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individual teacher's concerns would detect nuances in progress and
would reeducate the teacher's perceptions over the course of the
visits. For a report on a teacher's skill deficiencies, :he
"connoisseur/critic" would consider the teacher's lived experience,
the patterns of his or her practices, and the demands for action.
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"With language comes unclerstanding, and surely it is
to criticlze people if you <16 not understand them'" (William Foote
Whyte) (2).

m (3) airms to reeducate the perceptions inoader that

]

Educational ecritici:

ﬁ'l'l\

per, I shald argue

o

educational practice be improved e=r illuminated. 1In this p

that the critic's practical brief wmakes the audience’s role particularlss salient

atic Specifically, the intendedaudience in
many ways determines what counts =s evidence. I want to explore wha tlze
provision of "different evidence = or different audiences" might meanfor= the kind

of feedback critics can provide, =and for the role of the critic.

; 1

Educational criticism’'s aspiz—ation to reeducate the perceptionsnat-urally

leads to the question, '""Whose perc—eptions?'" It seems reasonable that, ggiven

peoples' varyingdegrees of educat=jonal perceptiveness, each individul or group

would benefit from reeducation to a different degree or in differentways. The

educational critic, to some extent— , must decide whose perceptions toree=ducate
nd how to reeduwate them. When wzriting for a lay audience, for example, the

for a

o

critic is likelyto adopt a differ—ent language from a criticism written

group of qualitative inquirers. ¥I_n other words, the iticism is shped to make
public what the connoisseur has di_ scerned; but the critic can only mke his or
her criticism "public" if it is irm a form or language that makes seme t—o the
¥
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intended public (or audience). The concerns and language of educatiocnal
practitioners and of educational researchers diverge radically. In these
circumstances, the evidence that makes ''sense' to an audience of researchess may

o an audience of teachers. And, what counts as evidence in one

[ng

not make '"'sense'’

case, may not in another case. 1 shall return to this point later.

Beyond what makes sense to an audience, of course, there are other Iimportant
influences on the evidence the critic gathers and reports. These iﬂEiuaﬁcé
include the critic's frame of reference in data gathering and data znalysis, and

the critic's ethical obligations to informants and others. Yet, when all is said
and done, there remains a multitude of apparently valid or at least plausible

nterpretatio of the evidence garnered in a qualitative study. The data do not

e
[/

[w]

speak for themselves. As Robert Donmoyer observes, '"meaning is not drawn from
the

1e data (despite qualitative researchers' frequent talk of emergent findings),

but rather imposed om it" (4). He concludes, "members of the research commnity
zannot avoid questions of purpose'" (5). And, in educatiomal criticism, we nead

to ask, "whose purposes?"

Before proceeding with my line of argument, permit me a cavezt. I want to
draw a firm distinction between the provision of different evidence for different
audiences and the writing of multiple regértsa The latter entails providing one
audience (say, a teacher) with one type of information and a more frank report to
another audience (say, an administrator who wishes to evaluate the teacher), In
other words, the substance of the evidence is altered on the basis of each
interested party's need and right to know (€). 1In part, this decision is mude,
according to Lee Crombach and his associates, so that ”Ehe:fa;;s” are presented
"in a palatable m;nner" (7). Although I do not question that '"facts" should be
presented in a '"palatable manner,'" and concede that all disgla§ure is necessarily

; . Wy T . e % ;
a selection from some universe, (8) I do question if the practice of multiple
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reports i = a proper ethica® stanca. Multiple reports undoubtedly have

considera Ble utility, but =a2s Nel Noddings writes, "it would seem downright
unethical to give teachers iﬁﬁééuc}us reports of their performance and then pull
out all t¥e stopin a 'vixsid rendering' for research colleagues" (9), Thus, the
view advo=—ated inthis papeer should not be confused with more familiar arguments
for the paxxrovisioof multigzle reports.

Altheough thekind of * *different evidence for different audlences" that I am
advocatinze would have ut;:,xli ty, that is not my primary reason for suggesting it.

the concerns and language of researchers

o

Rather, I beliew that the ap betwee
on the one= hand, and teache=xrs on the other hand, is so wide that little
xf;cmmuriicai’zién occurs betwyee=n the two groups (10). It is akin, with only modest
exaggerat=.on, towhat anthr—opologists describe as cross—cultural commuication.
Teac=hers are preoceup>ied with practical coacerns of what will fyork" in the
classroom (11). Although r—esearchers often appeal for teachers to be reflective
about theX r practice, it is= researchers, not teachers, who have the time, reward
structure. and energy for r—eflection. David Flinders' study of teachers'
curriculuma management revea 1s that even dedicated, experienced teachers have

little timme, incetive, or energy to reflect on their actions (12). The language

e

overheard n the teachers' Tlounge at lunchtime, and the concerns that that
language e= Xpresses, bears m.arginal relationship to most of what is published in
educationam 1 research journa 1s.

In tlmese cirumstances , the educational ecritic who writes for teachers needs
to rethinl= his comunicatio==1 with audience. Criticism must be cast in terms of

the teache rs' world views-—=and this often entails significantly different

concerns £ xrom the interests of academe (13). As Philip Jackson observes,
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educational researchers 'speak of pmatcting theory into practice. But thac is not

what ve do at all. We put theory, «=sr whatever you want to callthe ideas - we

transmit, int o practitioners [his eemphases]..." (14).

hape what comts as evid- ence in

1]

Thus far, 1 have laid out some factors that

ticism and suggested that the "language' of criticism must

Hu

educational er

approximate t—he ''language' of the imitended audience. Otherwis, reeducati- on of

the perceptiomns, the aim of eduatieonal criticism, is unlikelyto resulc ( 15). I

shall now corasider a hypothetical iX lustration of the consequemes of the —view I

have advanced . This particular exaemple is hypothetical, but itis groundee-d in

actual problems in curriculum pract=ice: it involves a criticstudying an

elementary school teacher who has re=sponsibility for teachingill the subjesects in

the curriculuam. The teacher lacks =subject-matter expertise inme subject  (16).
11

Consider the following situaticon: an educational critic s srudying rthe
operational curriculum in Ms. ladd'=s sixth—-grade classroom. Owr the cour=se of
several weeks , the critic observes ®#=hat the teacher manages theclass well and

has the cpportunity to witnass that the operaticnal curriculumin reading,

language arts and mathematics is suEbstantive. During the thirlveek of thee

critic's visits, he observes a scci=al studies lesson for the finst time. IEMs.

has already mentioned to the ex=iric that she I scant bakround in

i

Cl
=
=

geography but , nonetheless, bellevem=s she teaches che subject stisfactoriZly. A4s

the social stwudies lesson proceeds, the teacher reviews the comept of carce=linal
directions. TRepeatedly over the corarse of this social studieslesson, the
teacher tells the children that "mox=th is at the top of the m#'and refer=s to

north as "up.*" The critic knows th=at the social sﬁudieg litersture argues these
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characterizations of northe intoomect: "**up'" weals'..v .. :re r. fter of
the earth.” The correct Em is: "orth Ls . 4in the ©w lom ~f _se » rth Pole"
(17).

After observing severilnofe g gegraphy lessons. I ~comes ap:sirent that Ms.
Ladd misunderstands many Lmttant gographie ¢ comcepr;mé ski. . The geography
curriculum is the poor relalon in M. Ladd's s class- .a iovesver, this state of
affairs goes unnoticed (18) NeitkEher the pr=-incipal tw ue Trents express
concern about the geographytrricusulim, Unlz ike matRemtics and reading, the
substance of a geography cuficul Uwxn seldom ew vokes muchinterest beyond the
classroom door. How can ctitieish st be re endered? Wit evidence is

appropriate?

111

The traditional metably undererljying edusscational wnoisseurship and
educational criticism comesfrom ¢rmriticism off film, thvisual arts, music and so
forth. This metaphor suggels a crwitic aloofkf from ewats. Film critics, for
exampié, view the completedflilm; s=sadop do trthey visitor have any interest in
visiting, the set during slwting. Mlthough  Elliot Eimr proposes that
educational criticism can ltonstr—ud more b¥broadly--s, teachers criticizing
other teachers—-in fact, fe if Ammy, such coeriticisms lwe been dome (19). The
usual practice of educatioml crifiEcism is aran outsiderusually a researcher,
studying classrooms. This uggesfsas several IXlimitatiomnof the film critic
metaphor. First, the educaonal e—ritic is r=1ot an zl of observer of a complated
artistic work. Rather, he {fvitfesssing a ccontinvall ynfolding series of
events. Second, the critictsusfasind contasact with tithers more likely

nurtures collegiality than {tance=

. Third, educatiomnlcriticism, unlike the

usual aspiration of film cxjeism, . nt only aims ke milucate the perceptions

but also to instigate desizle chamngs in theme object fcriticism.
\ 6 ]
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Civen these limitations of the traditional conception of educational
criticism, it is time we considered what type of evidence will best help
teachers. '"Vivid rendering' adds an important vantage point to the perspectiws
available to educational ressarchers, but it is doubtful that it gammunlgéges

effectively with teachers. Despite Jackson's generation-old call to try and

understand the world of teaching as teachers see it (20), we have made relatiwely

T

little progress in this regard--even in qualitative approaches such ds

!

aducational eriticism. The "language' of outsiders has frequently done more b

‘M

condemn teachers than to reeducate them.

Educational criticism has seldom been written with the teacher as primary
audience. Can criticism be cast in terms of the "lived" curriculum that teachrs
experience (21)? What would criticism grounded in the teacher's world view B
like? Does it entall abandoning connoisseurship/criticism for some model of
collaborative research?

Criticism grounded in the teacher's concerns would not necessarily resultin

the familiar written (or videotaped) report. Instead, it might employ the skills
of the connoisseur/critic——particularly the abilities to detect nuance and

sﬁbtlé;y——in process. Reeducation of the teacher's perceptions would be
incremental over the course of the critic's visits. The critic's ability to
discern patterns of classrcom life would be joined with the teacher's
"ambeddedness...in the here—and-now" (22). In Noddings' apt phrase, the data

ould be "mutually constructed" (23). Connoisseurship/criticism skills of the

£

highest ordar would be required in such a continuing dialogue with the teachern
In my view, §ugh an extension of the notions of connoisseurship and
criticism would retain the vital element of an ocutside perspective. It would
still offer a mirror for practitioners. While moving closer to models of

ceurship would clearly still be requ ired if the
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dialogue between critic and teacher is to be as richass possibkk—ole. Moreover,
connoisseur/critics may well derive ''descriptive tems that miemy provide a
language for insiders and outsiders alike" (24).
In Ms. Ladd's case, the evidence probably wouldbe differ—ent from a written
report for a learned journal. (I would rush to add that it shrmiould not be
different in the sense of multiple reports.) The fomr wouldEd be rooted in the
teacher's lived experience, the patterns of her practce, the demands for aétimﬂg

For example, what differences does she see between he curricuxilum practice in
geography and in other subjects? What types of changs would be required to
bring geography into line with other subjects? Thestquestiomns are more in the
manner of an invitation to think these things throug jointly than the formal
rendering of a judgment. Certainly the evidence proided to t—he teacher should
also provide food for reflection-—-but reflection thatbegins w-zith her questions

and concerns, not the concerns of academe (25).

v
Two final observations seem warranted. Unfortumtely, ti ¥ me requires that I

"irst, this broadened view of thrae conduct of
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sducational criticism implies somewhat unconventional role for— =aducational

Second, we need to recognize that critic and tesher may not always see
eye—to—-eyc. For many reasons, practitioners may simly not we=1lcome what the
connoisseur discerns: collegiality is no guarantee o agreeme=nt. The critic's

well-meaning attempt to see the world through the native's eéye=s still falls short

b

of & native view. 1Inevitably outsiders bring their un values = to a setting, and



even attempts to render '"what is in the teachers' mind" (26) surely cannot always

succeed. As Antoinette Oberg and Lonnis McElroy note, their collegial work with

teachers has depended on some shared assumptions between critic and teacher (27).

In conclusion, I am not suggesting that we abandon traditiona
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of educational criticism. We researchers need as many perspectives on

educational problems as we can conceive of illuminative lens to provide those
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perspectives. But

date. 1In particular, I believe that the kind of evidence that communicates to
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Notes

This paper was presented as part of a symposium, The Influence of
Audience in Arts-—Based Qualitative Inquiry, at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Washington, DC, April 1987. I gratefully acknowledge David
Flinders' critique of an earlier draft.

For reasons of convenience, throughout this paper I use the masculine

form for connoisseurs and critics and the feminine form for teachers.
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