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ABSTRACT

This paper locates the negotiation of research outcomes
between researcher and subject on a continuum with the separation
of researcher and subject on one extreme; and collaboration
between researcher and subject on the other. The process of
negotiation is documented by the authors with special emphasis on
the use of generative metaphor as an analytic tool. The instance of
negotiation described is intended to demonstrate how a researcher
and practitioner can achieve consensus on the appropriateness of
analytic categories that attempt to describe the social reality

of educational practitioners.



Since the mld 1970’s the study of the princlpalship and the fleld
of educatlional adminlstratlon generally have begun to move away from a
preponderance of survey-type questlionnalre studlies and toward a
varlety of naturallistic approaches (Thomas, 1985). Adaptatlons of
ethnographlc (Wolcott, 1985; Donmoyer, 1985), soclollngulstic (Levine
et al., 1984), and life history (Gronn, 1982) methods to educatlonal
adminlstration are prollferating. One issue common to all of these
more naturallstlc modes of lnqulry Is the nature of the relationship
between the researcher and hls/her research subjects and thelr
respectlive contributlons to the constructlon of meaning. Althougn
this lIssue has been taken for granted by cultural anthropologlsts - at
least since Mallnowskl - researchers In the fleld of educational
adminlstratlion have only recently begun to view practlitioners more as
cultural Informants than as objects of study.

Parallelling the post-positlivist interest among researchers in
naturallstlic Inquliry, there has been a resurgence of interest in
actlon fesearch and partlicularly In researcrh which Involves the
collaboratlion of researchers and research subjects. Many researchers
have returned to Lewin’s orlginal work on actlon research and to a
longstanding, but until recently largely lgnored, body of work In
phenomenology and hermeneutics. Thls burgeoning interest In the
lifeworld of the research subject/practitloner has largely been led by
femlnlsts attempting to legltimate the subjectlve exXperlence of women,
and by researchers In applled flelds attempting to brldge the worlds
of theory and practice. 1In education Lincoln and Guba ¢1985) make

negotlatlon of outcomes among all research partlici{pants one of the
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defining characterlistlics of naturalistic lnquiry. Others have gone
even further, clalming that actlon research strategles may represent a
new eplatemological baslis for soclal research (Peters and Roblinson,
1984).

The lssue of how much particlpatlon the research subject will
have In a naturallstic study Is not an elther/or proposition, but as
flgure 1 lllustrates the optlons opern to the researcher can best be
viewed falllng on a contlnuum whlich runs from viewlng the separation
of researcher and subject as a virtue on one end to vlewing

researcher-subject collaboratlion as deslireable on the other.

(geparat ion (emic-orlented

of subject methods) (negotlatlion) (collaboratlion)
and
researcher)

flgure 1

In nearly all forms of naturallstlc lnqulry, whether they are
called ethnographles, fleld studles or qualitative case studles, some
form of systematlic checking of one’s reconstruction of observed
reallty with that of the subject Is bullt Into the methodology. Thls
Is generally accompllished through emic-orlented reséarch me thods
which, to the extent possible, attempt to galn access to the !lfeworld
of the research subject. Perhaps the most common methods aref
becoming a participant observer, progressive focusling of Intervliews,
and offerlng intervliew transcripts or observation summaries for revlew
by subjects, glving them the opportunlty to change or add to the data.
These practlces recognlze that the researchers raw data !s not merely

descriptive, but Involves an Interpretive act as the researcher
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attempts to reconstruct the constructs of the subject through
Inferences that are based on Intervlews, observed behavior and
dlscourse. Thus, In most naturallistlc studies some form of valldation
of meaning between the researcher and subject Is present. Thls paper,
while acknowledgling the Importance of methods that allow for such
ongolng vallidatlon, seeks also to explore a more formal process of
valldation which Involves negotlation of meanlng and provides the
research subjJect with a more direct role In the researcn process.
This approach carrles with It some Important questions. When
agreement about the meanlng of data cannot be reached, whose
constructs are given prliority? Does the researcher have an unfelir
advantage In the negotiatlon process? If, as Benne (1976) suggests,
we ére negotlating across two separate cognltlve‘worlds, that of the
researcher and that of the practitlioner, won’t research *flindlngs"
simply reflect a lack.of common perspectlves, purposes, and Interests
as Phillips (1980> has suggested?

In 1ight of the above, It should be stated at the outset that the
research study on which thls paper 1s based was not in any fufl sense
collaborative, nor was the elementary princlpal who was the subject of
the research Interested In engagling ln actlon research. (Although she
freely would admlt that Involvement in the study was "good therapy"
and resulted In a deepened appreclatlion and understanding of her
role.) Unllike collaborative actlon research, In which negotliatlion
between researcher and subject-as-co-researcher begins at the outset
as questions are being formulated, thls study did not engage the

subject In formal negotlation until prelliminary categorles and themes
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had been ldentlfled midway through the study. Nevertheless,
regardless of where a naturalistic study falls on the continuum
l1lustrated In figure 1, It seems falr to assume that some form of
negotlatlion of meaning leading to mutual validation of research
outcomes Is called for. Therefore the Issues ralsed In this paper and
the need for a contlnued dlalogue around the negotlatlon of meanlng In

naturalistic lnquliry seems warranted.
The Princlipal Study

Data for the principal study was collected on three princlipals
over a nine month perlod and Included transcripts of a reflectlive log
audlotaped by the principal, Interview and observational data, and
school documents. The purpose of the research was to understand the
ecology of administrative declislon-maklng; that ls, how princlpals
make sense of thelr ecological context as they make decislions and
confront problematic slituations, as well as how they may.come to frame
a sltuatlon as problematic In the first place. In an effort to better
understand the ecology of the principal’s declislion-making, a knowledge
of the perspectives of the varlous signliflcant others In the
princlipal’s environment, as well as some knowledge of the power
structure of the district, was necesssary. For this reason Intervlews
were done wlth central offlce personnel, school board members, special
Interest groups, parents, teachers, alds, gsecretarles, and students.
Nevertheless, because we were Interested In how these contextual

factors were percelved by the princlipal, we began to view the
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princlipal as a key Informant and thus the negotlatlon process iIn this
study was carrled out exclusively with the principal. The report was,
however, shared wlith a teacher and a central offlce adminlstrator
before wrlting the flnal draft.

It was hypotheslized that how princlpals approach dliscrete Instances
of decislon-making wlll depend on how they frame the soclal reallty of
the organizatlion and Its environment. In other words sltuatlons exlst
for the administrator to the extent that s/he Imposes mean)ng on them.
Thus, organlzational "reallty®* ls In this sense Imposed meaning and
declislons may appear random or meanlingless unless understod In thls
way.

It also became clear durlng the study that the meanlng a
princlpal Imposes on a glven slituatlion depends on the Interactlon
between the sltuatlon Itself and what we chose to call the
practltlioner’s "professlonal knowledge". We knew that the
"professlonal knowledge* that princlpals drew on for maklng discrete
declslons varled among princlirals because of thelr differing
ecologlcal contexts and we wanted to descrlbe In some detall how
princlpals gslfted through that knowledge In order to arrive at
declslons. The princlpals’ reflective logs together with
observatlional and interview data gave us a good sense of this sifting
process and remlinded us that over tlme princlpals had developed broad
frames of reference that grew out of thelr own particular contexts -
both personal and professional - and which gulded the sifting process
and served as a normatlve foundatlon for approaching decisions.

Therefore, we were Interested first In negotlating the analytlc
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categorles that constituted the varlous overlapplng domalns of

"professional knowledge" for each princlipal, and then to negotlate the
broad frames of reference that each princlpal used and whlch were, we
felt, genera]ly revealed through the metaphors that the princlpals
used to describe thelr practlice. The rest of this paper wlll report
the negot]atlon of these domalns and metaphors with one of the

elementary princlipals whom we have called Kathy Martin.

Ongolng Valldat!on: Rapport and Progressive Focusing

It Is Important to stress that formal negotlatlion doces not
replace the ways naturallstlc researchers currently engage in ongolng
valldatlion with subjects. Negotlatlon of research outcomes cannot
take place In a study that Is not grounded in emlc-orlented methods.
It Is cruclal that some form of valldatlon take place, at least with
key Informants, throughout data collectlon, or developlng categories
and themes may become so skewed by the time formal negotlatlons take
place that they are rendered useless. Thils process of validatlon is
similar to what Lincoln and Guba ¢(1985) call "focused exploration" and
the Immedlate and more Informal stages of member checking, "whereby
data, analytlc categorlies, Interpretations, and conclusions are tested
with members of those stakeholding groups from whom the data were
origlnally collected. (p. 314) Thls ongolng process of validatlon
requires the development of rapport wlith the subjects as well as a

progressive focusling of data.
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Spradley (1980) deacrlbes the rapport process as proceeding

through developmental stages moving toward a relatlonshlp of trust and
cooperatlon between researcher and Informant. Once Kathy Martin had
understood the purpose of the study, she would often volunteer
Information she felt might be relevant, suggest certaln key groups or
Individuals In the community for future interviews or observations, or
te!l the researcher about upcoming meetlngs or events that would be
relevant to the study. But most importantly, as trust bullt she began
to become less protective of her lmage. In fact, there were moments
In whlch she would say things llke, "Well, I don’t really llke that
partlicular Interpretation because |t Is unflattering, but I‘m willling
to honestly conslider it.* This s partlcularly important for school
adminlstrators, who have nothling to gain and everything to lose by
sharlng candld informatlon with a researcher who has not establ lshed
trustworthlness.

Progresslve focusing occurs In a number of ways. Follow up
Intervliews become progresslively more structured and purposeful ; new
sources of data are ldentlfled; and disconfirming evidence is sought
for workling hypotheses. In these and other ways an ongoing three-~way
dlalogue |s established among the researcher, the research subjects,
and the data. Most often thls dlalogue is embedded in the |
researcher’s attempt to fl11 In mlssing data, ask probling fol low-up

questions, and select appropriate sites for observation.
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Negotiatlon of the Case Study and Analytlic Categorles.

The categorlies of Kathy’s professlional knowledge were reported
midway through the study In the form of a matrlx with supportling data
and agaln at the end of the study In a case study narrative. The
narrative presented relatively few problems for negotlation since the
categorlies were well grounded In the feedback we had gotten from our
matrix and also because of lts abundance of detall and supporting data
which had been carefully trlangulated among the varlous signiflcant
others In Kathy’s environment. It was relatlvely easy for Kathy to
correct factual errors, suggest reflnements In our Interpretations, or
call our attentlon to some aspects of her professional knowlege that
were insufflclently stressed or mlssing altogether. Negotlatlon of
the case study report was done in two separate sesslons about two
weeks apart.

Because of our level of trust and the groundedness of our
Interpretatlions, negotlatlons went smoothly and we were able to
essentlally argue our cases as |f presenting evidence In a court of
law or In a simplifled verslon of what Levine (1974) calls an
“adversary model", which s based on the assumption that legal
proceedings are well designed to deal with the complexity of human
events In research settings.

Kathy, In some respects, was at a disadvantage In these
proceedings, because, although she had the knowledge of her
environment at her fingertips, negotlatlon lnvolved bringlng the tacit

level of her knowledge to the fore in such a way that she was able to
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reflect on It. Although Kathy was in the hablt of regularly
reflecting on her practlce, she, nevertheless, would occasionally
sense that we had "gotten It wrong" without being able to say exactly
how. 1In most of these cases Kathy was able at a later tlme to express
the reasons for her disagreement. 1In order to glve Kathy an
opportunity for further reflection, some follow-up negotlatlon occured
by phone after the last meetlng.

| Our most Interestling and lengthy dlisagreement was over what at
the time we called a theme and later began referring to as a
perceptual frame. Because thls particular lnstance of negotlatlion
Involved an attempt to characterlize Kathy’s normative foundatlon or
underlylng assumptlions about her orgaplzatlonal environment, énd
because It led to a maJor restructuring of one of our interpretlve
categories, we wlll use thls Instance as a klnd of case study of a

partlcular Instance of negotliatlion.
Metaphors as Conceptual Frames

The negotliatlon of perceptual frames was alded by the use of
generatlive metaphorsa which Schon (1980) deflnes as “carrying over of
frames or perspectlives from one domaln of experlence to another." (p.
254> The generatlve quallity of such metaphors reslides in thelr
ablllity to generate new perceptlons and explanations of problematlic
sltuatlions. Schon provides an example of thls process from the study
of soclal pollcles related to urban housing. Some pollcy-makers have

used a dlsease metaphor for urban slum areas, vlewing them as bllghted
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and therefore, ln need of eradicatlion and urban renewal. Other pollicy
analysts have countered with a natural communlty or urban village
metaphor, Inslisting that the dlslocation of resldents from local
comnmunitles would destroy the patterns of Interactlon and Informal
networks that provlde the basls for effectlve soclal functlonling.
According to Schon,

Each story constructs Its view of soclal reallty

through a complementary process of naming and framlng.

Things are selected for attentlon and named In such a way as

to filt the frame constructed for the slituation. Together,

the two processes construct a problem out of the vague and

Indeterminate reallty which John Dewey (1938) called the

‘problematlc situation.” They carry out the essentlal

problem-setting functions. They select for attentlion a few

sallent features and relations from what would otherwlse be

an overwhelmingly complex reallity. (p. 264)

Once 1t becomes apparent that the above metaphors or storles do
not represent "reallty", but are two dlifferent ways of maklng sense of
soclal llife, then they become tocls for crlitlical lnquiry. Thus,
rather than confusling such metaphorg with "reallty", we can bring them
Into consclous awareness and use them to reflect on how éoclal reallty
Is constructed by different soclal actors.

As previously mentioned, midway through the study, prellminary
categorlies and themes were developed and discussed with Kathy, who,
with some reflnements, was able to valldate most of them, but
dlsagreed strenuously with our general vliew of her environment as
treacherous and unsafe. We had amassed data as evidence In whlchk she

' spoke of tremendous stress, sleepless nlghts, potentla! lawsults, and

constant strateglzing. She had Indlicated that her meetings with
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fellow principals were a "safe place" because, as she put lt, "she
knew that thines would be held In confldence there."” Extrapolating
from her use of “gafe place" to describe the haven the princlpal group
provided her, we began to use the metaphor *unsafe place" to descrlibe
her organizatlonal environment, viewing It as a battlefleld strewn
wlith landmlnes which Kathy had to dally negotlate with great care.
Kathy, although she acknowledged the valldity of the supporting data
we presented, ctould not relate at all to our characterization of her
environment. She viewed her relatlonships In the district as
generally very amlcable, particularly those that Involved her staff,
parents and Immedlate boss, and that with few exceptlons she viewed
her envirnnment as qulite safe. Aware of the threat of what some
phenomenologlsts call the researchers "colonization of the 1ifeworid
of the subject" and thu3s, eager to respect the research subject’s
views, we returned to the data In the hope of elther bullding a
stronger argument for our story or developlﬁg A new story that would
more effectlively explaln the data.

In reviewlng our data, we realized that Kathy was right. This
was a suburban district that worked hard at promotling good supportlve
human relatlons and real conflict appeared rare. There was much talk
about defusling conflict by "workling It through" so that both partiles
could come away feelling llke “wlnners". A new story began to emerge
centering around a "famlly" metaphor. Everyone from central offlce

. personnel to teachers used thls metaphor frequently, although at
central offlce It sometimes became a "team® or *"unlt" metaphor. The

followlng are examples of data that reflect the famlly orlentation:
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Quote from an Interview wlth Kathy Martin: "When I flirst

came In as princlipal the major focus was the staff, and, you

know, for a princlpal it really needs to be the staff, no

matter what the decision s, staff coheslveness - even Into

things llke smoking In the teachers lounge - ls all part of

keepling the staff together as a FAMILY and worklng together

for the good of klds.*

Quote from an interview with a teacher: "There uged to be a

lot of factlons among staff. At one polnt It was )lke we

were pulling In all directlons and all of a sudden It Just

gsort of pulled together, and lt’s llke the whole FAMILY has

pulled together.*

Segment from fleld notes of an Informal conversatlon with a

teacher: "We talked about Kathy belng protective of her

staff. She (the teacher) spoke of a ‘nurturing environment’

and of Kathy being dlirectly responslible for t."

Reanalysis of the data In the light of Kathy’s feedback did,
then, reveal another metaphor that provided Kathy with a perceptual
frame with which to approach decisions. As data collectlon progressed
both storles, that which told of an unsafe environment ("1 know that
there are things out there - rlght outslide that door - that could
knock me down In a minute. You never get cocky in this Job.") as well
as that which told of a generally supportlve community, loyal staff,
and a generally trusting relatlonshlp with the central offlce.

As researcher, I had come to the study with a blas toward a
confllct paradigm of soclal reallty In which conflicts of lInterest are
resolved throught the exerclise of pollitical power. Kathy, on the
other hand, tended to view disputes as the result of differing
perceptlions which could generally be resolved through communlicatlion or
Qtalklng It through® to a mutually satlsfactory compromise. For this
reason my "unsafe place" metaphor seemed overdrawn to Kathy, and

although I had noticed the metaphors of famlly and coheslveness
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¢arller, 1 had largely dismissed them as mere rhetorlc that served to
mask the confllict and dissentlon In the district. Thus, when I
returned to the data, I "saw" the famlly metaphor for the flirst tlime
as an analytic category.

Once Kathy was able to get me to taxe her perceptual frame
seriously and I was able to convince her that theé "unsafe" metaphor
was also operatlng, we were then able to move on to the negotlation of
a frame that would accurately account for how she approached her
complexX organlzatlonal reallty.

In the following exchange Kathy and I are struggllng to

understand how the confllci'ng metaphors might be restructured:

Kathy - Sometlmes you have a Joyous thing - you’ve achieved
some success. But that next phone call could Just make you
go down agalin. I don“t know, you never qulte maintaln a
high In thls Job. And I think that’s affected my
personallty somewhat. 1 was always an optlimist and always a
pretty high type person, lots of energy. And I find that
now I get pretty worn out a 1ot, and things don’t thrill me
as much as they used to.

Researcher - I feel llke the unsafe place metaphor ls
operating but I‘’m not sure how It fits In, and what you seem
to be sayling Is, yes, the gstress Is there and the...

Kathy - Well, look, a part of unsafe ls that there are
certaln things I would never say to my staff that I might
say to a coupie of my colleagues because you need to let It
out. :

Researcher - And that’s stress provoklng.

Kathy - Well sure, I mean lt’s stressful that you can’t say
It to them. Sometimes I‘1]1 get so angry and 1’11 think,
‘Just do your Job and qult balking’, or somethling llke that,
whereas I can say that to a couple of my principal
colleagues and Its a way I let It out so when I come back to
these folks, I can deal with them In the way I know I need
to deal with them.
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Researcher - Is this partly a hlerarchy or accountablility
Issue where you can’t Jjust say to your staff go ahead and do
what you want, because that also reflects on you and the
school .

Kathy - Oh yes, llke the state evaluation thing. If my
gstaff hadn’t followed through on that, that would have been
me, that would have been my fault lf they hadn’t. I mean
not that 1t‘s sald, “that’s your fault’, but I know If they
hadn’t pulled through on that...

Researcher - So bureaucray Is a fact of life; hlerarchy Is a
fact of lilfe; and there Is a certaln amount of pressure that
comes from belng part of a hlerarchy?

Kathy - Rlght

Researcher - So In a sense that kind of stress ls Inherent
because of the accountabllity that occurs at each level.
Now, It seems the way this district deals with that - and
rather effectlvely - Is, In order to cut down on the
impersonallty of the bureaucracy and accountabllity, to
create a sense of coheslveness at each level and to
effectively but selectlively funnel Information up and down
the hlerarchy.

Kathy - Well, I don‘t think the funnellng of the Informatlon
would make [t less.

Researcher - Yeah, you’re right. That doesn’t make sense.

How about this? At each of these levels that idea of the

famlly or unlt or team metaphor s used to bulld the

coheslveness, but yet at the same time they are power bases

or lnterest groups within the community?

Kathy goes on to describe how her staff can be an interest group
In the district and can pull together at times to put pressure on
Kathy as occured when coding lesson plans for state evaluatlon became
too taxing. She also discusses how she must constantly declide what
kind of Informatlon to share up and down the hlerarchy and the burden

of being privy to so much Information and the need to share It

selectively and effectively.
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The above exchange moves negotlatlon along by placing the famlly and
unsafe metaphors In a structural context. When organlzatlonal
structure Is taken Into account, 1t becomes apparent that the famlly
metaphor, although employed district-wlde, ls most convinclng at each
level of the organlzatlonal hlerarchy, that Is, as a "famlly" of
teachers In a partlcular school, the central office "famlly"* or
"team", or the "unit" of elementary princlpals. |

These "famllles®, with thelr attendent solldarlity and loyalty
represent power bases within the community that may exert power wlthln
the organlzatlonal hlerarchy as well as In relatlon to other speclal
Interest groups In the comhunlty. Another of Kathy’s metaphérs.
principal as “funnel" for Informatlon and decislions withln the school
may also be appllicable to those Indlviduals who serve as llnks between
the "famllles" at varlous levels of the hlerarchy. There ls then a
Pull for autonomy at the level of the "famlly" and yet a pull for
tight coupling In order for Informatlon to flow between levels. The
princlipal, then, must keep the "famlly" together and defend Its
autonomy whlle at the same tlme remaln accountable to other levels of
the hlerarchy. It ls this balancing act that creates the sense of
Impending danger for kathy, and the sheer amount of work that
malntalning stablllity both within her bullding and between competlng
power bases wlthln the hlerarchy and the distrlict that add to the
stress.

Kathy’s perceptual frame then seems to be more complex than It,
at first, appeéred. It Involves viewlng problematlical slituations both

In terms of thelr effect on her ablllty to malntaln the coheslveness
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of the "famlly" and In terms of thelir effect on her credibllity and
accountabl ity within the hlerarchy and the community at large.
Although thls appears to support much current research which views
Princlpals as attempting to satisfy role expectatlions for
organlzatlional malntenance and stablllty (Crowson & Porter-Gehrle,
1980; Bredeéon. 1985>, the metaphors that are used wlll vary from
district to district and perhaps from bullding to bullding reflecting

the ldlosyncratlc aspects of the local sltuation.

The Use of Metaphor as an Analytic Tool

Provided they are grounded In supporting data, metaphors can
facllltate negotlation In a number of ways. Flrst, metaphors provide
researchers and practlitlioners with a common exploratory tool with a
neutral language which can help to bridge the discourses of two
distinct cognitlve worlds. Second, educational administrators use
metaphors often as a way of explalning, ordering, and drawing meaning
from what sometimes appears a contradistory and lnchoate'soclal world.
Third, metaphors possess a generatlve property; that ls, they are
heurlistics for generating and exploring new questions and hypotheses.

With regard to the generatlivity of metaphor, however, care must
be 'taken In thelr use. Our negotlatlon began with an attempt to
analyze the fam!: s mmetaphor by attempting to extend It (ie. famllles
have parents a:¢ <alldren, neuroses, confllct, etc.>. Such extension
of pracfltloner w2i&prhors |Is lnapproprliate because the Intent of the

metaphor Is genevaily llmlited. In Kathy Martlin’s case, 1t became
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apparent during negotlatlion that the famlly metaphor was not meant to
be extended beyond lts assoclatlons of loyalty, affect, and
coheslveness.

Pratte (1981) makes some helpful observatlons about the functlon
that metaphors have for practltloners. First, one must distlngulsh
between a metaphorical statement, which Is limited In Intent, and a
metaphorical model, w* Is Intended to be more Isomorphic with the
thing belng comparec. ...¢creas soclal theorlists might bulld
metaphorlical models which attempt systematlcally to order soclal
reallty, Practitioners tend to use them In less systematlc ways.

Pratte further stresses that, once establlshed, metaphors tend to
Impllcitly define soclal reallty and can be appealed to at the
implicit level.

"For a metaphor to work effectlvely, It must suppress some
facts and hlighllight others. Consequently , a good metaphor
produces a slanted "view" or "perspective", and a change In
attltudes toward the "facts* can and often does result in a
change in fact. Thls reallocatlon of the facts, when not
recognlized, may become a new reality.” (p. 318)

One of the characteristics of the "famlly" and "team" metaphors
was that, they tended to reveal some aspects of soclal reallty and to
conceal others. Because “fémlly“ and "team" connote positlive Images
of harmony, loyalty, and lack of confllct and control, they serve to
promote, along with particlpatory declslion-maklng and an "everyone a
winner" phllosophy, a consensus view of soclal reality rather than a

confllct view. Thls can have a poslitive effect on a school district

In that It may reduce tenslons, but It may also have a tendency to
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conceal confllcts of Interest that may exist within the district or

between the district and the wider soclety.

Concluslion

The Instance of negotlation described iIn this paper Is Intended
to demonstrate how a researcher and practltloner can together achleve
consensus on the approprlateness of analytic categories that attempt
to describe the soclal reallty of educatlional practitioners. 1If what
Goetz and LeCompte (1986) call "interobserver rellabllity" among a
team of researchers contributes to the Internal rellabllity of
naturallstic studlies, It does not seem too Implausible to suggest that
even greater rellabllity might be achleved by conslderling key
Informants as co-observers. Such a deflnition of rellablllity may seem
to suggest that collaboratlive forms of research which glve priorlity to
the constructs of practitioners Is the ldeal In all cases. The
problem wlith this position ls that It views the "lInslder’/s" constructs
of soclal reallty as superlior to the "outslider’s*, turning the
accusatlion of false consclousness back onto the researcher. In fact,
It Is our oplnlion that various kinds of research are valuable - that
In which research questlons are brought to the fleld by the
researcher, that In which they are determlined collaboratively with
research "subjects", as well as, actlon research done by practlitioners
In which "researchers" are not lncluded. Hopefully, rather than a
one-best-model approach to research, purpose will determine where a

study falls on the contlnuum of researcher/subject particlpation. For
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example, collaborative actlon research appears to have great promlse
as an lnservice strategy for practlitlioners kStevens, 1986; Llieberman
1986)>, whereas naturalistic evaluation will tend to seek "an
emically-orliented description of events and an etlcally sculptured set
of explanations of adaptlive and maladaptive behavlor® (ietterman,
19865 .

In the fleld of educatlonal administratlon, practitloners and
researchers often tend to listen more to the latest
ldeologlcally-oriented reports emanating from Washington and buzz
words from the business community (currently "excellence* and
"“competitiveness") than they do to each other. As thls papef has
attempted to lllustrate, when researchers and practlitloners negotliate
meaning they listen to each other and thelr taclt blases and
perceptual frames become apparent. In our view, this not only leads
to bette: research and a closing of the theory/practice gap, but also
to a much needed crogss-fertlllzation of ldeas within the fleld of

educatlional adminlstratlon.

Page 19 22



References

Benne, K. D. (1976). Educatlional fleld experience as the negotliation
of different cognitlive worlds. In W. G. Bennis, XK. D. Benne, R.
Chin, & K. E. Corey (Eds.>, The Plannina of Changes
(pp. 164-170>. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Wlilson.

Bredeson, P. V. (1985). An analysis of the metaphorlcal perspectlves
of school principals, 1cat ] B L3 qyarte
29-50 .

Dcnmoyer, R. (1985). Cognltlve anthropology and research on
effective princlpals. Educa 3 . gt . 13
21, 31-57.

Crowson, R. L. & Porter-Gehrle, C. (1980, April). The school
. Paper

presented at the meeting of the Amerlican Educatlonal Research
Assoclatlion, Boston, MA.

Fetterman D.M. (1986) Beyond the status quo In ethnographic
oducatlonal ovaluatlon. In D. M. Fetterman & M. A. Pltman (Eds.),

29]1 (pp. 13-20). Beverly Hllls: 'Saqe-Publlcatlons:
Goetz, J. P. & Le Compte, M.D. <(1984>. Ethnoagraphy and Qualltative
Deslan ln Educatlonal Research

. New York: Academlic Press.

Gronn, P. C. (1982>. Neo-Taylorism In educatlional adminlstratlion?

Educational Adminlstratlion Quarterly, 18¢4>, 17-35.

Levine, M. (1974). Sclentlific method and the adversary model.

American Pavchologist, 29, 661-677.

Levine, V., Donnellon, A., Giola, D. A. & Sims, Jr, H. P. (1984).
Scripts and speech acts In adminlstrative behavior: The Interplay

of necessity, chance, and free wlll. Educatlional Administration
Quarterly, 20, 93-110.

Lieberman, A. (1986). Collaboratlive research: Worklng with, not

working on... Educatlional Leadership, 43, 28-32.

Lincoln, Y. S. & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturaljistlc Inguircy.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publicatlons.

Peters, M. & Roblnson V. (1984). The orlgins and status of actlon

research. The Journal of Appllied Behavioral Sclience, 20¢(2),

113-124.

23




Phillips, D.C. (1980). What do the researcher and the practltioner

have to offer each other? Educational Researcher, 9C11>, 17-20.

Pratte, R. (1981). Metaphorical models and currlculum theory.

Curriculum Ingulcy, 11, 307-319.

Schon, D. A. (1979). Generatlive metaphor: A perspective on
problem-setting In soclal policy. In A. Ortony (Ed.), Metaphor
and Thought <(pp. 254-281). Cambridge: Cambridge Unlversity
Press. :

Spradiley, J. P. (1979). The Ethnoaraphlc Intervigew. New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Stevens, K. W. (1986). Collaborative action research: An effectlve
strategy for princlipal inservice. Theory Into Practice, 25,
203-~-206. g

Thomas, A. R. (1986). Seeling lsn’t belleving? Nelther is hearing!
In_defense of observational studles.

Quartecly, 22, 29-48.

Wolcott, H. P. (1985). On ethnograrhlic intent. Educatlonal
» 21, 187-203.




