdy.

ma1nta1n1ng an aoademic, detached pos1tion. However,'the

>

feas1b111ty of. condudtlng such research RE- partly determ1ned by .:

. s s .

"how the collaboratlon 1s conceptualized and operatio?alized
Even w1th1n the academ1c communlty that embraces collaborative

research several d1fferent meanings are ascribed to the term.

{

For 1mstance, Johnson (1983) perce1ves collaborative research to

- ]

/

mean working with another academ1c from a different d1sc1p11ne-'
AN

w1th no reference made of sharlng the process w1th the subJect'.

De Voss,-Zimpher, and Nott (1982) h1nt that the practitioner

9
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L </should betinvolved in the stuﬁy but ma1nta1n that the univers1ty
. 2 3 l Y

fl researcher, must remain 1n the drlver s. seat" (p. 41) Ihe

v,
\ e

dqgree of the’ participant 1nvolvement7has been cla5s1fred by

N J.J &

Kennedy (as c1ted ‘in . Ward & Tikunoff 1982) as: 1/° a-model to be ~

. - observed- 2/, & model/part1c1pant' 3/ a-data collector"4‘ a co-

: q - 1nvest1gator- or 5/ a practitioner consultant‘s Similarly,
1 .

- ‘

! _ \Tikunoﬁf and Ward (LQ§3) suggest a cont1nuum° 1n§eract1ve

research c11n1cal 1nqu1ry, collaborative staff dévelopment

. - e

'research é}blaborative action research and'action*research

a o

s . 0bv1ou 1¢; the degree . of the collaboration must reflect the
. ‘ ' . 8

N

needs of the research studﬂ and those ‘of the reqearchers R T

’1nvolwed Each study wille require different forms- and degrees of

collaboration (Kyle & McCutcheon. 1984) In stud1es where Jit 1sfl~

1mportant to und staJ% the arth1pants perspectlve, a h1gher
ef P

\:‘ N

degree of COllaboEftion would seem essential "It 1s 1mportant to
-
s note that there 'i® not a proper degree of collaboratl but:that

A

- . .

this remains depeniint upon the research ;_

We accept that benef1ts accrue from coIlaborative research"

- NG

including: increased probability ofisuccessTul implementation" o

(3

profess1onal growth for those 1nvolved--the complex nature of the -
""classroom or setting w1ll be 1ncluded' and the reduction\of the

N ," tife- lapse between the research endeavor and the use of the .

. s |
» . .ot ¢ . ' /'\P |

findings (Ward &'Tikunoff, 1982; Kyle & McCutcheon, 1984).

'However, the purpose of this paper is not ,to raise global 1ssues'

on the 1mportance of collab&rative research "The aim-of this
B : .
paper is_to explore the concerns which emérged~from our -

¢ "
o - : -

i
«
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IR 3'involvemeht'in doing'collabqrative research. In the study a |, ,.
L4
P ; pr1nc1pal and an out51de researcher acted as co- 1nvest1gag?rs to, I
. ‘. s . I N ,":
’ ‘exam1n@ the 1nstruct10nal leadersh1p role of the pr1ncrpal. The - T./u '

q

follow1ng d1scu$s1on is based- on: methodologlcal f1e1dnotes and a

]

AR . retrospect1ve analys1s of a two. year qualltatlve, collaboratlve

study., Through thlS analys1s we hope to fu;fher the dlscuss1on

R V
v L] A ) -

om the methods of conduct1ng a collaboratlve research study. B a/~
~_ .. The Sewdy .. . %
: K r'

- ' ' A brief summary\of the study w1ld provide a context \as th1s

Qo : paper w111 not dlSCUSS the research per se._ After the study has
’ ¢ \ . ’ .
been'outlined the fecus w1ll return to the 1ssues 1nvolyed 1n o,

d01ng collaborat1ve research ’\g\
. S ) @ , , . . . ) 3
e ’ - 2 S : .
' .Design ~ T : :

[+

The research design of this study was phenomenological in
s v N -~
natur%, w1th the purpose of undersJand1ng the part1c1pants view

of the sett1ng;. The collaboratlve hature of the stﬁdy "_ ' : T y

« L4

fac111tated this aim because it enabled the ﬂrinc1pal and the.

- -

un1vers1ty researcher to work together to frame the research A

— .
qﬂestlons, ahalyze the data,'and wr1te the respect1ve papers.‘

" The researchers d1d not enter.1ntowthe study with an extensiVe
v— .

conceptual'framework but 1ntended to gather data on what the

N o ' . v

v pr1nc1pal dl& dprlng the school day, and then tp make sense of ' .

*

7the data. In this endeavor, the researchers were gu1ded by an

'1n1t1al broad quest1on. What roles does th1s pr1nc1pal perform

a

‘; ~an what is the relat10nsh1p of those rol@s to 1nstruct1onal ' N £
, -+ leadership. e A . (
,o‘ . o7 ;' . - '. o
1 \ \ . ' (
) ¢ [} e . -
e . - 3. ,‘5 *
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‘Data Gollecﬁibn &échniques S TR ' .

: - ; L e

7 The pr1mary data collectlon techn1que employed was _
~

pa;taclpant observatlon by ‘the, un1ver51ty researcher.' Flekd

;notes were ma1nta1ned on the events occurr1ng.ﬁrom both the

.

pr1nc1pal s and the un1ver§1tw researcher s perspect1ves.

- ~

'Frequent 'de—briefings " were held between the two-researchers,‘

. ’ P

and methodologlcal notatlons of the Collaboratlve process were

maintained throhghout the study. In;t1a11y, the p§1nc1pal

attempted to ma1nta1n f1e1dnotes on her actdvities on the days
'bhe university reséhrcher was. absent. The nature of her pos1t10n
soon proh1b1ted this method g% data collectlon, and’ 1ndeed

- 1nterfered with her act1v1t1es ‘as a pr1n¢1pa1 In order to

ma1nta1n collaboratlon dur1ng th1s phase, the‘f1e1dnotes < o

13

'generated by the un1vers1ty parfner were shared and d1scussed

. \ L
with the pr1nc1pa1 S L

.
T - .

. < ’ . s .
P 'Triangulation of both data sources and methods“of data

colle%tlon was act1ve1y sought. Data sources 1nc1uded exten91ve

\ f1e1d notgs, school documents/records, éd formal and’1nforma£ o

*

1nterv1ews w1th the pr1nc1pa1 teachers, and students. ' -

Persistent observatioy was ach1eved through am extended perlod of

data“toliection. fSpec1f1ca11y,'the,un1verS1ty researcher spent
. . . ' o ) .

both half and full days once“or twide a week in the school
i

.

*;5/ between’January to Apr11 of 1982 ~and Uanuary to 'March,‘1983;

Durlng these two t1me perlods both formal and 1nforma1 1nterv1ews

were conducted-w1th teachers and students. Asset of formal,

confidential,iaudio—taped, close-ended interviews~were'conducted




\

. . s T v . ! . E - _
. . . e . .3 . 4 . y © . LN . o * . ‘

by the un1vers1ty researcher w1th teachers selected from each.
)

o J

grade Tevel (K 5) and a- non cert1f1ed staff member. Informal

1nterv1ews were conducted w1th ch1ldrén and teachers when deemed
S _

appropr1atea ) -
" . .
Data analys1s was op golng and. was based onﬂthe constant

-

comparat1ve method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). F1e1d:notes.andﬂ

-

.o . . ,
,1nterJ}eM transcripts“were initially coded by both researchers

- ~

1nto 1nteract10n categor1es and were then r¢ organlzed to reflect

© L
Athe emerg1ng analytlcal themes. _ Coe ‘ R .
‘ o ] | A 3 L . ' ’ . . | - . .
F1nd1ngs S Ly X{ A : , o '

Q

The f1nd1ngs (Hannay, . & Stevens, 1984a & 1984b) aré reported
v

Ny
at two d1fferent levels. a descr1pt1ve account of the p 1nc1pal Sj

role in the school and ‘a more theoret1c/analyt1ca1 d1scuss1on of
4 %

-how-these roles 1nfluenced instruction and curriculum in the

- o 3

;procurator'vproblem solver' bulldlng orga

- school. On the descriptive level, vthe‘study'suggests that this

pr1nc1pal performed six general roleS° personal confidante;

izers mon1tor' and

s ., \ . ‘ .
districtl11a1son. These roles had both a d1rect and 1nd1rect

1nfluence on instruction- although the 1nd1rect role appeared to
have)more of an impact. Specifically, the study documented how

the manager1a1 role 1mpacts on 1nstructxon and curr1culum

.-b" 3

1nd1rectly through school. c11mate.

\

\\b) POTENTIAL CONCERNS OF COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH

Whlle thé pr1mary focus of this study was, to investigate the
% ~ .
nole. of the pr1nc1pal “a secondary 1ntent was to examlne
collaborat1ve research in actlon._ The collaboratlve nature of -

.
. ~

d .
. . _ %
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the study perm1tted the researchers to study the role of the >

pr1nc1pal in a more hollstlc and rea11st1c manner.f ThlS does not ;, \
mean that collaborat1Ve research is easy or 'thef'qulck answer to

Ca "

) educatlonal tesearch problems.. Certa1nly, wh11e this approach ' L
° - - T
.seemed to be benef1c1a1 in this stud1ed context, its appldcatlon T

' , " raises cdoncerns and‘issues~which constitute the subject of-this )

¥ S LY . .

: paper; The d1scuss1on focuses on: four maJor concernS° 1) ,
/

-

. :Confident1a11ty, 2) React1v1ty, 3) Roles and Respons1b111t1es,

‘and 4) Return to Isolaé\on. Pr10r to address1ng these 1Ssues, ) .

4

the successful collaborat ve aspects of this study will be g

_.explored. . Perhaps, certa1n pre- condltlons must ex1st in order.
L . .

for collaboratlon to work. . . e R “

PRE-comnr'rIoré FOR COLLABORATION . Lo,
\ o

\J - The collaboratlve nature Of the study was ev1dent even
- “
| - ~

(. durlng the _entry phasé The pr1nc1pa1 wanted to 1n1t1a€e an
act10n research study to- determlne her role as an 1nstruét10na1 -
. \ \ . .
’,leader. /The un1ver81ty partner was concerned pr1mar11y with h A

\ 4

conducthg a qwalltatlve studq although she was also 1nterbsted e

-

in how a pr1nc1pa1 1nf1uences curr1cu1nm. Therefore, the ﬂ

-
.

pr1nc1pa1,1g%t1ated the prOJect w;th a_vague question related to
"her corncerns as'a practitionef; This'influenced the

collaboratlon as the practltuoner was 1nvest\gat1ng a toplc she '~. SR
had deemeﬁﬁlmportant. The yesu1t1ng sense of ownershlp might

.well be the key reaShh for the success of the‘collaboratlon.‘ U e

3 v,

. "Blgck and De Lucca (1978-79) hutiihe three areas that should.

be considered when uhdertaking collaboratiyve research: what is, o *

Y -
. ' ‘ ' : ‘ g \ :

I . - - . : . q v
] . . . . ) 2 . . . t
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/ . '

the obJect of the researah' how are the data. collected and who

h Y

B
. N [' . &

,/performs the research. In our. eﬁpen1ence it is perhaps the f1rst

v o

quest1on, the purppse of the research that is a cruc1al pre-

cond1t1on for collaborat1on (Wallet, Green, & Haram1s, 1981). As.

. - v, . Vo :
ment1oned above, the pract1t1oner 1nst1gated ‘the rqsearch for the

purpose of descr1b1ng her pract1cé the un1vers1ty researcher

.

T A agreed_thh th1s purpose. Therefore, the study started at the

.Q.v

|
[N

‘dqscr1pt1ve level ‘and only moved to a more theoret1c/analyt1ca1

level when deemed necessary by both researchers in order to -

J
understand the nature of 1nstruct1onal leadersh1p. If the

pract1t10ner and the outs1de researchers have non—rompl1mentary

purposes in conduct1ng the study, it m1ght be quest1onable"

whether true collaborat1on éan develop. : ' CL e

Phe most 1mportant reason ﬁor the effect1ve coll\

B

borat1ve

v

naturé of the study wvas that both researchers were actively and

equally 1nvolved. They conq1dered themselves "co- 1nvest1gators
Lo - .
(Kyle .& McCutchcon, 1984) w1th ne1tner partner hav1ng a dom1nant

-role. This was poss1ble because both 1nd1w1duals had good

r
LI N :

‘ 1nterpersonal and 8ommun1cat1ons sk1lls.~ Potent1al problems vere
addressed w1thout 1nterfer1ng;w1th the respect1ve egos. )

de1t1onally, the researchers[shared s1m1lar ph1los6ph1cal

stances regard1ng research mefhodology and educat1on in- general

-Th1s empathet1c relat10nsh1p eveloped a sense of trust which in
¥

.turn allowed both_researchers to take/risks. Furthermore; the

'

ability and w1ll1ngness of both 1nd1v1duals to partake in ‘
reflect1ve th1nking was an impontant component of this study.

v




Another asset 1nvolved the un1vers1ty person s or1entat1on to

practlce amdythe pr1nc1paI's w1ll1ngness to. v1ew her pract1ce . .

from a theoret1cal perspect1ve. T : : -

‘These character1st1cs shaped the ethos of the study.

©

nalys1s were conducted Jo1nt y.' This led to 'a

-

Dec1s1ons an

meeting o inds' w1th both researchers understand1ng the ' m.' )

other s perspect1ve and mutually generat1ng the process and

creat1ng the product The meet1ng of the minds', a legal term

"*borrowed from contract law, seems to reflect the essence of

r

collaborat1ve researchu. Collaboratlon cannot be v1ewed as -the
’ >

'means through wh1ch to get 1ns1de the. part1c1pant researcher s

head .but must be conce1ved as a mutual enterpr1se in order for R B

-

;\he total benef1t to accrue. Those interested in undertak1ng
collaborat1ve research must 1nvest t1me and bracket’ the1r

respece1ve egos'1f this state of mind 1s to be-achieved. If'one

- . -

of the part1es controls the research through the use of knowledge e

*
-,

gor personal1ty then the potent1al for collaboration decl1nes. ‘ . ‘e
N 4
F1nally it is- 1mportant to note that the c1rcumstances in .

[

this study wer$ conduc1ve to collaboratlon° ‘both part1es des1redc -

that type of 1dvolvement and had the 'skills to ach1eve it.

3 \ A

N
Collaboration d0es not happen amorphously nor can. it be conducted

by. JUSt anyone. Involvement in th1s type. of research enta11s : "3};
both r1gorous methodology and a w1111ngness to act

collaborat1vely.‘ If the pract1t1oner is not’ able or. w1ll1ng to
. \

“invest the t1me to 1nvest1gate pérsonal practice or the

un1vers1ty researcher is. not w1lang to share the research - =<
(SO ,

-~
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facade'. fPrior.to heginning such a study, participants need to be .

up-front regarding -the demands of the research, -the scope of the
. " , S
collaboration, and their expeﬁtations.

- . M -

'conditions' have to be right for true fGITaborationfto occur.

Perhaps the initial

‘ " . .~ CONFIDENTIALITY L

One concern in using a'collaborative approach is

conf1dent1a11ty. Traditionally,'researchers have - sought to

oL

protect their 1nformants. This could create -problems ‘in a

collaborative study. In this study,ufor 1nseance, the university

person 1nterv1ewed both - teachers and students on their view of
Y
the principalship,§ The intenxiews focused on how they.perceived'

)
% . A Y ]

the role of ghe~prihcipalship generally and the studied principal

Specifically.

but, g ven the potentially sensitive nature of the data,_the

et \ —

university researcher conducted the 1nterviews.

by changing the names and

Great care was
taken‘to‘protect_these informants:-

grade~leveIs Within the interview text, by not sharing-the
’ . .

Lnterv1ew schedule w1th the primcipal

e

~andl by not providing any
conf1rmation when the pr1nc1pal guessed the 1n£ormad%,la¥et”it

3
~~~~~

was very clear that the pr1nc1pal knew the source o0f the comments

* : .

>
and that the outs1de researcher could not guarantee

However,

conf1dent1aL1ty.

¥, e

decreaseddthe collaborat1ve nature as the principal needed3

. have access to all ﬂata. S& o S

not sharing the data would-have;

process, then collaboration becomes either. problematic¢. or a mere -

Both researchers formulated the research questions;




~ ‘ 1

s

‘ A s1m11ar problem could also ex;st in classrdom settlngs
¢

w1th the parvnclpatlng teacher ass1gn1ng theromments of coe

&

colleagues or students, This might be more of a concern When the
partlclpant researcher is 1n a posrtlon of author1ty over the
1nformants. ‘Prote dtrng l formants while worklng collaboratlvely 4
is a v1ta1'd11emm¥ that'must be. addressed Perhaﬁs, through

scrambllng the énterv1ew data or only smarlng a portlon of ‘the

v -

- eﬁldence this protectlon m1ght be achleved However, such « .

procedures could undermlne the collaborat1ve essence.
/ .

As poted by Kyle and‘McCutcheon (1984),'the conf1dent1a11ty ?i
Theg__ o

particlpant researcﬁer is a co-author ofﬂthg“gapers that emerge

V. Ty

of the part1c1pant researcher 1is also problematlc._

ou@“of the study. Th\}efore, inyolfg;ent or.comments can be .

. -

~

'vascrlbed.to that'lndiyiguall For'example,.at one ppint‘we",. 6'

contemplated'reefofuslng therstudy to examine administrative ' .

!

politics-within the school d1str1ct But to pursue this line of

Q //f/yest1gat10n m1ght have placed the pr1uc1pal in an awkward a.

pos1tlon as this study vas the only research being conducted

ER

o w1th1n the d1strict and as such was, highly va}ble. Conce1vab1y
the topics under cdllahoratlve 1nvest1gat1on could be  restricted

a g1ven the need to - protect° the pa_rt1c1pant resea’rcher,
N > : , o T,
The potentlal of placlng the-participantgresearther i a ,

PLAEN

pos1tLon(4//profess1onal r1sk exists Within'collaborative
X
: research stud1es dealing w1th sensitive issues. For ;nstance, 1f
8 yo
! " the co]laboratlve study is 1nVest1gat1ng the effect1veness of a

- . o

certa1n teaching strategy, then the results could be used to .

2
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&

. .
\ . . .

» ! * !
. .

. \ | |
either the benefit or detr1ment of the partic pant researcher.

’

. The unive%S1ty researcher can’ retreat behind he sc1ent1f1c

slogan that ‘the- ef&dencea;§~lead1ng the findi ngs. However, the .

participant researcher is left to deal with he potential,

-~

R . t
percelved negatlve results._

| S ‘
" The confidentiality problem might also ¢reate methodological"
problems, If part1c1pants are concerned with the lack. of

12

conf1dent1a11tv, the data generated might-b,

effegted. For

example, in this‘study teachers might have asked their'opinions

regarding'the effectivenets of the princip l., Persistent .
N N . Q"

observation seems -erucial. On one level, jt would he difficulﬁ

for participants to act out a over a long time

[

petiod. But;perhaps more importantly, dugd

an ektended period'
S
of observation, :the participantsg will begin to trust the outside

~

research process.Sth

-

researcher and this should fac111tate th
add1t10n, through pers1stent observatlon certa1n cred1b111ty

dev1ces can be embedded w1th1n the research des1gn thus .

.

decreas%ng the 1nf1uence on the data generated.

REACTIVITY .

.

Reactivity is a serious issue faced by collaborat1ve

researchers, especially those who are act1ng as co- 1nvest1gators.

S .

In the co- 1nvest1gator mode both researchers design the- research

" . -
/

questions, Therefore, it might be tempt1ng to 'skéw'hevents.to

be congruent with the questlons posed One extract from the

methédsloglcal notations prov1des an example. This telephone

comment occirred when the\universiti researcher announced she
. L

uoo13
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h"That s too bad I had planned my day to be an 1nstruct1onal .

RN

A}
¥

would, not be in theﬂfield'hue‘to illness.” The ﬁr1nc1pal replled

- L

.

=

leader. . S1nce~we have talked about it, I have tried to"be more.

of one." However, even with this obv1ous react1v1ty, 1n1t1al
- - K
analys1s suggested that this pr1nc1pal was not an instructional
T
leadeﬁ. It would seem that through continued, persistent . .

*

"observation the-princip;l returned ©€o the ‘typical manner of

performing her job. Long term bbservation might be even more

essential in a collaboratiVe study to curtail reactivity and

»

overcome the 1nterference created by the obser#er ‘sTpresence.,’

Further, by tr1angulat1ng the data not generated by the

- - ~

part1c1pant researcher, th1s problem of react1v1ty m1ght

. N * . ' :
decrfase. : . _ .

Closely related to th= above discussion is the influence on

the f1wd1ngs of frrendsh1p between the researcgers°(Kyle &

'McCutcheon, 1984) Cérta1nly,‘b1as could be created because of

AN

the developed empathy. A°a1n, 1t might be tempt1ng to gloss overv

3

or notxreport negat1ve f1nd1ngs because of this relationship., A&

. -

prev1oubly ment1oned s1m1lar educat1onal ph1losoph1es could a1d

A

: \
the researchers in. creatlng a meet1ng of. ‘the m1nds

. 8§
Conversely, similar bel1efs could proh1b1t critical evaluat1on of -

certain mutually accepted pract1ces. Perhaps some degree of
cogn1t1ve d1ssonance might be useful in collaborat1ve research as
1t m1ght assist the researchers in v1ew1ng the phenomena from :

different perspectiVes. .There is-a risk, howevef, of detractingx

from a 'meeting of the minds'. = . .

12 . S
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React1v1ty m1ght prov1d positive attributes. . One of the i
frequently touted reasons for educatlonal research is educat10na1 : .

° / T
1mprovement. Usually, th1Sfchange results from the pract1tloner .

. read1ng about and then 1mplement1ng suggestlons from research
f1nd1ngs. In- collaboratlve research ‘the 1nvolved pract1t10ner - —

\<:generates research f1nd1ngs, consequemtly through.reflection the -

practltloner can. 1nvest1gate and 1mprove personal practlce, The
potent1a1 problem is that the pract1t1oner might ‘not wvait for the
study to be completed before chang1ng pract1ce. -In a pure-

/,researth sense, this m1ght raise concerns for the cred1b111ty of

\

the f1nd1ngs. However, if the changes are documented the end >

-

result myght be an account of the change process with the

a

N f1nd1ngs more credible to practitioners._ Further thé decrease of

-

v t1me in 1mp1ement1ng educatlonal research is a frequently cited
o
beneflt of callaboratlve research (lehnoff & Ward 1983; Huling,
' E - . . ,o'
oR1chardson & Hord 1983). Indeed Norr1s,.Starrfie1d ahd S

Hartwell (1984) maintain, "Collaboratlve research e11m1nates the .
separatlon between the generatlon of knowledge and its . ) .
app11catlon in the 1nstructiona1‘setting" (pg. 146). Certa1n1y

in our study, ,the pr1nc1pa1 frequently shared the research

findings with other administrators ad%hmade changes to her~

Zim

_practice while theostudy was still undérway. o ' | 7
Of course, me hodolog1ca1 techn1ques could decrease the » -
1nf1uence of react1v1ty and fr1endsh1p. As with ‘all modes of

emp1r1ca1 inquiry, 1nterpretatlons must be emp1r1ca11y grounded

A commlttment to referent1a1 adequacy and - structural

“-r

¢ . I -
) - 0 B
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collaboration could help‘alleviate thi% concern. In th1s regard, |
a conscious awareness of the potent1al problem and a commitment

to.empirical researcL'1s ‘crucial, However, whether the evidence,
4
,®

~collected and analyzed w1ll be unconsc10usly guided.by 'inside'

knowledge of the research rema1ns .a d1lemma. This possxble E . '}.

€

gu1dance must be addressed by those 1nvolved in and ut1l1z1ng
’ R .
coligborat1ve research '

. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

A th1rd set of potent1al d1l&mmas centers on the d1vergent

roles and respons1b1l1t1es of the researchers. . Profess1onal and e

roe

o . 'research roles and respons1b111t1es must be- cons1deredﬁas co-

- band v

1nvest1gat1on enta1ls a great deal of ‘time and energy for those . _I
‘ .
1nvolved For the un1vers1ty researcher, pressured by the rule

©

of puhl1sh or per1sh th1s can be cons1dered a component of her
profess1onal respons1b1lity. The time and energy expended on
fsuch a prOJect could produce d1v1dends that are directly related "‘ .;
‘tQ un1vers1ty advancement and security. *Certainly that ha%

~
4 B

occurred W1th1n this study.'

For the principal, 1nvolvement in research was not part of

her role def1n1t1on and was undertaken 1n add1t1on to the demands

of that pos1{1on. This would be true for most-. part1c1pant

-

researchers w1th1n an educat1onal sett1ng as suggested by Black ’ q!.‘ .
and de Lucca. 'A . - \ IA, | " » _— t

o
"By and large the system does not recogn1ze teacher research
as legitimate in -terms of time and resource -allocation.  As
.a result there ‘is continual pressure on the teacher from the.
R 1mmed1ate workload which makes it d1ff1cu1t to keep yp the :
. -momentum of research (pg. 129) . ' L.

\ ) i -
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.The préhcipal received;such 'pats on the.backi‘for her «

v
1nvolvement as acknowledgments 1n the d1str1ct annual report and -
the county educatlonal newsletter.v Still the time 1nvolved was

in addition to her normal working day. However, therprincipal':.‘

also accrued personal benefits from her 1nvolvement 1nc1ud1ng' 1) o

an 1ncreased awareness ‘of her pract1ce ~2) a decreaslng sense of

N

i 1solat10n by hav1ng a partner ; and‘3) through‘the 11terature

rev1ew, .an understand1ng-of other educatlonal settings applicable

to her practice. On a profess1onal livel collaborative research
) ~

could result 1n both eftr1n81c and intrihsic rewards for the
-3

“~

un1vers1ty based~researcher._ However, this research may only

¢ "
.

"result in intrinsic rewards for the participant researcher

\\(Walletg Green § Haramis,.1981). The following example C

a -
.~ .

emphas1zes that ;ewards for the part1c1pant researcher might

'\ remain prg ar11y 1ntr1n81&. The pr1nc1pa1 1nvolved in this studv
was denie 3 ermission by ‘her Super1ntendent to attend the 19?4

PR

Annual: Meeting of A;ﬁh. Not onlm.did that rob the part1c1pant

'researcher from potential extr1n81c rewards accrued from the
presentations, but it .also raised questions on the perceived
value ascribed, to reseafch within this particular school -

. district. This has affected how the participant researcher views

3

1nqolvement in future research prOJects and her career w1th1n the

[

district. Conceivably through e1ther ‘a research grant or th

.~

schqpl d1str1ct s commitment to research this might be

/

allev1ated. Such prov1s1ons as. decreased work. loads, f1nanc1a1
CS ,

'support;,sabbatical leaves, status rewards, or‘pubiic relations: -

.

17
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" . .
m1ght be useful in. encourag1ng pract1t1oners involvement,in'

3

'research . R . ; S BRI .

The roles and respons1b111t1es that each researcher assumes

within the study ra1ses other potent1al 1ssues.- In1t1a11y, th1s

'study was’ 1ntended to ‘be totally collaborat1ve, bu{jthat proved

'.almost 1mposs1ble g1ven the profess1ona1 and methodolog1cal

’\

_ restr1ct1ons. The time- ava1lab1e to the pr1nc1pal .was one.

-

\ . :
problem. 0rig1nally both researchers were to maintain fieﬁ%

notes in order to record potent1al d1ffered%es in percept1on, but
the hect1c nature'of the pr1nc1pal's pos1¢1on soon prevented this»:

data collect1on device. The un1vers1ty researcher dom1nated the

l

.

l1terature revieW'and wr1t1ng stages.

These constra1nts were’ overcome by cont1nuous~1nteractlon

i}

>

" “and on- géﬁng data analys1s. Dur1ng the data collect1on phase,

the . researchers frequently spent long even1ngs or. weekend

afternoons analyzing the ev1dence. ‘Through th1s 1nterchange both

@, .
psrt1es rema1nedJinvolved in the 1nterpretat1on of the eV1dence.=-‘

~ Lo

' More 1mportantly, after data collect1on was. completed both

[

researchers totally devoted a- three week per1od to data- analys1s.

/

,»pThrough th1s uninterrupted 1ntense perlod a luxury given the

Jpace of- the data collect1on phase, both researchers became.

e

,1mmensed in the data,\llterature,_and conceptual framework This

~. -

t1me period in a deserted school dur1ng a warm June proved

-

essent1a1 to generate a \meet1ng of the ands Consequently,
\

the collaboratlve aura was ma1nta1ned even though one researcher

-9
P

actually yrote the papers. ' P




. -

. up

Dur1no the wr1t1ng phase,jthe restrictions arising out ‘of

\ /

wr1t1ng, the un1vers1ty researcher frequently called the

4«
@

pr1nc1pal for clar1f1catlon, other examples, or to help solve a-

problem. The pr1nc1pal cons1dered'these coneerns, 'fixed them

]

s . . L

meetings were held to confer on the papers.%A4 one level, the:
N

fact that the part1c1pant researcher wvas a’ pr1nc1p41 proved

?beneficial as these 1nterchanges could occur dur1ng the’ school

,.profess1onal respons1b1l1t1es becameﬁmore not1ceab1e.. Wh1le‘ o

y OF rev1sed for ‘the next exchange of pape .’ﬁAgain,ufrequént

day. . Thrpugh th1s process the papers ma1nta1ned a sense of JOlnt .

ownershlp and d1d not, become the sole property of the wr1ter.P

. -

Th1s m1ght prove problemat1c 1f the pract1t1éner wére a teacher.

These profesS1onal and research restr1ct*ons were part1all

.ar«:_» .

ovércome or neutrallzed through the cont1nua1 efforts of both

researchers.to understand the others' pos1tron and

4

responsibilities. Ma1nta1n1ng commun1cat1ons,~empath1c

' understand1ng, and the necessary time to analyze data wvere of

Y
-amﬂj.“

cruc1al 1mportance. However, in-collaborative research the‘roles

s

and respons1b1l1t1es of the part1c1pants can be proh1b1t1ve._

.

D1ffer1ng rewards and goals m1ght 1nfluence what each part1c1pant

'is willing or - able to contr1bute to_the process, Obvzybsly,-

potential researchers must remain cognizant of how thése factors
. ' - N . 5

- 3

could influence the various stages of collaborative‘project.
: - Y > 5 ,

RETﬁRNING'TO'ISOLATION'

A final d1lemma 1s the effect. of the project's complet1on

A

"on the part1chant researcher.- Teach1ng~1s freguently a very

o ) 7
a

-
©
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. &n eth1ca1 respon81b111ty to ass1st w1th .this.transition.

'adults.‘ Through 1nvolvement in a collqborat1ve st/dy»the

Vg

lonely ex1stence with few opportun1t1es to 1nteract w1th other

pract1tloner shares that ex1stence W1th a partner. When the
e

. e

'universlty researchfr/}gaves the site, 1solat10n returns for the

practltloner. Involvement in this. study, for the pr1nc1pa1 has

ralsed such issues as: 1) questlons on pract1ce' 2) the relevancy

-

of research to pract1ce and job. respons1b111ty, and 3) the
feaS1b111ty of conduct1ng further research The part1C1pant

researcher m1ght be left wlth a res1due of cognitive d1ssonance S
' 3
but mlght not possess the expertise or power to make the des1red
%
changes. For 1nstance, certa1n changes could 1nvolve structural

o

or adm1n1strat1ve re- organlzatlon ‘that is beyond the control of

&

the participant researcher (Grundy, 1982) Thls could-result in

a sense of frustratlon. Seemlngly, the un1vers1ty researcher has

-

‘CONCLUSION ' ST

E) ’ Ce

This paper has ra1sed several issues and d11emmas

zpartlcularly germane to th1s collaborat1ve research prOJect.

These issues were not raised to underm1ne collaborat1ve research

but rather to encourage dlscuss1on that w111 strengthen th1s

a

- approach We rema1n committed to and exc1ted by this research

de. | e
mode AT o , S J
Obvious1y,“for.Efdversfty researchers a-collaborative study .

v

requires much more. than simply f1nd1ng a w1111ng pract1t1oner and

getting Started For pract1tloners, 1t is more than merely

»

shar1ng the1r world with another educator in order to 1nvest1gate
» .

!
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some educational concern. Bath parties must seriously and’
‘//mutually reflect on the collaborative nature of’ the prOJect. SRR
This not only refers to methodological concern§"but also ‘the

collaborative methods and demands 1nvolved for the 1nd1v1dual
researchers. Such issues as'time«demands, conf1dént1a11ty,
reactivity, roles and responsibilities} and influence on practice

Ay

must be seriously considered. Certainly, release timé for the

practltioner.might be one poss1b111ty in overcom1ng some of these

concerns. The w1111ngness of “the. un1versity researcher to.

contr1bute to the educational sett1ng by act1ng.as a glor1f1ed

a1de.m1ght be another. Numerous other factors or arrangements
should-be considered. -Collaboration is demandrng and must not be

. o - . N
entered into lightly or w1thout serious reflection. 5

Researchers must honestly record, reflect and‘ana&lﬁgJMQW‘ ..
collaboration works <in practice. Only then can techniques be

-

developed that best suit th1s mode, the settings, and the-
) : P i
. questions posed Onﬂthe practitioners level. ve must.examine the

effec) pract1ce,'sense of profess1ona11sm, or personal
Jv

persmect In conclus1on, collaborat1ve studies hold great N

~Ppromise for'increasing knowledge of the everyday occurrences
. . , . . . . . ! . A R
inside classrooms and schools. By using this research _mode, we

' o 8 . . . X ’
can stu&y what practitioners deem~important-from both a personal - )
) . . , . .

and-professional perspective; We can 1nvest1gate schooling Trom
a natura11st1c, holistic angle. However, while undertaking ’4.
collaborative studies researchers must address and ultimately

-

resolve the dilemmas ‘that collaborative'research can create.
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