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( tzts l THE TEACHER
AS RESEARCHER

For me this chapter is of central importanc€. In it I shall try to out-
line what I believe to be the major implicdion for the betterment
of schoots emerging from curriculum research and development.
Stated briefly, this is that curriculum research and development ought
to belong to the teacher and that there are prospects of making this
good in pmctice. I concede that it will require a generation of work,
and if the majority ofteachers -ratherthan only the enthusistic few -
are to possess this field of research, that the teacher's professional
self-image and conditions of wo* will have to change.

Let me review some strands in the argument.
First, I have argued tlat educational ideas expressed in books are

not easily taken into possession by teachers, whcreas the expression
of ideas as curricular specifications exposes them to testing by
teachers and hence estxblish€s nn equality of discourse between the
proposer and those who assess his proposal. The idea is that of an
educational science in which each classroom is a laboratory, each
teacher a member of the scientifc comnunity, There is, ofcoulse, no
implication as to the origins of the proposal or hypothesis being
tested. The originator may be a classroom teacher, a Policy-maker or
an educational research worker. The crucial point is that the ploposal
is not to be regarded as an unqualified recom$endation but ratier
as a provisional specifcation claiming no more than to be worth

lutting to the test of practice. Such proposals claim to be intelligent
rather than correct.

Second, in my defnition ofthe curricular problem in Chapter r, I
have identified a curriculum as a particular form of specification
about the practic€ of teaching and not as a package of materials or a
syllabus ofground to be covered. It is a rvay of translating a:ry educa-
tional idea into a hypothesis test"ble in practice. It invites cdtical
testing lather than acceptance.

Finally, in the pr€vious chapter I have reached towards a research
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design based upon these ideas, implying that a curriculum js a means
of studying the problems aDd efiects of imllementing any detued line
of teachjng. And although, because of my own locrtion in the educa-
tion industry, I have drawn my elample frcm a national proj€ct
co-ordinating and studying the work of many teachers, I believe that
a similar desigr could be adopted by an individual schooi as part of its
development plan. I have argled, however, that the uniqueness of
each classroom setting implies that any proposal - even at school
level - needs to be tested a]ld r"eri6ed ard adapted by each teacher
in his own classroom. The ideal is that the curricular specification
should feed a teacher's pelsonal research and development prc-
gramme through which he is progressively increNing his under-
standing of hir  own worl  and hence better i"g I  i  te.rr  :  g.

To summarize the implications of this positjon, all *ell-founded
crriorlum research and development, whether the work of an indi-
viduai teacher, of a school, of a group working in a teachers' centre
or of a group worLing within the co-ordinating franework of a
natiolral project, is based on the study of classrooms. It thus rests on
the wo* of teachels.

It is not enough that teichers' worL should be studied: thev need
to study it themselves. My theme in this chapter is the tole of the
teacher as a researcher in his own teaching situation. What does
!his conception of currnulum developmenr i'nplI lor l"imi

Hoyle has aftempted to catch the implications of curriculun
development for teachers in the concept of e*ended professiomlism
as oppos€d to restncted profelsionalism.

The testlit d. ?rofe'sidal can bc hypothesized as having rhese chdac-
terbtics amongst others:

A high level of clsEsfoom competence;
Child-cstr€dness (or soneliDes subject-centledoess);
A high degree of skill in uderstandins aDd handlins children ;
Derives high satisfaction ftom persollal lelationships with pupils;
Evaluates performmce in terms of his own pelceltions of changes in

pupil behaviour and achievement i
Attends short courtes of 2 Pmctical natLre

The ettnLd ?lafessiondl has the qualities attributed to rhc rcstricted
professional but has cenain skiIs, perspecrives and involwments in
addition. His charactelisrics inchde the followng:

Vi€ws work h tie ider co$ext of school, comounity md socieq'i
Participates h a wide range ot protessional activities, e.g. sub.ject

panels, tmchers' centres, conferences;
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Has a @ncem to liok theory ad practice;
Has a comitment to some foim of curiculum theory and node of

(Hoy1€ r97ra)

I am sceptical about some of this. Why child-ceatredness, for
examplel And surely theories should be the objects of experinental
testin& not of commitment. The extended profess;onal appears to
fall short of autonomy and this is contumed elsewhere in Hoyle,s
writing:

This does not mean that we are rnderestirnating the sigDficaDce of the
te.ch€r in the innovation proc€ss, The teacher is importanr in thlee

(a) H€ can be independendy in.ovarive at the classroon level;
(b) He can act as a 'champion' of an iruror*ion anong his colleagues;
(c) Uliinately, it is the t€icher who has to opentionatize on innova-

tion at the classroom lerei.
(Hoyte ryj2c, 24)

I don't thinh this limited role and limited autonomy is a satisfac-
tory basis for educational advance. The critical characteristics of rhat
*lended professionalism which is essentiat for well-founded cur-
riculum research and development seem to me to be:

The commitment to systematic questioning of one's onn teaching
as a basis for development;
The commitment and the skills to study one's own teaching;
The concern to question aad to test theory in pBctice by the use
of those skills.

To these may be added as h;ghly desirabte, though perhaps not
essential, a readiness to allow other teacherc to obsefl'e one's work ,
directlt or thrcugh recordings - and to discuss it with them on an
open and honest basis.

In short, the outstanding characteistics of the e$ended profes-
sion:l is a capmity for autonomous professional self-development
through systematic self-study, through the study of the work of
oth€r teachets and through the testing ofideas by classroom research

What techniques of classroom study arc available to the teacher
who takes this position!

Probably the best-known technique is that of interaction anal]sis,
which has in one folrn or another a long history, though modern
developments are often seen as descendents from Bales' work in
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studying snrall groups (Bales r95o). Flanders is the best-known figure
in rhis f ie ld.  having beer rhe ce-rre of  a group rn r \e Uni ted Si-rc.
which'as dercl  ped inrcrucr ion andl ls.s -n. ;hod" fo,  ,Le s d} of
teaching and ior teacher training. (See for example, tu1idon and
Hunter i966;Amidon ard Hough 1967; Fhnders-r97o)

Ftanders has defined classroom interaction analysis i; the follow_
ing terms :

Clasyoon interaction anallsis refefs not to oDe sysrem, but to many
sjstens for coding spontaneous verbal conmunication, arraoging the
data into a usetul displa]., and then anatysing rhe resutts in ira'er to
studv pattems ofrsching and leaming.

(Flanders r97o,28 ,9)

I t  is  in facr a merhod or organi? ng dara f rom r, .e ooscrvar ior  of
c l rssroorns.  ThF problen. as FI : , rders sees i r ,  is

. . . to decide how teachers and coltege students can exptore various
patrerN of irteraction ed discover for themselves which patterns they
can use i. order to improve instructioD.

(FlaDders r97o, 17)
An observer sits in the classroom or views a video-sound ptayback, or
jusr l ;crens ro a lo ice recordins ard kpep" a lecord o. ,he r ;q ofevenr,
on u observat'oi fom. . . . He is tlained ro u.e a ser of cdregoris. He
decides which categoryb€st lepresents each event and then wiites down
the code symbol of that categofy.

(Flanders r97o, s)
Flanders' own crtegory system) F.LA.C. (Flanders Interaction

AnalFis Categoriet, which is shown in Figure 4 on the following
pase (Fhnders r9io, 34) can serve as an example

Interaction analysis of this kjnd is a 
"seful 

but an extremely
limited instrument.

Hamilton and Delamont (1974, 3) suggest rhar

intelaction analysis techniques are an efrcienr way of discovering the
norms of teacher and pupil behaviour. Thus, a parricular rea;e/s
icore f rom ar inrerudion cna\" is r |d/  wj t  ,praca her i r  !etd. io.  (o
her col lcagu..r  b rr  i r  $ i ' l  sLpply ver)  l i , r 'e orh;  in io,n r- ion ab ,Lr h-,
as an irdividual.

The. ruthors suggest (:] 5) a rumber of factors which impose
resrr icr :ons upo. rhe use oi  rnreracr ion aral ls is:

I '  Mo. l  i ' r te a.uon rnaly. is s)srem" ignore rh" con " \ r  n wr rch rhe
dara are.ol ie.r-d.  They nake no provis;on for dat,  co. .erning. f . l
example, the lay-out ofthe ctassroom or the equipmenr being us;_
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Flandes' InteractioD Analysis Catego.ies* (F I A C.)
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t. A.cepR Jeeli1s. AccepE ud clariEes an
ordtude or the feelins tone of a puPil in a non-
threatqnng mlnner. I eeLincs may b€ Positive or
negative. Pledr.tins od recallins f€elinss are

2. Prdis$ at er.auaes. P raises or ercourases
pupil action or behaviour. Jokes th3t relese
ten6ion. but no! at the dpense of aDother
indivjdial; noddine head, or sayinc'Un hm?' or

3. Accettr ar uvs idear oJ Purik. Clatlt&
buildins, o! developins ideas sugsested by a
pupil. Teacher eltensions of pupjl idcas are
rnctuded but as dr eacher brinss morE nt his
owD ideas bto play, shift to category 6ve.

4. Asks quettiant. Asking a question about
contedt or procedure, based on t.acher ideas,
wirh the intot that a pupil will answe..

5. LecturinE. Glrin9 facts or opinions abour
cont@t or procedures; eqressing ,t:r oM id€as,
sivina,,J o@r elplmatioD, or citDg an authorrty

6- Gbtue .l;recti.'s. DirectioN, comands, or
ordeF to which a pupil is *pected to comPly-

1 . Ctiti.izins at igtiJying aurrottt. Statedents
intended to chanse pupil behaviour ffoh no._
acc€pt lb le pal terni  bawl ing someone out.  stct ing
*hy the teacher is doing what be rs dorng:
erkeme self{efcrdce-

L PLOiI-talh retloae. T.lk by puPils in re-
sponse to teacber. Tetchd initiates the contact o!
solicits pupil statement or skuctuls ihe sttua-
tion. Fleedoo to express own ideas b limited.

PupilTalk
e. Putil-Talklnitialon-Tllk bt pupih whjch

they initiate. Expressin8 o$n ideac; initi:tinC !
new topic; freedom to develop opinions and n
lin€ of thousht, lile asLins rhoughdul queslions i
going beyord ahe existing structure.

ro. S;ldce ot cakrt$iaL Pauses, short peiods of
silenc€ .nd periods of confusio! in wbich coh-
muicatioo cannot be understood bv tbe ob-

.Th.. . , . .0- ,1",nt l r Ib. .h.rnJnbir ' t "hn 
'  

b-  d_:h-o'v:  L en' '  d
p"" . .u la '  h ' rd of  .o ' rn 

'  
Ia '

; ro€numaBr. ,n.rr ! judse apostrron on r  r !E

2) Interaction analysis systems are usually concerned only with orerr,
obsenable behaviour. They take no account of ihe iDientions which lie
behind such behaviour.
3) Interaction analysis systems are erpressly concerned silh'\rhar can
be categorized and measured'. (Simon and loyer r97o, r) But, by using
crude measuiement techniques, o! ill-denned cetegory boundaries, rhe
systems may well obscure, distort or ignore the qualiratjve feltures rhey
claim to be investigating.
4) InteractioD analysi! systems focus on '$al1 bits of actior or behlliour
rather thu global concepts' (Sinon dd Soye! r97o, r). Inevirably,
therefore, they genente a super-abuDdance of data. Yer, to inrerplet
sDch data it has to be linke.l to a set of descr;ptive conccpts typicaUy
the categoies ihemselves or to a small nunber of Alobal corcepts
bui l r  u!  f rom t l ,e.dego,,- . .

5) By definition, the systems utilize pre-spccified catesories. If the
systems are int€nded to assist dplanations, rhen the ertlanarions nay

6) Finally, by placing firm boudaries on continuous pheno,ne!!, the
syst€ms create a bias from which it is haid to escape. Realiry, frozen iD
this wxy is ofteD dimcult to libelate from irs sratic representation.

The authors note that some ofthese ]imitations have beelr acknow-
ledged by the originators ofthe sysrems. In parricular, the 6rst rhree
have been clearly defined by Flanders (r97o, Chapter 2).

Adelman and Walker (1973) in a citical comment on the F.I.A.C.
system suggest that the most significant *,eakness in the theorctical
basis of the technique is in its naive conceFtion of "ralk" as a means
of human communication'. In their o\1r study of classlooms they
forDd that the talk did not fit the categories availabie for cod;rg it.
The suggestion is that Flanders' analytic categories are based on
classrooms which are instructional and where tatL is in a pubtic
dialogue form. It 'makes little sense when applied to some of those
intimate conversations between teachers and children where both are
talking but where the only questions that ar€ b€ing asked ar€ those
asked by the children'. In short, F.I.A.C. - and for that matter orher
available interaciion systems does not 6t open classrooms in which
talk is not as stereotyped and limited in range and tone as it tends to
be in the teacher-dominated instructional classroom. Adeiman and
Walker make this observation in their summary.

Flanders' system for the analysis of classroom intelaction is limited by
its inherent conception of ta1k. This limits it to seeing teacher-stodent
interaction in terns of the ttunyhi'r;on ol i^totrl]ation - somerimes one-
way, sometime two-way. It does rot conen itself with talr 3s the
expression and negotiation of neaDings ; as the medium rhrough which

Talk
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people see thenNelyes 6 otheis se€ th€m. The underlyiDg concelt is
simply oDe of information-elchaDge, it does not touch or the relation-
ships between talk and knowledge, between talk and identity, both for
oneself ard for othefs. In short, it se$ talk as transnission, not as

Th;s finding confirms the experience of Elliott and MacDonsld
who attempted to produce an interaction analysis system on classic
lines to monitor discussion in the classroom and found themselves
unable to devise a limited category system rvhich caught the importani
distinctions they were able to draw in qualitative analysis.

My conclusion is that interaction analysis is a technique ol very
limited use to the teacher in researching his o*n classroom. It can be
used if he is engaged in basically instructional class teach;ng, to
obtain a crude descriptive impression of some aspects of his verbal
behaviour in classroom situntions; and it provides a basis for quanti-
tative comparison of his behaviour with that of other teachers. In
research terms, however, I believe it is a cul-de-sac. And many of its
weaknesses come from the attempt to provide quantitative dnta which
will support generalizations, an attempt not of central importance to
the leacher seeking an uaderstanding of the unique as well as the
generalizable elements in his own work, Interaction analysis systems
proide Mtuorc of Behadol",t (Simon and Boyer 1967, r97o), but
they are distorttlg mirrors.

An alternative approach to the study of classrooms which is avail-
able in the research literaturc pays much more attenxlon to the content
of teaching than does interaction analysis. This approach is concerned
with the logic of teaching.

The lead in this type of work llss given by B. O. Smith and his
colleagues at the University of Illinois. They worked from the
transcripts of eighty-five tape recordings made in five high schools,
and successively adopted two difierent category slstems for their
analysis.

In their iater workthey distinguished logical sequences oftenching
which they called,rrrlrps, and classified according to their objectil-es.
Thus, for example, catlsal aentures had as their coDtent objective
'a cause-efiect relationship between paticular events or between
classes of events', w1\11e conceptual entures had as their objective
l€arniry 'a set of conditions either goveming, or implied by, the use
of a term'. (25) They distinguished and exemplified eight types of

Within the logical structur€ of the venture, they dist;npished

The Teachet as Rese6.hd

Pedagogicaly, str2tegy refe!€ to a set of verbal ac.ions that s€rves ro
attain certain lesults md to guard against others. Irom a general stand
point, strategies mry sene to indlce students to engage in veibal
exchange, to ensrre that celtain points ;n rhe discourse will be made
clear, and to reduce the number of irelevant or wrang responses !s the
.rudpl l .  prr :c ipare in d5. ussjor.  .  nd ,o on.

(Smith, Sleux er .tt 1967, 49)

One dimension of strate€1, is jdentified in the various kjnds of
verbal manipulation of the content of tcaching. These Smith and his
colleagues call'moves'. And a consecutive sequence of moves of rhe
same type is called a p1ay.

It will be clear thsl Smith's categor;es rest more on logic thar do
those of the interaction analysts, but the 'strategy', as defined above,
distingujshes teacher controt moves in intcraction lr.irh the pupils.
E\€n more than the ;nteraction analysts Smith is teacher-centred -
he sees the crucial element in the classroorr
and the eighty-five classroom sequences he and others have srudied
and analysed over ten years are examples ofextremely formal teaching.

As lValker (r97r) comments:

What is significant about Smith's worl is that he is able ro use this highly
restricted approach to classroom activity and to realize a neaningful
pictule of life in at least sone classrooms. Obviously, the facr that he is
ablc to do this means that in rhe sample of ctassrooms he srudied the
semantic aspects ofthe public verbal behaviour of the teacher constitute
the mrjor commudcation system, .nd the social structule of the ctass ;s
geared to this restricted channel of communication.

(60)

And after surveving the work not only of Smith but also ofNuthal
and Lzurence (1965) and of Bellact (1966), and Kliebard (1966),
the same author concludes:

Perhaps the nost valuable thing to be lcamed from all these srudics is
that amo.g the many possible ways that , reacher mighr function if his
sole concern was the presentation of knowledge, only a rarrow range of
options is taken up iD practice by the teacher. The main reason for thjs
seems to be that the teacher operates primarilt, ;n terms of roles orher
than his coDc€ro {ith the presentation of knowledge. He acts as if his
main t.sk xas that of establishing and maintaining a certaio social
structule within the clalsroorn gloup. The main fe!ule of thjs social
structure is the thing that lellack and Smith both assune fo'mality in
verbal conmunication, and given this overriding cotrcern of maintaining
folmality it is not surprisjng that teachers teDd to dominate verbat our-
put, to give a larye part of lessoD contenr ove! to such arbitrary things

r19
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as routine ed man€em€nt, 3nd to rely heavily oo dscriPtion ratler
than or higher cognitive operations. It is simply easier to mmage a
fomal cotrtext in this way.

The question that needs to be kept in mind thlough all this reselrch
is, How does the teacher manage Lnowledge in othei contexts? In other
words, What happens ir the 'open' cl,ssroon? and just what is thc role
of private verbal communicatioD in the clasroom?

These are crucia1 questions in the prescnt context fo! curriculum
innovation often involves chang;ng conceptions of the relaiionships
between knorvledge and teachers and learners and these changes are
of critical significance for the social structurc of the classroom. New
curricula often involve the teacher in abandonins the role which is
srud;ed in mo.r  j  reracrronal  ,nd log.cal  

"n. l r .e" 
ol  the c l^.-oom.

We must neith€r mirimize the usefulness, limited though it be, of
intelactional and logical nDalysis nor lssume that further develop-
ment of these approaches will not capture a wider applicability. It
remains true that we must look torvards other aDproaches more able
ro IaLe rhe complexiLy ot  t l -e c l rs. ioom.

The al ternaLive rpproach which h.s been mosr dt t ra.r i le to re-
search workers may be called 'social anthropological'. It 'has used
direct observation of chssroom events as a starting point i the
development of theory [and] . . . ;t rnther shies away from quanti-
fication and uses only detailed 6eld notes as a mcans of recordirg'.
(Walker r97r, 83). In this it resembles the approach of the anthro-
pologist who studies a community or of the student of animal
behaviour. Theory is gradually built up from the examination of
accumulated obse.vations. It is partial lnd fngmentary. Above all it
attempts not merely generalzation but:rlso the characterizatjon ofthe
uniqueness of particular situations.

Ior the obseller who chooses io use ar anthropological style of obser-
vation thele can be no clear cut r6ults. The aim here is to uncover
concepts tlat classify diferot classroom siruations in a neeingful way,
and so the observer is programed, Dot with explicit, unambiguous ud
closely defned caiegories, but with bro3d, generat theorjes and expec-
tarions. If the observer is to look for the unexpected and the unusual
event in the classroom then he must have some idca, some prediction
of whet might happen, or what should happen. Most classroom €vents
ar€ lelatively trivial and unhaumatic and to laise them ro the level of
interest and observation the observer must have some tundamentai
theory al the back of his mind. The secret of good observation is to
create the unusual from out of the comonplace.

(Walke! r97r,87)

This may sound elusive. At the theoretical lev€t the approach is a
complex one, methodology is subtle and debatable, generaliatjon
and summary are diffcult. But the product, the study shjch emerges
a$d is presented to the reader is vivid and generally spe.rks very
directly to teachers.

This makes the problem of .h:iracterizing the approach adequarely
in a brief summary of the kind appropriate here an intractabte

Walker (r97r) ofiirs an elcellent critical $rvey ol the studies of
He::ry (r955a; r955b; 1957; 1959 ; 1960; r966) ; Smith and ceofirey
(1968); lackson (r96a; 1965; 1966; 1968); Kounin and hjs associates
(Kounia r97o;Kounin, Friesen and Norton r966;Kounjn and cump
1958; Kounin, Gump nnd Ryan 196r).

Waiker hhself built hjs own study on this review ofrhe ,rork in the
field which he coocludes r.irh the following judgement:

My overaU impresion of rhis lit€liture is ttat where i! is precisc ud
leliable, that is to say where ir dtt€mpts to heasure ; it is generatll narrw
ed l imi ied. Tl-e def inir ions of \erching t l -ar j ! jhpo,e.oo rhe p"t  r is
ofthe cld 'sroom are narroyer r , \ :n,he var;er;e,  of  expe icncc rha i-e
rctuaIy found there. . . . The choice that the avaitable research methods
provide is between being precise aod simple-minded, or beiDgvagle aDd
inaccur*e.

(wal lei  r97r,  r€ r+3)

Accordingly, \!-alker sets about developing 'a descriprive language
within v,'hich to frame some of the variables inrolved nr cducarionat
innovation'. (r44) He worked by observing *,o ctassrooms ctosely,
strengthening his observation by tapc recordings. He sought a kind of
obsel11ltion and descliptive langurge *hich should have the quatiry
ol 'variable sensitivity' ; 'in other words it must be capable of looking
simultaneously at what happens in the classroon both in temN of
great detail, andin considerable generality it requires rhe conceptral
equivalent of a zoom lens'. (r43)

Ir the nature of the case, the language he evolved is roo ei(tensive
to report here in a way that lvou1d b€ meaningfui for the r*rder.

He distingdshes the 'conte)rt' and 'content' of classroom activiiies,
assimilating to context those concepts which provide a neans

of des€ribing classroom activity in a way rhat is conrent-free, and ir ;s
done by looking at the wiy in whi.h verbal messages are coturunicared.
lAnd he stresses thatl thc categories are used prjlnaritl, to show how
changs are made hetw€en diiferent states of activity, lattrer than a6
essential decriptions of individual forms. In this way rhey are rarhe!
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Subsequently Walker a,rd Adelman undedook a study of a .\a,ider
range ofclassrooms and faced more squarely the problems of observ-
ing and describing open and flexible styles of teaching. In rhis tater
work they ado_ptedBernstein's concepts,,classification' and,fram;ng,,
though they found the nature of teachers, .mdes, [rore difficult'to
diagnose than mjght at first be expected. For example, they found a
case.where _tcaching with strong classjficarion and franing *,as so
ovcrlaid with rhe humour and intimacy of a likeabte teache;that the
underlving code was ir efect camoufiaged. (Wxlker and Adelman
19i2)

Thev paid particular arftntion to 'rransitions' which ,occur in the
process lvheD the teacher (usually) has to change or progress to a
fresh aspect ofthe task'. They distinguish six inteirelaten transitional
aspects of cl.ssroom action, which are carefuuy defned and studied.
This concenrrarion on the point ofchange from sequerce ro sequence
in the classroom process is profitable bicause the intentions, control
strateBies and backgfound assumptions of rhe teacher are throirn into
relief at such poirts

I find their rrcrh at this srage (Watker and Adelnan 1972) con_
ceptually dense altimes and atso think that jn some of their rheoret_
ic" l  ! rc ' l ing , \c.  dF "rruggl i ,  g ,r i rh prob'em. n o.r  ,e"detr \ r . l l
,eel  req\ keenl\  r '  ,1 rhe\ do NFvenhe Fs. rhe_ are abte ro I  t --o, !  j [ io
vivid relief many aspects of the classroom which are recognized as
soon as they are noticcd; and thcy pich up the rote ofjokes and altu-
sions of a kind thar have 

"sc"pea 
most ois.,"ers.

Another aspect of their s'ork is the use of srop-frame film with
synchronized sound recording in order to supplement their own 6eld
notes and highlight elernents of classroom activity vhich they were
mtssing in direct observation. (AdelDan and Walker 1974) This
provides the zoom lens etrect which Watker earlier asked of his con-
cepts (see page r5r), rnd they make strong claims for the technique:

H?ving incorporared dle technique into our repertojre of skills, qe nnd
that what we are doing is no lorger strictty .palricipot observatjon,.
At the time ofobseflation irhat we do is nor roo dGsimitar froh regutar
pdticipant observation, bur outside the immediate situation 1re hdre
available material vhich is qualitativety qujte diferent to the usual
obserratiooal record. It is not only more reliable, but aLso more flexible
and oore vivid, and this or€ns up opporruniries for research thar hive
been little explored in the past.

(walker a'd Adetnan r97z,2r)
Hami -on ro- j .  . ,dTo-eco r^r : r  onr]  r .chniq re.  ot  .  1" .  roor

obse atjon supplemented by questionnaires, but tike Walker and

difierent from the terms 'authoritarian', 'teacher-centrcd', 'direct', etc.
thar ar€ traditionally used in this kind of research.

( ,8o)

He is concerned to catch the dynamics of ahe classroom process
mther than to harden ofi into a necessarily static categorization of
st1'les in terms of role analysis. And he takes account of pupil inter-
action, not merely teacher-pupil intemction.

In his analysis of content, Walker's work complements that of
Bemstein, Young and Esland (Young r97ra). His tems are often

clearer and they generally hrve better empirical anchorage.
FIe uses the teln !t rrtt on to refer to 'the letel of genemlity of the

t*cher's control on content'(r85), and distinguishes three other

'fhe ?alticular-GeDeral Dimension: 'The observation of this dimension
simply inrolres scaDning content for moves fron statements about

seoeral objects or evedts to particular exampl$, or vice versa'. 
Ggo)

The Personal-Objective Dimeosion: 'Here content has to be llatched
{or moves by either the pupils or the tercher to persomlize public
information. Onc ofthe commonest ways of doing this is in the telling
of an anecdote" 

trgr/

CoDtent Open - Cootent Ciosed:'A sequence nay siart from a single
statement, froD vhich successive statem€nte ar€ generated by eithe!
logical or asociational processes, to form a khd of branching pattern.
This pa$ern indicates that there has been some dive€ence in cortent
and so content is described as "oPen". , . . Alternativ€ly, a sequcnce of
statements may be direct€d towards the constmction of some over_
arching theme or explanation, so that thele is an overal trarro ing in the
range of content- When content is closed the sequence of statements
i.variably converges on a target statement to comPlete the sequence.

('e3)

These four dimcnsions are irteffelated through the diagnosis of
observcd classroorn transactions and reveal 'certain pattems in the
sequences by which tnowledge is organized and transmitted' (I95)
At this stage $ralker claimed no more than to have found a way of
presenting an underctanding of his own limited obsenations

This r'ork seems !o me to catch some important asPects of the
leality of classrooms. It requires sensitivity and judgement on the
part of the observer, but it is caPable of contdbuting to a Public
tradition supportive of such sensitivity and judgement.
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Adelman associated his work closely with innovations in teaching.
Wheleas they studied teachers whose innovative style derived from
an interest in 'open education' of one sort or another, Hamilton's
te&hers were working within a 'public innovation' Scottish Inte-
grated Science. In this context his work is more assimilabh to cur-
riculum evaluation than is theirs, and indeed he suggests thar class-
room analysis of the kind he is underraking is necessary for an
understand;ng both of cuEicular reforms and of secondan, school
reorganizat;on.

In the most substantial P3rt of his empirical work Flamitton is
studying a team of four teachers a physicisr, a chemist and two
biologists - who are engaged ;n teaching integrated science. The
teacher's subject ideologies are in tension rvirh the denand for
integration and the observation 'shows the Scottish scheme ful-
filling objectives directly opposed to those originally intended by the
cuniculum planners', (Hamilton 1973, vl)

Harnilton o$ers eight plopositions which are of irterest to x1l who
are concened to observe teaching, and aie therefore {orrh p!e-

L Within the classloom co.rext studeots and reachers nevcr tearn
nothing. (Equalty rothing n€ver happens.)
IL Students (or for that matter teacheis) 5re ncver ignonnr or !no'

III. Taken all rogether the occupants of a classroon comprise an inrer
active social rexus.
IV. As knoviedge is unevenly disrributed (,nd redistiibured) ;n the
cl?ssroon, classoon lif€ is hherently unstable.
V. WjthiD the classroom context, the relationship berween tcacher aDd
taught is best understood as a refracting rather rhan a traDsmitting
rnedium. (Thus, for exanpLe, dilTerent individuals learn dilTerent things
f.om the saoe event.)
VI The lednhg milieu is not a pre-ordained setting, but, iislead, ;s
socially constructed.
VII. WithiD thc classroom conrext time is , potent influerce sutrusiog
all that takes place.
VIII. Within the classroom contex! communication is nor merely
verbsl. Both perticipants and objects a.e transnitters of a range ol
additional'messages'.

(Humilton r973, r77 st rq.)

Ofparticular irterest here is Hamilton's discussion of his role as an
observer. He observed in trvo sessions and tos'ards the end of the
6rst also taught for a short time ir the classes he had been observing.

The I'edcher as R$eaicher

In ore cese in paticular he experienced some problems in shiiiing
role from observer to teacher. On the other hand he felt that his
teaching validated him with the teachers he rvas obserling. Har-
greaves (1966) and Lacey (r97o) aiso report tensions beiween thc
rcle of t€acher and that ofprrticipant obselver.

This issue is clearly of crucial importance if we are to corxider the
teacher rs researcher into his ov'n work. Hpmilton makes in impor-
tant point which I think has a bearing on thrs.

At ! more genelal level, I iould argue that in a school situation shere
(as Ha.greaves puts it) 'any adult not dressed as a workmrn usuaLly has
some stroDg connection wnh ihe teaching profession' (1966i p. 2or) a
researcher is unable io define himself in the eyes of the childreD s,.ept
in lelationship to the teachjngfigurB rhey are accusiomed to. (In shorr,
there is no such thing as an 'objective' observer role.) The obsereer's
relationship irith chiLdren is strongly influenced by his relationship \';h
th€ teacher. Before he can etrectively establish his own role, an aduLt
observer must firsr recognize and understmd rhe teachcr's .olc. Thus,
while it is possiblc and lelatilcly easy for an obs€rver to hlve ad'o!en'
relationship with children in an 'open' classroom, it is not so easy, as
Hargreaves found ;n a problem secondary nodern school, to csrablish
a similar le$arch rclationship i. a 'closed' settiqg.

(Hani l ton r973, r9cr9r)

Considered inthislight, it seerN p L.obable that a tcacher can assume
rhe role of a researcher, but that |his $ill be possible onl,v in an 'open'
classroom. The particular characteristic of the 'opcn' classro.,m (the
tFrm i  nor a pr" is-  o,  ' )  ' .h;  

h i  r lev" here 5a o'  p- : .
negotiation and hence definition of the reacher's ro1e. Suchadefinition
is of coufse a gradual and p.ogressiye dcfinition becausc ir is lcrned
by the partjcipants in the chssroom situation. No11', in o.dcr to be .1n
observer/researcher, the reacher needs to teach thirt deEnitior of
himself to the pupils. In my experience, this is quire possible pro-
vided he mahcs it clear that the reason he is piaying the .oie of
researcher is to improve his teaching and make things betrer for thera.
I sha11 look at this situetion more closely later. For rhe momenr it is
enough to state it clearly.

A teacher who wishes to take a research and deleiopmenr starce
to his own teaching may prolit a. ceitain slages in the development of
his research by the presence of an observer in his classroom. In the
ploject on teaching about race relations reported in the last chapter,
there have beer several instances ofteachers working ln pairs teaching
and observing by turns. In one school, mernbers of the social studies
department have acted as observers for a drama teacher. These
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arrangements have been fruitful, but they imply stalirg deployment
likely to be seculed in present circumstances only in the vafidating
context of a national project.

Another possibility is that a research-oriented teacher may train
a student in a traditjon of observation by observing the student and
jnvidng the studenr to obsewe him. At tie moment, where this
occurs, it is something of a breakthrough. And it dem:nds unusual
sensit iv i ry and good persoral  relat ionships 01 borh sides. t t  \ {e
could g. '  g" ' lerdl  accepra. lce ol  rhe proposir ion r tar a ' i  rea.h"r:
should be learners and create a public research m€rhodology and
accepted professional ethic covering this siruarion, we would have a
basis for observing the teaching of colleagues which greatiy reduced
the element of threat in the situation.

Most ofthe work done in this area has relied on observers who are
research workers rather than teachers. And, generally speaking, these
\,lorkers have been more interested ;n building a theory of teaching
and rcporting observations in a form addressed mainlv to the research
.o'n-nur; i \ ,  rhan in i rnproving r le classrooms lhey have srudied.
This is not true of all the rvork rcported, but thete are almost always
traces of the separation ofthe research worker from the teacher.

Hamllton (1973) advjses parricipant obseners: .Recognize that
research relations are faciiitated if the observer can find some wav to
'qive as wel l  a" to rrrre .  Juc! raking ,n inlerc"r in a " . l .ool  .nd
being a sympathetic listener may well be enough., (zo3)

The strength of assumptions in the research tradition, and the
limited openness he negotiared with the t€achers he was observins,
con"pi-ed ro hide l rom h;m rhe ob! ious poinl  thaL hi ,  ob,enarion.
might have been used to develop and improve the teaching in a
very direct 1.!ay. In fact the obsefver/reacher duo can define the
situation to the pupils in these rerms just as the teacher/researcher
cdn. ClJqroom re,earch ;s about berrer ing classroom experienre.
Thc mr:n bai r ier ro pupi l .  understanding this is our har ing raughr
them that the teacher is always right. This elevates personal \risdom
at the expense of professionai sftii.

Let us now taki stock.
I began this chapter by arguing that efiective curriculum develop-

ment of the highest quality depends upon the capaciq' of teachers
to take a rcsearch stance to their own teachins. Bv a lesearch stance
I mean a disposit ion ro exarnine one's o*,nJract ice c- i t ical lv and
sysrernrt ical l ) .  I  have revrewed rh" rradi t ion ol  c lass-oom research
rvhich professional research workers have built and tried to explore
the possibiliry and the problems ofreachers ca.ting th.rnselves in rhe

Thz Teacher as Reseai&et tS7

role of researchers. Given that they can define themselves in this way,
what theoretical and methodologi al problems do r\c) '"cel

It is important to make the point that the teacher in this situation is
concern€d to understand better his own classroom. Conseouentlv.
he is nor faced wJrh the problems of gereralzing beyo- d his-e:.peri-
ence. In his context, theory is simply a systematic st.ucturing of his
understandjng of his work.

Concepts Ehich are caretully related to one another are needed
both to capture and to express that understanding. The adequacy
of such concepts should be treated as provisional. The utility and
appropr;aten€ss of the theorctical ftamework of conceprs should be
testable; and the iheorv should be rich enough to throw up new and
profitable questions.

Each classroom should not be m;sland. Teachers rvorking in such
a tradition need to communicate with one another. Thev should rc-
pod rheir  wo-k. Thus r common .oc, ibularv ot concept.  dnd a.y1-ar
of theory need to be developed. Where that language proves inade-
quate, teachers would need to propose new concepts and new theory.

The 6rst level of generalization is thus the development of a
general theoretical lnnguage. In this, professional research workers
should be able to help.

If teachers report their oun work in such a tradition, case studies
will accumulate, just as they do in medicine. Professional research
workers will have to master this material and scrutinize it for general
trends. It is out ofthis synthetic task that general propositional theory

But what of the methodological problems? If I leave aside prob-
lems in the economy of time $'hjch probably exclude all but the most
energetic teachers from such work, given present stafiing and
organization in schools, there are two main areas in which methodo-
logical problems occur. First, there is the pioblem of objectivitl'.
Second, there is the problem of securing data.

The problem of objectivity seems to me a false one. Any research
into classrooms must aim to improve teaching. Thus any research
nust be applied by teachers, so that the most clinically objective
research can only feed into practice through an interested actor in the
situation. There is no escaping the fact that it is the teacher's sub-
jective perception which is crucialfor practice since he is in a position
to control the classroom-

Accordhgly we are concerned with the development of a sensiti!.e
and self-cdtical subjective perspective and not with an aspimtion
towards an unattainable objectivity. This is difrcult enough. Illusion,
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assumption and habit must be continually tested. Illusion may be
destroyed when disclosed. Assumptions and habits \rill be changed.

The problem is one of av'areness. Walker (r97r), writing from the
point of view of x classroom observer, says: 'You also reed to think
ar a level of dctail that is below the threshold of awareness of the
tercher, a'd ai a level roughly approximate to the leveL of comcious
teacher strategies'. Conscious study can lower the threshold of
swareness and help the teacher to be more perceptive. But he calr
never escape from the process withjn which he Dust respond as he
does his \rork. I believe that much teaching must be habiruat in the
way that playing iennis is: it is a quesrion of cultivating habits I can
defend andjustify. And note that the good player often improves his
performance by becoming self-conscious. At practice he is converting
deliber:te awareness into reliable habit.

How do we get the data on which to do thjs?
A games player often uses a coach, t'ho is in efiecr a consultant

obsefler. Similarly, a teache! may, as I have suggested, invite an
observer into his clessroom. In this case, the data may bc Barhered in
lhe light ofthe participant obsen'er research tradition I hxve reported
jn this chapter. Some adjustment is necessary because within rhe
t dition the teache. is usually seen as the object of the observation,
and not as a co-sorler with the researcher. Thus Lou;s Smith
'explained his presence in the school . . . by saying, "In a Iay it's
kind of ljke Mar8aret Merd, the anthropologist, who wcnt to the
South Seas to obse.le the natives." To \r'hich the teacbers invariably
responded, "And lle are the nat;ves." ' (Walker r97r, 83)

In Smith and Geoifre_v's rvork, however, u,erc
paltnership between observer and teacher.

. . . thev vork€d out a research desigD which involved Louis Smirh
spendirg rs ouch time as possible sirtirg in the back of Geofirey's
seventh grade classroom a-\ ar observer, xhile GedlTrey hinself made
notes when he could. The two obscners, one ';nside' and the other
'outside'the system, then compared notes al various tines, and in rhe
final analysis ofthe material used each other as checks and sources.

(wal ler r97r,99)

Walker and Adelman also worked collaboratively with teachers,
but it is notewofthy that they wrote the reports *'hefeas S6ith and
Ceoffrey publ i .hed rheir  ! .or l  as,o.aurhor, .

Where it is not possible foi a teacher to have the services of an
observer, an obvious recourse is to some folm of recording. Video-
tape is costly and as a le requires assistance. The stop-frame

photogr4hy technique employed by Waiker and Adelnan in'olv€s
expensive equipment, though there are {'ays of photographing one's
osm classroom with an ordinary camera. On the $'hole, however, the
most accessible means of gathering data is audio-taFe. This too is
limited by acoustic problems, but wilhin these limitations it is of
gr€at value. Walker and others have criticized its use o:T its ovn on the
grounds that ttle incompl€te record it gives is dificult to interpret
reliably; but they write from the point of view of outside observers,
and I do not think that the objection applies neariy so much to the
situation of the teacher studying his own classroom. The teacher is
more able to interpret a tape than a stmnger is, given an adequate
desree of self-critiral awareness.

A further possibility is to gather perceptions of thc classroom
situalion from the pupils. This stlategy has €xciting possibilities and
progress in it has been made by Eliott and Adelman whose work is
reported at the end of this chapter.

I conclude tbat the main barriers to teachers' assuming the rolc of
researchers studying their own teaching jn order io improve it, .rre
psycholodcal and social. The close erarnination ofone's professional
perfonnance is personally threateningi and the social climate in
which teachers work gen€rally offers little support to ihose ivho might
be disposed to face that threat. Hcnce for the moment the best wav
fomard is probably through a mutually supportive co-operative
rereaich inwhichteachers and full-time research teams 11orktogether.
The situations in which this becomes possible are most likely to be
created within rese3ich and development projects in curriculum and
teaching, and in the ftmdoder of this chapter I qant to review sone

First, r very simple and elementary example. In the classic cur-
riculum pmjecx the impulse to*ards monitoring one's own perform-
ance in the classroom arises from the need to verify whether one is
in fact succeeding in irnplementing the pedagogy of the curriculum.
Thns i^ Mal: A Cowse of St dt, in which pedagogic or proccs aims
(see page 9z) are important, ihe teacher is ofered a vcry simple
observation schedul€ structured on continua between poles (Fig. 5).
This schedule is a crude device, but within lidits it is an effcctive one,
though it can scarcely be regarded as a research ;nstrument as it
stands.

The Humaniti€s Cufiiculun Project went farther than this. First,
it defned its pedagogy in terms of principles - the aim and the con-
cept of neutral chairman. Then it suggestcd variables likely to be of
importance in relation to that aim and concept and invited teachers
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Fig. 5 Clasercom Obsenation Chcollist
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_:_:_: _ro student
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"" ,  
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-  thrc I  as re.u ' ,  d i r  l i . \  ofd.recr:on a.d rhe rp.J r  isr  poo, 'e,c iotdr,-1._
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'eJnro, .e,n.sss.ro 
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!J  mrch r t -e rnp r .  rh" bcg,r_inC a.d 1,  rhe
end. t hrd reirbpr oro8re.sed no|t.ve'oped. W" sjr or :rr Ln_e school
tapes at some time or another cerrain points of interaction bets,een

The Teathct as Rcsearcher I6I

Teache! is skict wirh
legald to student behavio

Teach€r 'talks down' roTeacher lalks down' to
students - much
Telcher dohirates the Telcher and students e,ort
cl^s rhei co-opelatiyely

to evolve their own 'neutral chairman role' by testing the operation
of these variables, and of course any others whose influence they
detected. There was a considerable problem in comnunicatine this
research sta-ce. Curr iculum projects were erpecred by reachprs;o tet l
them what to do mth€r than to invire them to undertake research.
Dale (1973) has described this communication probl€m ar the 6rst
experimental stage of the project.

I do Dot think that at any stage during the first monihs with the projecr
did ve feel that we had either the authority or any of the basic sirilG to
researc.h iDto our own teaching efectiveness. Resealch into teaching
involves special tpchdqu€s snd ,n experLise thrt is norml y found onti
in universi,y deparnnenB. . . . Tr w,rs lierefore no( surDrisins lhat we
left all corment abolr our classroom performaces to tni cenirrl rem,
and $ere somsh,r flr.rrated when lnle ;n rie wav oc such comment
\ras fortb.ombg. Eut it established Ge pitrern of iep"na"nce on *.
central telm as the experts, the authoritron whethe.;,e in the schools
were 'doing the Project' conectty. No natter how often they atrempted
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teacher and one pupil - we would coosidei progress in discussion had
tat-en place if there was direct interaction, i.e. pupils questioning each
other and not lookiog at lhe chairman but to the group when talking.
Pupil questionilg did not leally occui significaDtly on ,ny of the
video-tapes. However, talking to the group as a whole, instead of the
chairmaD,lvas acHeved by mosl groups by the end of the taPcd sessions.
This lilks up with group sensitivity and undeistudiDg of each other
for instaoce i! the Bishop Thomas Grant tape: suppor. for Nlauleen
when Bhe .annot expless what she wnts to say is showq ilhen the
group wait for her and let her filish. lve also looked under the heading
of group interckng€ at the tolerance or discipline of discussion and
opinions, leading not to blind accepiance but greater underctanding,
while still havhg a divergent point of view. All tapes had examples of
stight poiDts of agreement and dislgreemeni but trothing kuly extreme.
The BGhop Thonas Grant tape problbly reveded most divergence and
we feh thet the discussion was growing towards being 'discipiined' and
poinis of vi€' we'e respected.

The second heading realLy coosiders the content and develoPmenl of
discussion. liosl of the discussior at the beginning of the tapes was
persond, relating to dilect expetieAces, atd throughout the discussion
language remained expressile whareler the content.lvhat is trlLed aboui
tends to be kDoit! and coDclete. We considered a marl<ed delelolment
had taken place when students started dealing with md corsidering
hypothetical (and therefore to them abstrac.) situatiom. We felt ihat this
had deleloped in the discussion on Pec.llm's first tape with Ron: for
example his iDsight iqto childrd who say 'ys sir, no sir', for the sake of
peace dd quict, and his latei comment on the sildarior of teache6 if
therewere no case'he'd be in a box by himself'. In the second Peckham
lape the lads were trying to make positive sDggestions and criticising
each other lhile considerins the problem of the disrultive bol. They
sere putting themselves in the positiot of thinking about problems of
the teacher. Flashes ofinsight were appareot - fo! instance,'By walkiDg
out on a teacher you're not leally getting to know him ' The students in
all school tapes follo$ed the discussion well, aDd we felt there xas little
that w.s irrelevant.

I believe that fruitfut development in the field of curriculum and

teaching depends upon evolving styles of co-operative research by

teachers and using tull-time researchers to suPport the teachers'

worL. This probably means that research reports and hyPotheses

must be addressed to tqrchers, that is, thetr must invite classroom

research responses rather than laboratory research responscs lt may

also involve research-trained personnel in takjng consultancy roles

in teacher grotps, and support loles in schools and classrooms.

These are the premis€s on whjch the project on the problems and
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efects of teaching abour race relations is founded, and there is evi_
dence that i! has colrle much nearer to communicating the research
position than, on Dale's witness, the Humanities project did. Ilor
example, most schools are writing their own reports on the rork;
and conference dialogue has been across schools rarher th3n be.i$een
schools and the central team.

What the 'race projecr' is anemptirg at one tevel and in one
contexq the Ford Teaching Project, directed by John Eltiott, is
attempting at aDothef. h is rvorhing ai a greater ler€l oI detait and
depth of penetration inlo classrooms.

In the Ford Teaching Project, Eliott and Adetman have becn
worl{ing closely with teachers and advjsers with the follorving ainx:

r .  To help tea.h+" alreadr_ rrempring ro imptmelr |  ,qurr,  Db"
covery merhodc. but aware of a gap ber. .ccn arrempr ud ".hie! .o e.t ,
to ndrow this gap in their situation.

". 
To help renchers by fostering an acrion-research orientarion rorvards

classloom problems.
(llion and Adelman r9i3a, ro)

. They took the posirion that ,action, and reffecrion on action, ar€
thejoint responsibiliries ofthe teachers,(rz). They thus comblned in
a team teachers from difierent schools, primary and se.ondary, and
rrom a range or subtects.

One of r \e rheir  jmporrarr r" les as oul jd( rese-r. \  ,  u-.  r ,
inrewiew prpi ls in order ro compar rne rea.hers "nJ r l .e DU-iL
percept;o, s of parr icular sequen rs of re:ching. Wirt  rh- pu; i t , ,
pemi. . jor .  rapes 

" f  
i . rere;e{.  q61. pla1rd b, .k ro - l . .  r -"cr ,  .

subst nLnl 
.  
perceprual dispr iLies rmerged. Tea. I  "r  -  I  pr-  .1.

were rnen Jbte to d'<c FS ihe r  and ane-rpr ro re,olr"  11, n,  . ,nC :n
many cases the outside researchels we.e able ro withdraw from the
task of pupil.intewj€wing having hetped reacbels to establish an open
dialogue wit! thejr pupjts abour their t€achrrg.

In New Era tEl lor and -{delman roT3br Rolve ,q-r :  T\ur. .  v
IqTJ) rhe researchers and two rcrcher s on the proje. I  rpore r  on I  he
progres. ofrhe le.errch, one reache. sr i t rng on .Th" J l r . , t  . r -  c_
ture ot evduarory. sclemes /Rower and one on I t j  l | rng pup,t-
interprer€t ions i r  rhe pr imary s.hool (Tburlo$).  th, .  t"LL"- iepoi, , rg
the developmenr from lhe pupi l  intenieus descj ib.d at o\e.

The project is an ercellent example of teachen, adopting a re_
search anddevelopment stance ro theirworL and of the divetopment
ofa researcherrolewhich supports such a stance_ Morcover, in investi_
gating inquiry- and discovery-based teachingit chose a lin€ of srudy
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$'hich caught the pedagogical implications of a variety of new curri-
cular developments, ard documented the difficuity of implementing
these in practice.

Cooper and Ebbutt (1974), two of the teachers involved, have
published a pape! on 'Participation in Acdon-Research as an In-
Sery;ce Experi€nce' in which they summarize theh conclusions as
follores I

r, We have fourd that it is possible to participate in action-r€search,
although the constraints of the day-to-day secondary school situation
tend to reduce iis efiectiveness.
2. So far lhe ?loject has made terchers hele think deeplt about thei!
methods md techniques. We feel that this and the discussions {hich
have followed such thoughts have beo very valuable.

3. The lesedch ha shoxD to us that the interpretation of interdews
with groups ofpupils, with or $ithout the teacher, must be treated r{ith

4. Thele is some evidence to suggest ihat a teache!'s iDtentions may not
be achieved because:

(a) fo. sorne reason the class misinterp'et hs alms
(b) he chooses the wrong method to implement his aims
(c) his seeminsly chance lema.ks couDteract some of his ains.

5. W€ believe that the ?roject is going to prove ertremely valuable for
io-service training, especialiy .3 it allows teaches to evaluate their own
pelformances, and to see andjrdge other teacheF at work.
6. We feel that teachers of i sensitive nature might not be suitable for
this t)?e of r$earch, or indeed for the subsequent in-seflice tmining
where similar tecluiques are to be used.

7. We believe that teachers taking part in a prcject of this nature need
caretul and slrnpathetic help as wetl as understanding, especially when
they ale eaposed for the tist time to feedback on their o$n lessoDs. This
cde 3nd help have been nuch i1r evidene in this research, but we feel
that others tfying to emulate the techniques used may need to be
r€minded that thele de dangerc. This is especially tlue when outside
ag€ncies come into the classroom situation.
8. Some of the teachers on the Project seem to have foutd it difrcult
to stand back from the classroom situation and idertify certain impor-
tant problems com€cted sith their teaching. This resalch has helped
them to become more a\tare that su.h problems qist.

9. We de pleased that this ploj€ct has brought research *orlers into
the school - it leens to have helped th€m to unde.stand our problems,
and helped us to undeistand theiB.

(Cooper and Ebbutt r94, ?oJr)

This estimate of the prcblems of research-based teaching is
perhaps a little optimistic, and theie are some signs of tension be-
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tween the roles of teacher and researcher. I believe. however. that it
is wonh facing r\ese ren. ions and .r tenprirg lo re.orf"  rhem. For
in (he end I  is diScult  to see how reaching car be :mp-oled o- ho$
cutr jculrr  proposJs ,  Jn be e\ aluated wi lbour srt f -mo1io- ins on rhe
pan oi  teac\er ' .  A r"sea,cl-  rradi t ion wt- ich js accessibte ro ieach"=
and which feeds teaching m\rst be created if education is ro be
sigrifi cantly improved.


