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Intr0cluct ion

Dcspite Terry } loore's afguf i tent in chapter l .  I  bel iele that
eduet ional theory is nor theory in any grand sense a uni
f icd explanaiory s) stenr ol  proposit jons anrlogous to a lot  of
lheor,v in the sciences Rat ler,  i1 should be scen as x cr i t ical
and systerrat ic rel leci ion upon pract ice, drar ' i r1g uFon. cer
tainly.  theories that hale bcen devebped elsewhcre, eslc-
cjal ly i l l  the social  sciences but ot i tsel lproducing theodcs
in that rvay. Similarly when I ialk about tlle teacirer as
researcher I  do not ha\ 'e in nr i t ld soneone who oonducts
conplex expedrnents with control  and experimental  groups
and with sophistrcated tcchniques for test ing evidencc and
measuring resuits.  Rather have I  in nind the pe6on who
takes seiously the injunction to theorize about practice or to
think svstematical l_v and cr ir ical ly about what he is doing. I t
is part  of  thc extended professional isn that Hoyle (1976)
talked about and that Peter Cordon refers ro in chapter 21.

One l l l ighi  have a viev of the teacher as a kind of techni,
c ian someone who has mastered certain ski l ls of  c lassroorn
control and who has learnt certain techniques fot transmit-
t ing knowledge, ski l ls,  or habits,  but who in the mab is
smlpl_v putt i rg i r l to pract ice ideas that ha!€,been developed
elsewhere. In many rcspects a 1ot of  ear ly cudiculum devel-
opnlont was rather l jke that.  Tearns of exlerts fomnrlated
amrs and ideas, developed nlater ial  rhrough which those ideas
night be expressed and transnit ted. pLi t  them to the tesr,
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adapted thern in the l ight of  results.  and ihen hrnded rhenr
over to schools.  The teacher was.cgar. led as j i t t lc mofe thar
a technicLen thc necessery intermediar lr  between the expert
tcan rnd the Lr l t imate recipient.

Such a view of curr iculum development rvas lound fronl
experience to be defect ive in mary rcspects lhe chicf  defect.
however.  was thc inadequate role essigncd to the teacher
F_irst ly,  the teacher is rarel) ,  the prssive recipient ofsonteone
else\ ideas. The ideas are transforned. for good or i l1,  by his
handl ing ol  then. Secondi,v,  no t$,o classtoons are al ike.
Thef€ arc too nrany var iables not on1,v the personal i t !  of
the teachef.  bLrt  the n)ot ival ion and abi l i tv of  the chi ldren.
thc organizal ional structLrre of the school,  cven the physical
shape of the room. The onl_v person who can taj lor the crrr l
culum to ur€ chi ldren is the teacher.  and there rs a l imit  to
the value of research or development conductcd by other
people eLse$,here. I f  dle teachcr is to bc intel l igent about
what he is doing then he must relv on research careful  anl l
systenelrc obsen'at ion guidcd by tentat ive h),pot|esis and
inspired b_v sonte vis ion of what i t  should el l  l rdd uf to.  BLrt
that research rrust be his because hc alone nas access ro l1c
appropnete tnlbmtat ion and dtta What others sav in the
l ight of  their  experience is i iequent lv he1plul ,  but i t  a lways
needs to be Fut to the test b]  oneself  in one's own si tuat ion.
Whai works for one person may not work for anolher.

l here iue, however, clearly problems apart from the sheer
pract jcal  ones of t ime (or lack of i t )  for doing thjs sort  of
systenatic reflection. I went very bricfly to indicate lvhai
those rre and then to suggest possible \,,ays jn $,hich thc
teacher might ddopt a more research-type role.

ObjectiYit,y

Ccntral io rosearch is an attempt to provide a more objec,
t i \ .e bdsis lbr one's judgments. and ihereby to olercome the
rather i rnf  ressionist jc,  untesied, sotnet imes alrnost whimsjcal
\r 'ay, in which so often one mlkes pract ical  decisions and
judgrnents. But object iv iry ln research is Ltsual ly achieved
through experiments which can be careful ly obse^,ed xnd
noted rnd whic| can be repeatecl bl' feliow researchers in
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order to check ihe erperimenler 's claims. Sur. ly the pr ivar"v
of the classroom and the transience ol  c lassroom evcnls
prevcnts anything but pe$onal,  impressionist ic asscssmcnts
of what has happened rLnd qui.k,  intLr i t ive jLrdgnrents about
hon one oughi to respond. fhe teacher.  i t  would seem, is
morc Lkc thc art ist  nr ik ing { : lu ick inrui t ive j rdgments on the
besis of past i1 l-def ined experiencc than the systenat ic
experinlenter end researcher

One way of achievjng object iv i t ! ' ,  of  course. rvould seen1 io
be the adopt ion of an object jves model oi  rurdculum plan
ning. On this ! ' iew o c careful ly and narowly del lnes one's
object i !es so thal  one might test the pupi ls 'perfonnances to
see i f  those object ives have been achieved. lhe objeci iv iry
would l ie in the test procedures whereb_v the achjevenrents
can be tested. neasured. and shoin to others for confirna
t ion.

The difficulties i the objectives nrodel wele pointed out
in chapter 16. One relevani cr i t ic ism form-v ptesent purposes
is that whether or not the objectives are achieved is by no
nreans the only relevant curricuiunr consideiation. A student
of biology might altain xll the objectives set (ihe assessment
would show the 100 per cent success ofthc teachcr 's cf fof is)
blrt he might in the process have been so bored \rith biology
as io resolve never lo engage in its sfudy again. Any accolLnt
or evalLrat jon of the teaching that oni t ted such inibmlat ion
would be far f rom adequate. Hence, I  am relLrctent to l i rni t
objectivit,v in research to nreasuring one's performance
against pfeconceived objectives.

tseing obieci ive is c^ntrasted not with being rncolrect.  Onc
can be object ive but wrong, jusr as one can be true but subjec-
t i \ 'e Rrther is i l  concerned with takirg steps to overcome the
arbi trar iness or whinsy or prejudice or strong feel ings that
ol ten colour the judgments one makes. tseing ol ject ive is to
open lo publ ic scrut iny the besis upon whicb one's judgments
arc made so ihat counler evidence and con| l i r ry argurnents
might,  i f  they exist .  be level led agairst  what one se-vs. I  rnay
be correct in declaring at dle end of a lesson rhxi things wcnt
wel l .  but my judgment is subject ive in so far as there is no
evidence against which another might test the truth of what I
sxy. A school or a teacher to be object ive would need 1C) give
an accouni of$hat happcns in such a way that
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1 onc would know xhat would counl rs a

2 one trkes steps to see i lone's account cnr l
cnl lcel  lesl .

Teacher as Resedlcher

cr i t ical  test of

withrtand the

Being objcct ive about one's teeching perforn)ence requjres.
therefore. two rhings:

I  the devclopmenr of habi is of sel f-cr i t ic isn whirh for
many are acquired r,ery pai lL lLlv 1$e sp.nd more t in le
deiending whal we are doing than cf i t ic iTirg i t  or lookrng {of
shortconl ings)t  and

I the adopt ion ol  part icular techniqucs lor ident i f ,v ing thc
problenls,  putt ing teniat ive solut ions to the test.  and expos
ing to the crilicism of others the conclusions lhat one has

Habits of self criticism

Such habi ls are di f f icul t  to acquire because out natural  ten
dency is io def;nd and to promote $hat lve are doing father
than to f ind laul ts in i t .  One rcason for this.  of  course. rs l i rck
of personal conl idence, even secuity.  I t  is not e3sy io be
exposed to the cr i t ical  gaze of one's col leagues especial ly i f
one has one eye o]1 promotion. I t  is the good side of oneself
that one wantsto show off, not the blemishes and the failings.
Hence. a usual condition for grcater objectivit]' is the estab
l ishment of a support ive framework within the school for
self-criticism. Secondly. since objectivity lies in the exposrrre
to publ ic scrut iny and conf irmation of $&at otherrvise would
be but a pr ivate unsubstant ixred j !dgmert,  i t  woulci  be nece!
sary to create a lranework for interpersondl criticism. The
lone researchcr is a contradict ion. Rether should thc school
or col lege be a research community in which inter-subject ive
cr i l ic ism and constant adaptat ion in ihe l ight of  s lrch cr i t i -
crsm are encouraged amd provided fof.

I  Ffame$ork for joint  sel f 'exan)inct ion.rnd crr t ic isn):
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(al  l f  : r  school oa col lege is !o bc scen as a fes. i rch commu
nity rhen the framework for this in r .egular l l leet ings necds
io be for inel ized. There oughi to bc ume ser asloc on a
regular basis in which problens arc idenlified, tcntative
solutrons are suggested, ways ol  putt ing thent to the test
arc developed. and dle result ing eviclence scmtinjzed.
(b) One obstacle 1br shared exarninat ion of a problem is
the hck of shared Lrnderstandings ref lected in the di f t t rert
ways in $'hich teaciters understand particuiar edu.ational
labels.  ln the Ford Teaching Project,  sorne teachers sa$
lhemselves to be mainly formal in the nethods they edop,
ted, orhe|s infomlal .  Upor invest jgat ion and discLrssio
sone lbrmal teacheN found thar they were less foflnal
th.n the so-cal led ' in iormal '  ones, and vicc versa. School-
based researclt would require the gradLtal delelopment
ihrough regular meetings end discussion of en agreed \ |a),
oi  giv ing an accoLrnt of  c lassroom act iv i ty.

I  Act ion rescarch:

fhe .hief  problcm is holv to get the infor jnal ion or datx
upon \ lhich the teacheN can syslematicei iy rvork. Rarhel
cfLrdcly,  onc ight say that what one obseNes wi l t  depend
very largely on !\'hat one is looking for. and this in turn lvill
dcpend on the ' theor! '  one takes into the chssroom and the
'rnstnlments through $hich ihe infornat jon is obtejned.
Ilence. there arc trvo itnpottant aspects of classroont research.
First ly.  careful  formulat ion of hypotheses crn be put to the
test.  Secondly.  thcrc are the tast proccdurcs drentselves_
(e) l l f ,pothesisr Since one's obscrvat ions arc , theory laden' i t

i \  i i l lportant to formulate more €xpl ic i t ly the hunches ol
h,vl lotheses that one is putt ing ro thc testr ' Ihus onc might
be concencd aboLrt  the problem ol in i t iat jn-s clessroom
drscussrorr and one night hypothesize that a di f ierent way
of organizing the classfoon wi l l  encourage wjder part ic iFa
l ion. Remelnbcr.  ho$ever,  that hypotheses need to be sul '
f ic ient ly clcar end precise thet th.y crn be rested, even i f
(because ol  the complexi t ] '  of  teaching there l l le so
many variables) ei ther holcl ing thcm or rejecr ing them is
ralhcr provisional and tentat ive. An example of such a
research approach is taken from the Ford Teaching projcct
(197sa. pp. 10-12):
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' ln order ' to cut out " the guessing game" and move lrom I
fonnal to an inforrnal pattern tcrchefs nray hive to fefral i
t rom the iol lowing act\ :

li) Changine Tapic
Hypothesis:  When teachers chrnge the topic unrier discus-
sior thcy may pfer.ent pupi ls from cxpressing rnd delelop
ing their  own ideas. since pupj ls tend to interpfet such
lnteNentrons cs atternpts to get conformiiy io a part icular
l ine of reasoning.

(ii) Pasilire rei forcers
Hypothesis:  Utterances l ike'good',  interestrng' . ' r ig| t '  in
response to i r leas expresscd can prevcnt the exfrcssion and
discussion of el ternat iYe ideas. sjnce pupi ls iend ro intej
prct  them as attempts to Iegi t i  ate the dcvelopment oi
some ideas rather than others. '

(b)Tesi Procedures: Thcrc are so many dj f ierenl ! !avs i r
which one might rnake onc's observat ions and fut th.
hypothesis to the test. Here are but a few suggestions
Remember. howcver.  that \ rc ere talk jng about test paocc,
dures in a much looser sense than wouLd be accepted in rhe
ph,vsical  \c iences. There cen be of ly so lnuch paccisiarn as
the subjecr of study permits.
11\ Interdctire dnab)sis schedule lherc are srhedulcs for

putt ing into specif ic categories the teecheripupi l  in ieract ions
lhat occur There are l imitat ions to the value of thesc ( the!
r1lay omrt rnlportant tnteract ions of the non-verbal k ind) bLrt
they do at least provide evidence of such things as ihe
amount ihc teacher talks rs opposed to the pupi l  and slch
sel i -knowled-j . re nl ight easi i ] ,  surpr ise leacl ing to a chan.ee in
tcaching stylc

(. i : )  P t ic ipdnt observer On probienr is of  course that ()1 '
being more or less object ivc rather than being ei ther objec
i ive or not.  Sirnpl l  having somcone else in the roonr to
obsene. nlake notcs. rnd feport  back on \rhat he has sccn
nakes the si iuat ion more object ive than otherwise for thefe
is nowanotherperson who, o1r the basis of the s!-rne cvidence.
is able to chal lcnge the teacher 's lnterprctat ion of events. l1
you 1ike, tearn teeching provides greater opporhrni ty for
being obJectiYe than does class teechjng

(i i | )  Recarding The tapc recorder.  again. has i ts l i rni tar ion\
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bul_rt  provides evidence againsi  u,hich one inight test out
one's tnterpretat ion of what happened. Vkleo_tepes would
r '  

,  
! . . . l  bp' t / r  r -u.  o.1 !J l l )  . te. , \ i r , ,  r^ . .  r -e rrL,r .

t r .d.  L,  od \ampl- .  o l  .ov tJJ.  r .  o-o.L ' .ot  ler .un,
r .ght  b( - .e4 rrp to b- .orrr .C . ,  B.rn_ Br . .  n a . r  Ro,en( r 969).
(i.r) Fittt hund r?pt)rts Although there are linljtations to

one s on,n_reports on what one doe\,  j t  \ rould be very si l ly io
drscoLrnt thesc. But menrory often does nor ser l ,e one ! \ ,e11,
rnd cer iainly i t  beconles clouded and djstorted bv subse
q'  n l  Pi .nt \ .  I  l r : r \ .  no$ . l , l , ted .o ke. .p r  o t j  te nrd r  m)
teaching expcriencc so that there is more cletaj led infofrr ;_
t ion rhan there otherwise would be u,hen. m Juture, decisions
are Derng nade about coune improvemenr.

(\) Others perceprio s. Ollen one believes thar a 1€sson
hes been \ , ,€11 prepared and ptesentcd, that thc meter iels are
rr l terest i ig,  and that j t  has been wel l  received. l lut  the tnt ih
of such bel iefs depends on how the ieafner sees one,s lesson,
ancl the iest oi the value of one,s lesson thcreforc tnust lie
pari ly in the reported percept ions of the learners. Hcnce, a
lerclrer researcher would seek out the learner.s percept jons
of thc teaching. (One should, of  course. extcnd thls io othe.
Lr. ' .  1,  r .  TcrLet, l iun.ul  r , . ,  hrng.,r . .c\  o,  , ! rn /" l ru-
rr l  | l  ' l i  v  lh I  af fe r  rs3.X;nt  fu,  cr .  , l l . .  LJ. t . .c l l l . .g.

and often a school or departmental  head mighL think whet hc
is doing is for thc good but has not foind out horv ther( . r r . t .  pct ,  tve t r .  cvrn t l toLlh t  e fc. . . r f t .or \  In \ r
. .1 .  Lh Lhd.rpe.. l  nn,  w.)  ot  

' l l .d jn. .  
lhr .  DLI rs lo ojk

tnenr, .possibly via a third person, possibl ! ,  v ja quest ionnaire,
possrbly on tape_ This can bc revealing, as the follolving
extraci  f rom rhe Ford Teacl ing project (  l975al sholvs.

httcrNiewer ' lhere was I  t ime when he said he was r)raking
e guess and l ic askcd vol l  i f  you agreed whether i t  was a
reasonlble guess. I  don,t  kno!v j f  you rcnrenber that?
1'Lplk. Yes.
I  tert i (wer 

-  
Anal one peison saicl  ycs end even,bodv else

kept quict .  Now what I  lvant to knorv is Ntether the per_
son sard 

.yes rcal ly did agree wirh hin or just saicl  yes
because they thoLrghi he wanted ihcm to sa). ,ves, and;hy
cverybody else kept quiet?

Teacher as Researcher

Prpi1. Wel l  he would have l iked us to say yes, real l ) .  cause
I meen you could see i t ,
Prpi l :  I f  you'd said no you'd lvaste t ine arguing wouldn' t
you.
PLtpi l .  Yel1. i f  you ever say no he'1l  stand therc and iust
keep on and on.
Pul l l .  He' l l  keep on t i l l  you come to his wa! '  of  thinking.
Prpl l  So i t 's besi  to say yes to start  with
Inrert'ie\rer i So evcn if you did disagree when he said 'Do
you al l  agree'you $,ouldn' t .
Pupi l .  I l  yaLt said no he'd keep on to you unt i l  you said
yes.

I t  is important to remenber that such reports are not sacro-
sanct.  The lerrner nl ight have a chip on his shoulder or might
be in a bad mood, and such factors, about lvhich the teacher
can do nothing. would colour how he perceives thjngs. Such
reports are but ilrther evidence to be taken into account.

(.\'1) Triangulation. The Ford Teaching Project dereloped
what they cal led the tr ianguiat ion technique. Roughl) ,  dl is
involved three accounts of a tapc-Iecorded lesson the
ieacher 's,  the pupi ls ' ,  and the independent obsener.  Etdr
a. .oLnl  \ \ rs r .  re l  .ur  agains f l \  rh rdp- re.ordcd ( \ r -
dence, aj ld (2) the othe$' accounts. The result  was that each
account was modif ied in the prooess. I t  wou1d, of course, be
qulte easy to try this out in seminars (for example. the sentl
nar on the teacher as researcher) before one implements i t  in
the more di f f icul t  ter! i tory of the classroom.

Educational thcory

The relai ion betwecn theory and praci icc, as descf ibed b_v
Terry lv loore rn chapter i ,  on the whole commends rtsel f  to
' theodsts'  rather than to 'pract i r ioners' .  Somehow the iheory
rarely generates the pract ical  prescipt ions that i t  would i f  j t
were r  genuinely 'pract ical  theory' .  And this should mak. us
quest ion this paf i lcular ' theory'  of  thcory and prac! ice.

Firsl ly.  how speoif ic do conclusions of the theor!  have to
be before thc] qualif,v as a practical prescriptionl To some-
one pract is ing. a pracl ical  prescr ipt ion would be of the kind
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