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’\Thfs 1study " represents. a- reflection on the  experience of

col]abprat1ng on two school-based action’ research progects. Nhat it
means for @ teacher and outside researcher to co]]aborate in actwon

'research emerged as a centra] quest1on. Actﬁon research conceived as

. o

an a]ternatlve to pos1t1v15t forms of educat1ona1 research, raises the!

Id

question of how col¥abordtion ought to be conducted. In - order _to

respect - .the qantexts, practices; knowledge, and normative bases . of

Y .
(k" N

~teach1ng, we are cha]lenged to reth1nk the meaning of collaboration. To
Ld1scoVer a ,shaced purpose in educat1ona1 reseamﬂs implies Athat the '

question of collaboration must be an open one.

The.coliaborative experience recountediin this“study took'the form ;
~ofi conversatipnslbetween‘each of the two teachers and the researcher.u
"The 'teachers“ observations and refiectibns about their action research .
projects became-the'content of the conversations. Transcripts of these

conversat1on5 became ‘a further text for 1nterpretat1on in, succeed1ng

e

meetnngs. The d1stanc1at1on created by written transcr1pts appeared to
enhance reflective ta]k between the ‘teachers and the researcher.

It was in this process that ‘the meaning of co11aborat10n emerged as ‘

2

an important quest1on. The conversatiaon began to be duided by- ObJects f-
meorta 1005 « |

of interest that went beyond the immediate situations, and towards monea’

shared . understandings. Through an- interpretatgve approachh’gxz =
) retavt ° 3
bein

researcher ”recognized three themes which are Suggested as

essential in the life world of teachers, but also find expression 1nithe~
) ’ N " .
concerns of researchers. The three themes d1scussed are pedagog1c hope,

) pedagog1c be1ng, and pedagogic know1ng. ‘ L o o, {
. % . . N . .»«, . ( ." T’\.;v';\""'

iv . . - . ' !

-/
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‘Tne meaning of co]]abdration 'can be further understood; b&
ref]ect1ng on the ten51ons ‘inherent" 1n‘the col]aborative exper1ence.
There is the ethical tenS1on of relating to the other. Tensions exist
also between knowing and doing, between di'fferent claims to truth, and

\\\/ln the struggle to become more cr1t1ca11y aware. The tens1on of
d1a1ogue marks\ the - poss1b111ty for conmunity. Viewed. th1s\ way,

collaborat1on 1mp11es an engagement in social raasoning educators

reason1ng together to 1mprove their understandings and practices.”

{

N
-

¥ -



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
T " . ' ' C
" This inqifiy into the meaning of collaboration would not have' been
possib1e without co]]aborat{ve effort, 1 am especially gratefu] to .

re ref]ections about

“John" _and "Cather1ne." Their w1111ngness‘toﬁsJ‘
¥4 hq :
the action research prOJects they welre.£SHEoER

the -content of this. thesis. The trips througﬁ the late. wﬂ}':i:“?‘:; b
‘ storms were worth it! _“”n | _ L ‘

11 wouTd like to thank Edmonton Pub11c Schools for a sabbat1ca1 in
’1986-87. It was great to have a year to talk about'teach1ng rather than
..having to do it! \ ” .

My thanks to Dr. Ken Jacknicke for tak1ng t1me from a busy scheduﬂe‘

to read the thes1s and for asking important and cha]]eng1ng quest1ons in

o

the oral. '

~-Dr. Ray Morrow offered incisime cdmmenss:thrdughout the writing of
the ' . thesis, and I part1cu1ar1y apprec1ated his efforts to encourage a
'more critical focus in my th1nk1ng. I gratefully aoknow]edge him for
“his substantive and practical adv¥ce. -

To Qr. Terry Carson, my,advisor during £he past year, 1 owe a
special debt of thanks. My 1nvo]Vement in the action research projec;s
was 1arge1y due to his initiative. with his ‘mentorship, my year at
un1vers1ty was product1ve and fulfilling. ' His encouragement and advice
were always truly pedagog1c.

zEncouragement and SUpport also came from my7wife Donna. Among many
other things, we share a concern for teaching. Her ab111ty to trans]ate

that concern into pos1t1ve practice cha11enges me to think more

concrete]y about the quest1on of co]]abdﬁ}§1on in act1on research.
» .

"1



.?"‘&ABLE OF CONTENTS o ,

CHAPTER | : “

L

11.

I1I.

Y

THE QUESTION OF COLLABORATION ll..l........C..'............'.

The Impetus for Asking the Question of Co]]aborat1on sravees

iAutob1ogradh1ca1'Sources for the Question of ColIaboration .

‘Origins of‘the Questioﬂ ef Collaboration-in Theory .a.....;.

The Emergeﬁce of the Quest1on in Practice ceseusssrssessonss

.The Emergence of the Question in Reflection and Writing ....

- DISCOVERING ORIGINS FOR THE QUESTION OF COLLABORATION IN

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH l.l.O'..lll.l.l...‘.l‘...’.l.ll..l... I"

Cr1t1que of Pos1t1v1st
Collaborative Action

ational SC1ence as a Basis for
Search ll'lt....l.l.l.l...;.‘.l...l..

1. The context’ of educat ] research T O PP
. )
2, Forms of knowledge ..

® 00 P 0s 00 ssOIRNIIOSCESIOEPIROPOIPEDS

3. Normative Foundations R S
4, Theory-Practice Relationship R A
Action Research: Historical and Conceptual Review «vevvvsss

The Question of Collaboration in the Literature: _
Rationales, Problems and ISSUES ceveseeccrcssosscocssosoncen

»Jhy CO]]aboration? ..Cl..D;l.'.ll....t'..l...0.0..0'0".,0.‘.

HOW CAN A COLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCE BE UNDERSTOOD7 THE

~QUESTION OF METHOD .l........"...l.'....C‘..‘i.......l.I..I‘

The Questfon of Method' Background to the Study esesrienes

"Attempting to Enter 1nt0'Conversation/Dialogue cecrsescscare

Interpretwng the Text of the Conversations cesosssencsssenee

L s

Turning and Return1ng to the Convensat)ons tesseasesrasssass

vii

13
18

- 20

20
21
23
25
28
30"

42
45

48

48
58
67
74



CHAPTER

I V"n

7\

VIO'

ot

" THE TALK OF A COLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCE ....................;

“John: Introducing a D1scovery Learnrng Approach in.a
H"gh SChOO] COmputer‘ PFOCESS C]éSS .\,..0....l....l‘....l... '

'

1.'\The concern for stuﬁents .......:.,..................... v

2, fgacher#act1v1ty as impos1hg & structure and questions
4 about What 1t means to teach .‘O..AIDOIOQOOOOO.DOCO-OQUO...

3. Théfcehtra]ity“of subjecz matter ;..:;...............;..
4, The nature of theorizing/reflection cesrsessssnscecanans

Catherine: Implementing a District Mandated Gifted

Program l.'l..i_..ll'l.l..........‘...»..l.'....Q.'.‘l.‘......‘.

1. How teachers deal with curficu]um Change ceecsoscecennss

2. COﬂcern'ﬂOF Chi]dren -,cl.o‘oof..occ.ot'..'...DO...QQ[O'

3. The nature of theBrizing/reflection ceveeevesseseesensss

4, The nature of colTaboration :;;....;......;......%......

What is tHe_Whét That We Talked Xbovt S

THEMES, OF A COLLABORATLVE EXPERIENCE vveevneneesrnaseoeses

a

PedagogiCHope ..l....l»..'.li....(.lO...ll...l..............l

PeaagogiC'BEing .-a.co.oqo,o}-oo.coaoonoo;or'onoooboooooon‘of

pedagogic Kn6W1ng '.ll..l..lIO..t..l.IQ....O"O.....IO..;I!.

' The Themes of Collaboration and the Question of

CO]]aboration ...............l...I:.O'.....'7........"'...rl

TENSIONS OF COLLABORATION 0.‘.0.0.....0......'.‘..lll.‘*:‘O.Qc...
working Relationship5° The Tension of Ethica1 Invoivement .

Theory Pract1ce Relationship: " The Tension of Knowiﬁg -and

Act1°n ......IO..‘........l.‘.........0............'..'..'..'

2
Epitemo]oglcal Questions: The Tension of What Kneuipdge

Counts ..I'.......C.l.....“‘.'..........l'..'..‘ ’Q~.......
- F

viii

PAGE

»
76

78

A

83
85
87

88
90
92
94
96
98

101
104
110
114
122
125
126
133

139



CHAPTER PAGE

Reflection: The Tension of Awareness ......................" 142
The Idea'of Community: The Tension of Djalogue ....J..,f...t 146

Conclusion: Tensjon of the Question .........;..,..t.....;. 150

-

NORKS CITED .Oo.n..toln.o..;..o...tliotc.ll.io.';..o..o“..o..lcl.. 153

P
I'\PPENDIC‘ES

-

Appendix 1: Sample Transcripts of Conversations

" .Appendix 2: Sample of Journal Reflections Shared with
John and Cather1ne )

Appendix 3: Samples of Correspondence with John and
Catherine ' o v

ix



. CHAPTER 1
THE QUESTIDN OF ‘COLLABORATION

. . :

The logos is common to all, but people behave as if each

had 3 private reason. Does it have to remain this way?

(Gadamer, 1984, p.87) ‘ '
\

1!

’

& /

‘The Impetus for asking the Question of Collaboration .
Collaboration 'in action research became a qdestioh of inquiry for
me through my interest'in learning about action researgh and actual
invo1vemen§ in th~teachef—initiateJ projects. This thésis represents a
ref%ectién onb that jnvo]vement. ‘Laarning about action research, and
‘ becoming invo1ved-{n some action research'projects brought the question

of collaboration to fhe fore.. " |

' My introductidh‘to action research prior to the experience related
in this thegis‘was through. graduate course work and a reaging of the
1iterafurer— One of the pr%mary source§ wh%ch helped form df theorefica%

understanding of action research was the work of Wilfred Carr and

!

..Stephen Kemmis, whoée main work, ‘Becoming Critical: Knowing Through

Action ‘Research'(1986), attempts to build a theoretical foundation for

educational action research. The definition of action research that Carr
and Kemmis offer is as follows:

Action research is simply (sic!) a form of self reflective
enquiry undertaken by participants in social situations in
order to improve the rationality and justice of their own
practices, their understandings of those practices, and
the situations ¥n which the practices are carried out.
(1986, p.1q2)

As appealing as this definition seems, Carr and Kemmis evince a

certain lack of reflectiveness in their use of the term "simply." What

@ w.
P
[

L

in theory appears rational and sensible, in practice soon becomes - very



- - '2
) \ !

muddled. | Certainly that wa§ the exper1en;e for those of wus th
at;empted to put action research into practice, whether as teachers
dging action research, or outside researchers attempting to work‘ with
teachers.
Especially from the perspective of an "outside" ' researcher, what
arose as a particular concern was the question of collaboratioq' in
educatioﬁal ~action’ research. More fundamentally, the question‘ asks
whether there may be a sﬁared purpose in the vocations of teachers and
researchers. The question'. asks whether people with diverse
responsibilities and interests can come together to inform and
understand gach other's theories and practices in order to improve
practice qnd build knowledge. This sense of collaboration in action
resear;h hints at an embodiment of collective understanding and

| interpretation oriented tb practice. As an idea, collaboration suggests
a "community of digcourse", and proposes a view of educationa]\ research
that is intégra]ly iﬁterpretative and practical. It could be said that
there is a comminal interest in discovering and fostering ‘a shared
purpose in education.

The 1idea of collaboration, however, remaingvan idea only without
its pracFice. Thus the question of collaboration also asks how we may
build collaborative inquiry within the practice of action research,

- Indeed, the quéstion asks more fundamentally whether collaboration 1s a
-necessary asbéct,of educational action research. So while the question
is fundamentally theoretical, it is also essentially practical. That
is, the question of collaboration asks whether action research can be a

‘ yiable form of educational research for teachers and university-based

]
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researchers. At\the same t1me there 1s the quest:on of how peop1e may

work together to 1mprove and understand educat1on. In an attempt to_-j

-

deve]op /co]laboration in actua] pract1ce and dea1 w1thf‘ specific
E s1tuat1ons anﬁ pnob]ems, the meaning-. of such collaborat1on, in the,'

context of actlon research becomes an. obJect for 1nqu1ry.
L . -

, Th1swu study represents an’ effort at. such an 1nqu1ry ' 1nto
co]laborat]on at two. 1evels. One is a recount1ng of the exper1ence of.
try1ng to estab11sh a co]]aborat1ve relatlonshlp 1n two act1on researchﬁ

'prOJects.. Through conversat1on and ref]ect1on, there is a]so a second'

B

‘1eve} which’ \\\auna of . 1nterpret1ng the experlence and approach1ng
';understand1ng of\collaborat1on.» It 1s poss1b1e therefore to suggest a

' ;tens1on between act1on and ref]ectlon two moments of exper1ence. some-

N

2 ¢
wou]df say are the cruc1a1 and d1st1ngu1sh1ng features ~of actlon"” o

'\ . e
\‘.\_,

~,research - ~.Jv\

. The use of the termx?tens1on" or “tens1ona11ty" to describe-'the

vv‘ re]at1onsh1p between the 1dea of.. coljaborat1qn and its pract1ce suggests

‘a dynam1c 1nterp1ay, a d1a1ect1c between the concrete and the abstract

©

(Aok1,' 1985), act1on and ref1ectJon. Collaborat1on as a tens1ona11ty
l'suggests that we dwe11ﬁxn that space between understand1ng--mak1ng sense
'-of pract1ce--and the ’g{ag;1ce 1tse1f. For educat1ona] researchers

PE

1nterested in acéion research there may be an 1nterest jn“ 1nfor

3E school pract1ces, to make theory reTevant for teachers, or to “develop

more effect1ve modes of 1mp1ementat1on and curr1cu1ar change. - For

teachers there may be an 1nterest in profess1ona1 grow{h/ﬁto make more' x S

d T

”man1fest tac1t know1ng about the1r ways of _teach1ng, /and to f1nd

'”1egft1macy for ;the1r theortes of teach1ng. Abo CR al1 'fthe
» T ST - A R !

o~
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 respects 1nd1v1dua1/and profess1ona1 1ntegrity.a

cngerSattons with - the two teachers in th1s study show there s the

practical and simu}taneous]y ethical -concern‘ for -their students
reflected in teachers' 1anguage.= | S |
In the practice and theory of collaborative action research there
. , o e v

Vvis “a-ftens%on between know1ng and _doing, theory and' practice. " The

2

suggestion that” -in-action research both researchers and teachers V%{e-

’

‘oriented to. theory and pract1ce is a]so to ask how they are be1n@f

oriented and; to .questlon“the assumpt1ons"beh1nd the1r respectiﬁe

A3 ——

‘interests.. . The tension 1s ref]ected in renewed 1nterest in‘ acfion

. « 3
research, emerg1ng out of a profound d1strust and d1ssat1sfact1on with

more "trad1t1ona1" forms of educat1ona1 research. In seek1ng to .recast

‘the relat1onsh1p of theory and pract1ce act1on research may/be seen as
.an a]ternat1ve to- forms of research which have tended to promgte ..

. techn1ca1 soYut10ns--l1near means-ends prob]em so1v1ng a/oroaches--wh1ch

/

'doften denyifthe‘pract1ca1vknow1edge and understand;nés of educational

.'p?actioners.: o o R 1/

'James Bowen - (1982) argues that as we appnoach the twenty f1rst

®,

century we st111 1ack a coherent educat1ona1 theory as we cont1nue to
. k2 -

ﬁ]ounder in. the dua11sm of theory. and practmce wh1ch pos1v1t1vism 1n"

& 1

‘educat1ona] research eﬁfects. From a éeacher S»po1nt of view, action'

research creates 6pportuhities for overcoming"such dua]ism. Action

researCh "offers a way to 1mprove teach1ng and create an awareness that

N
~

., In more concrete terms, action: research prov1des a possibi]ity to}

’ counter the "desk1111ng" of teachers (Apple,_1981) wh1ch some observerS»

believe has be come a.qua11ty oa>teachers. exper1ences as education
CEo - S N L = )

/
o ‘



-

-~

-1

-

D

succumbs to seem1ng]y greater adm1n1strat1ve and po]itica1< contrb1.

Interest -in act1on research is ra1sed by quest1ons such as the one Tom

McConaghy (1987) asks,‘“how do we free teachers from the bureaucrat1c

contro] ;that is strang]1ng them7" Th1s quest1on prompts as .well the

further quest1on co]1aborat1on and how co]]aborat1ve act1on research.,

=_may encourage)more holistic and democrat1c forms of engaged 1nqu1ry.

Yet,‘ the adopt1on of action research as a strategy raises as many

quest1ons, perhaps many more than rema1n1ng w1th the status quo of

educatonal 1§aearch, curr1cu}ar change;hi i schoo]
' improvement.“ On the;theoretica1‘1eve],‘th many” concept1ons of
action research, and within thoSe'conception‘ 'dfff" f _‘eoret1ca1v

assumptions :that may or may not differ:rad

y-%rom more'htraditnona1v

"forms of " ‘doing research and encourag1ng 1mp1ementat1on.. There are

‘ "strong" and "weak“'concept1ons of act1on research wh1ch may or may not

Lo

question more,geperal ep1stemoJog1ca1‘assumpt1ons (Peters and Rob1nson,
1984). N o

" The ways know]edge and its purposes are conce1ved a,tmp1tcattons
for the form and pract1ce of act1on research proaects. On a pract1caT
IeVe], T:ve methodology“ of action research assumes certa1n k1nds -of

relationships that are.centralzto the quest1on of <tollabpration, that

is, -what col]aboration‘means and how it is practiced. Moreover, - even.
’ v ‘. - -

‘the adopt1on of a certaln concept1on of act1on research' does not mean .

| e’th@t in its practice trad1t1ona1 re]at1ons of dominance, theory' oVer

pract1ce for examp]e, are avoided. The dom1nat1on of theory is one of

-Lthe criticisms that Gibson . (1985) for 1nstance, mak es of Carr s and

‘ ¥ \
Kemmis's ‘idea of act1on research as a praxis for critical theory.



L do1ng in educat1ona1 research and pract1ce.

Thus, the notion of tens1ona11ty a]so suggests the need to.question
our assumpt]ons and procedures in action research. . This becomes~4ﬁﬁ§;J;
pertinently alive whenewe ask the quest1pn of how people from insife :

\sch601s and outside\may work‘together. My study attempts to QUeetion
',what“iit 15 " that draws peop]e_to collaborate and what cb]labdrative

effort means to the people 1nvo1ved.

- »

'Act1on research and\the question -of co11aboration finds nurturance,
I'-heTieve, hn other veins ot edrricuTum theory; &urricufuh‘ theorists.
whiting‘frbm'the "reconceptua]ist" persbective'have recodnized the need‘
to. return. to an understanding of er\r1ence at the 1eve] of practice

/

(Pipar and Grumet, 1981) and. to examine those underst d1ngs through ‘the

1med1um of autobiography and 11fe h1stor1es (Grumet, 19815 woods, 1986).
From the, reconceptualist perspective'it'wod]d be 1egitimate, therefore,
to take: a "detour" through one's own experience to "re-search" the
orjginS‘df the questions,we ask. lAs important 1§’the recognition of the
contexts we Jork"id;‘ and the developmenté and uhderstandings in
| educatidn that have led us to question meanings and - practlces. From
those ‘Var1ous perspect1ves, th1s study has led to. cons1der1ng

'collaboration 1n action research as an a]ternat1vé way of thlnk1ng and ‘

A

Autobiographica%-SOUrces for the Question of Co11aboratidn

It Qas “through an- 1nterest in peace(educat1on that I was f1r§t
1ntroduced to the notton of act1on research, In fact, my 1nit1a1 thesis
interest was to be an attempt to 1nqu1re 1nto the implementation of
peace eduqat1on through action research. Allstrongi appeal of this

. prOpoéa] was to be a co]laborative effort between]_classroOm"teachers[t



university professors‘and graduate students'uith a common ‘interest in
peace. education. As a teacher: just emerging from the classroom for\va
year, the col1aborat1ve notion seemed to address the chronic' isolation
that seems to be a truism of teachers' work1ng 11ves. Add1t1ona11y,, in
my exper1ence at 1east peace education had 1acked a sound pract1ce,

cqllaborat1ve 'actjon research seemed to prom1se a way of actually
[ . : ; . ’ ] o . -

putting ideas into practice.

My interest in action' research as an approaCh to developing

understand1ng and creating. genu1ne change 1n my?fc1assroom represents

R ¥

~then as much a Journey based on persona1 concerns aoxthose developed in

educat1ona1 research 11terature. As a teacher, I haVe been " 1nterested

in the prob]em of curr1cu1um ¢hange and 1mp1ementat1on--a basic drive |

for me has been and st111 is to become a "better" teacher, whatever that

" may mean. The interest in peace education .derives as muci from my

persona]r'yiew of the world as it does for a concern for chi1dren\ and

theirv futures. In- terms of education this means the necessity to

< reflect on both the content and context of teaching, developing a better

understanding of how certain ideas may be put into everyday practice.
~In fact, thinking about peace education and attempting to integrate .

notions. of peace 'into my teaching or into specific curricula or ‘even

lesson plans created considerab1e tension between my conceptioh of peace

and my effort at teaching 1t an awareness that’ brought me to thinking

- about action research Nork4ng on my own as a teacher 1t was w1th“ _

difficulty and frequent d1sappo1ntment that I attempted to teach "for
peace".  For instance, I taught in a s1tuation where various forms of

violence seemed . ‘endemic to a*cons1derab1e number of students ' 11ves.



Whether we th1nk of. the. more abstract sense of g1oba1 vio]ence, or more

concrete]y, fam11y v1olence and f1ght1ng ‘between students, the very 1dea

‘of peace education is cha11enged by theselleve1s¢of reality. | R

t - When 1 think back now on how I thought about peace education, my

attempts at teach1ng peace was done very unref]ectﬁve1y. That 1s, I did

: not try to become more aware of the situat1ons students were 1n, their

/
meanings, ° and their degrees of_consc1pusness of ~the 1language that

’

expressed their understandings.. Cou]d I have 1earned"more from the

students first? °D1d I understand the context of their understandings’

“Did 1° really have an understand1ng of peace~eL¢peace education myse1f?

‘More concretely what were conditions llke in. my classroom that

faci1itated or undermined peace éducatinn? These are onki)a few, sti11

very ’genera1,' questions 1I.ask myje]f now. Such questions Amay _have

helped to open up some w1ndows to awareness. | |
The -point of this is that it would not have been very ‘helpful to

have just applied a theory of peace education, or even d preédesigned

curriculum, since there was a gap‘between:my own theory and practice.'7

In other words this was ‘an example of an educat1ona1 problem, when a
teacher's expectat1ons do not match w1th what actua]]y happens (Carr and

Kemmis, 1986, p. 110) It is this kind of prob]em_‘Carr and -Kemm1s

‘ cons1der to be the concern of an adequate educat1ona1 sc1ence that s,

a concern about how the teacher can become more ref]ective and how _the
gap between his or her'theory and practice can be reduced.

My initial research.interest as a graduate student returning "to

university for a year was to "study" peace education, thatgis to learn

‘and’ think more about the possibilities of deveTopind’?f‘practice fpr;'
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‘. ‘ T '3

-

teaching peace in the c1assroom.' As 1 beganlto'th1nk.about the problem

of ‘incorporating peace education into my own practice, the more

fmportant it -seemed to research what that practice actua]]y was and

_ interested in the prac;fce‘of peaceweducation. 

- could be and to find the open1ngs that might lead to-change. Under]yfng

the possib111t1es for peace educat1on, 1 came to be1ieve, wa@ the need

to become a more reflect1ve practioner in .the c]assroom. Moreover,
‘there was a veny_oontrete concern of how*that could be achieved working .

~ with others, particularly other teachers. and'ﬁ;nivgrsity researchers

o

Origﬁns of the Question of Col]aboratiohvin Theory
The qhestion of co]]aborétion'aTso asks how the divide' separatiﬁg
theory frqm'practfce or university research from school concerns can be
crosSed more brave]y than seems to be the éase at the»present. This gap
is ev1dent in the 1jierature on school and curricular change and this

]1terature is r2p1ete with examples of how curricular innovations hinge

" .on -teachers' med1at1on5-3 Fullan's (1982) ‘exhaustive ana]ysis;: of

curriculum implementation projectslaonfirms_the centrality of meaning

teachers assign to curriculum and change; and hence.how such change is

=9 ~

mediated by teéchers., As Fullan concludes, *Educational change depends

_on what teachers do and think--it's as simp]e and'as“tompTex as 'that"

(1982, P. 107). Fu]]an echoes other writerns who ﬁpeak. to the

- relationship between research and change. Stenhouse, for. example,

v

wrote,. "It 1is teachers who, in the end, will change the world "of the.
school by understanding it" (Rudduck and Hopkins, 1985, p. 56).
The apparent teacher-centeredness of these conceptions may seem

rather narrow, but they do orient our thﬁnking"ab0ut. the 1ocus‘ of
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change, and the importance of the meaning that involved individuals have
for their vocations. It is hardly a simpfe metter, and recegn1zes too

_ the comp1exity of schools, classrooms, and teathing. what Sarason (1982).

terms the. cu]ture of the school. -The literature on schoo1 change and’
»

culture supports the position that: theory and know1edge ‘require”

development from the perspectives of practioners and from within the i

contexts they work. Thé failure of research to accomplish this leads to
continued dashing of the hopes for reform. Reflecting on this problem,

E111ot writes, -

The fundamenta] problem of curriculum reform 11es in the

" clash between the theories of.the reformers and those
implicit, often unconsciously, in the practice of
teachers. Reformers fail-to realize that fundamental.
changes in classroom pract1ce can be .brought about only if
teachers become conscious of the latter theories and are
ag]e to reflect critically about them (E111ot, 176-77, p.
2). : : ' .

The ‘concern Elliot and others have expressed is a clarion call for
outside researchers interested 1n educational improvement to seek

collaboration. It is a call to deepen our understanding of change and
N r“) )

its poss1b111t1es, and to begin to discover questions in the pract1ces"

" of teachers. ;

The ]ack;of reform in schools has ‘also received notab]e treatment

in the more critical educationa1 literature. While radical critiques of

the educat1ona1 system serve to explain the fun¢t10n1ng ‘of education on ©

a structura] level, those. "macro” level cr1t1ques also serve to 1gnore
the poss1b111t1es for deve]op1ng what Aronow1tz and Giroux call "the
" question of internal counterhegemon1c moments within school knowledge"
(1987, p.l15). what they term the "agony of marxist and rad1ca1 socta!

theory" refers to a form of discourse that often prevents conceiving 'of
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change within institutions. This is a concern.shared by Flitner:
“Sharing the daily needs of educat1on and the reconstruction of . the
common educat1onal tasks has 1agged far behind the criticism" (1982,

p.70). In these cr1t1ques of critiques of educat1on ‘there is a des1re

to discover a "language of poss1b111ty (Aronowitz and Giroux, 1987,

p.33), and a formof "right action" based on an understanding of the

ived experience of the school (Flitner, 1982).

A "language of the possible" and the search -for "right* action"
resides as 'possibility in 3qtion research‘aE praxis. - One of the
critiques that’proponents of ;ctibn research offer’ is that educational

& -
research in the ma1nstream has purpose]y withdrawn from actual pract1ce.

The scientific claim to value- neutra11ty, is one that a practioner of

(=]
action researcher would deny as va]id. Deeper analyses emphasize that

"for too long 'thought' and 'practice' have been set apart," that we

need to consider possibilities for “contextualizing 'thought' and

'practice’," which recognizes the necessity for an "emic" perspective in
research (Aoki, 1985), = The perception of -the distance between

educatiomal theory and educational realities, what Carson (1986) calls

the “gap between theory . and practice "is also the. gap  that

5011aborat1on. in ‘idea and actua] pract1ce ‘wishes to br1dge. This_,gap .~.

directs our attent1on to the quest1on that Torbert (1981) asks "Why
hasn't past educat1onal research taught us better educat1ona1 pract1ce?" .
The tentative embrace of collaboration as an aspect of action
research is  evident in Carr's and Kemmis's -effort to develop a
eheoretical gyounding for action research. Their wefk in particular,

e

provided one of the challenges to inquire into the meaning of
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collaboration in the present study. There is an & regofved»Ambiguity in

Carr's and Kemmis's concebtion of co11aborationrtﬁgt must be- considered

both in the context of their own work, and in at{p
action research in our own situations.
) :

~0n the one hand, Carr and Kemmis

essentially and necessarily participailwf;'

... precipitates collaborative involvéméht in the féf'gich process 1in
" which the research process is extended .towards :inﬁluding all those
involved in, or affected by, the action" (1986, p.199). .}hjs conception
of collaboration leans heavily on Hdbeﬁmas's notion of the "ideal speech
situation"”, in which equals can éngage-in "practical discourse" as a way
“of coming to truth f(BernStejn, 1986).“E'Carr and - Kemmis propose a
concéption of cb]]aborétion'that has as its requirement democra£1c, non -
dominating fdrms of articipation; "it recognizes that conditions for
investigating the trS;r'of knoQ]edge claims are ‘also théAcond{tions_ for
‘democratic particsbafibn incritical discussion" (Carr and.Kemnis,.1986,
p.199). |

| On the other hénp thé idea of collaboration that Carr and Kemmis

- propose makes problematic the role that outsiders can play in action -
research, Carr and Kemmis do not d{scount what outside researcher§ may
contribute, but do consider it prob]emati; because thé traditional
educational community has tghded to reflect ihe gap between theory aﬁd
practite, and the interests, roles, responsibilities, and power 1mp11c1t

in that-gap. From the critical theory perspective this is a gap that

militates against free and critical discourse which is considered to be-
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y

\
a neEessary'Eondftion for promotiﬁg awareness and emanc1paﬁion:(Carr and
Kemmis, 1986, p.199-202). ~ * | e
| The literature rééounting ekperie;cés with collaborative ,acfion
research does reflect, consciously and not, the problem with
collaboration that Carr and Kemmis alert us to. In" the following
‘chapter this will bevreviewed in gfeater défa{l, but brief]y for now; it
is possible to out]fne some of the main boSitdons. Some writers discuss
co]]aborétion uncritically, assuming the priority lof traditional
research 'concerns and viewing schools as sites for résearch;° and
teachers ~ as pahtgers who ,have‘ the practical interests and

responsibilities. A variant of this is the concern that teachers do not

‘use university-generated research, and the proposal that collaborative

: _ I
research is one means around this perceived impasse.

Other writers, from\;more critical or reflective viéws do
acknowledge the‘ difficultfes with doing) co11abqrative - research,
sométimes, offeringm lists of practical .idéas for initiating' more
effective collaboration. . In genera]é however, théré’was.litt1e in JtHE'
1i§grature’that helped to come to an understanding of co]]aboration tﬁét
“. could guide its actual practice, especially in terms of collaboration
with  teachef-initiated action 'fesearch. The ‘Qhortcomings of thg
- Titerature ih~ this respect also means the need to éistinguish

collaborative action research from other forms of collaboration in

reSearcgf ; 't

The Emergence of the Question An Practice
) \

‘It is interesting to note that the question of collaboration became
| ‘ A .

one of the more contentious ones in the Ed. C.l. graduate course I was a

.
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student in and which explored action research as an alternative mode of
“inquiry into curriculum implementation. Because action research may
question the institutionalized dominance of the university researcher,
collaborative effort involving university researchers and teachers wis
considered potentially problematic by the participants in the class. In
trying to develop a cohcegfion of ;ngaboration (themé-, had been no
‘practice of it at that stage); there ;éemed~to be qgny#Zerab1e emphasis
on the criteria.of‘equa1ity of ."inside" and "outside"“researchers, but
a1§p the %robab1e difficy]ty, in reality, of achieving thaf. There was
a difficulty accepting a notion of collaboration whereby participants
might be "separate but equal.” The separation between responsibil%ties
suggested an immutable inequa]ity,‘perhaps ref]ecting the tension of the

L

gap between theory and practice. » —

The question of collaboration explores the tensiona]ity in that gapz
between theorética] and experianttal perspectives, Inr turn, thesé
pefspectives are developed both from the 1i£erature on action research
and immediate experiences. The literature oh collaborative action
research provfdes accounts of research projects involving collaboration
as well as theoretical reflection on the notion of collaboration.
Experiencg§ also allow for é re-telling as well as further reflection
and theorizing. | »

For me the question of collaboration emerged more out of necessity
than 1ntent.h This thesis owes its outcome to an involvement 1 was
offered by participating in an of f-campus gréd;ate seminar dealing wiih
action research, .One of the features of_thisi'COursev was that the

teachers enrolled . in the course were engaged “in actual
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research/implementation projects in their schools. One of my tasks, so

to speak, was to engage collaboratively with two of the teachers.. John,

a high school teacher 6f computer' processing, was interested in

: ~~
implementing a problém solving approdch in in his classes. Catherine, a

resource . or "caté1yst“ teacher in her elementary school was working ony

}

the implementation'of a gifted program. .
Even though it was initially tempting to treat col[ggoration as a

technical problem that could be sg]ved through application of rules, it

-soon became appérent in.the projects in which I became involved that .

‘there was a dynami¢ whi¢h called for‘something else than a technical

golution. My initial inferest ﬁn'the action research projects was in
the action research _process itgelf, Qnd not necessarily the actual
content dfvthe changes of the persons:1 was collaborating with. When |1
initially begah COnv?rsatjons with John and Catherine, the two teachers
:I “collaborated" with, 1 felt a little frustrated, becCause it was not at
all clear what wé\werercollaborating,on.

/
My interest, uncritically examined, was the ‘"what" of action

8

research and collaboration, as in "what is action research in practice,"

for. example. However, the "what" of ouf di

moments of action research, or the

what the nature of giftedness mighf e, what prob m:sqlving eotailed,
\ ' i

how one could teach with certain i ind, and so on. Thus as

an outside collaborator it became necessary for me to enter into the

world of meaning and the agtuil experience of each teacher's  situation, -

in order to understand "what" was being researched.

ussions was not the

7
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Relevant to my concérns was that in some accounts of colYaborative
action research there is also a realizatton that the meanings of
qp]1aboration and action research cannot be taken for granted.
Participants, may have different interpretations of what 1is {involved.
Jus; focusing o action research and collaboration‘as technical problems °
to be solved, and solutions to be implemented, may obsé:re the deeper
questions o(‘fhe meaning of research, what it is for,kand whether action
research can respejx and join persons of dig}erent interests. The
question s a]so ratsed as to whether collaboration cpn be established
by the application of ru]es learned from research in other situations or
whether the very® nqt1on of collaboration requires careful examination
and thought in each context.

| The discussion above represents a brief backgrqund to the situation
I found . myself in at the beginning of the project in which I became
involved. At the  outset, diverée strands of understandings (and
misunderstandings!), influences, and experiences awaited weéving into
some coherent pagiern. To arrive at an understanding of action research
in practice, and how an outside researcher could collaborate w{fh
teachers 1in schools was my primary expectation. With eager
anticipation, I began to ask questions of my teacher co]]aboratgfs, to

A

find out how they were "using" action research. Yet, the essential

5 . N
questions remained outside of my awareness: who were the weavers, an&
. ]

what was the Tloom? Underlying the technical interests in action
research there Qere other questions to be asked that could stand as

guides for'deve]dping what collaboration might mean.
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‘“5 quest1ons (Gadamer‘, 1986 P 325) : In other words, as I» understand

. Gadamer to be say1ng, in order to d1scove77‘hat co11aborat1o meant to

*fco]laborat1on to beg1n to f]our1sh., "” e

what Bernste1n terms 'aﬁf extended~ and open d1a1ogue based

us; -we had to quest1onf3ur s1tuat1ons. We had to broaden oyr hor1zons

’_Aof understand1ng. Thlnk1ng in those terms al]owed the quest1on of

: "
The fabrlc of our exper1ences of col]aborat1on over the course of

R

: the prOJect, as yshort in t1me a 1t was, began to emerge vas
'V'conversation. Conyersatibn a1lowed the quest1on of 6011aborat1on to-

’come to-the forefront. whether we ever ach1eved "true conversat1on '

background of 1ntersubJect1ve agreements and a tactt ‘sense of re1evance

'(Bernste1n, 1983 p 2)"e 1s st1lT an open quest1on for me. Gadamer

sUggests that "To conduct a conversat1on means to a]]ow onese]f to be

N A

‘conducted by the obJect to wh1ch the partners in the conversat1on are_ -
d1rected" (1986 ‘P 330) In: my d1scuss1ons with - John and Catmar1ne'

f,there were g]1mmer1ngs, I be11eve, of obJects wh1ch began to focus ourjf

attent1on. It was perhaps a st111 1arge1y tac1t 1dea of what we were

do1ng co]]aborators in act1on research As 1ncomp]ete ‘as our .-
jvtapestry may seem; there was neverthe]ess -an- emerg1ng pattern, a.
. movement between our 1mmed1ate experaences and understand1ngs, and 4a; -

;more general overarch1ng concept1on of what 1t m1ght mean to be better

, ',teachers and a hope ﬁor students to be better 1earners.

The tension of the th1s movementf through our most]y 1mmanent

conversations seemed to po1nt to a meaning of research in educat1on that

% L ) oo . :
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Gadamer advises that,. "We cannot have exper1ences wi thout 9asking‘,'

- a ' ‘

a

act1on research may prov1de a means to uncover. D1a[pgue as a ore]at1on o
o ) . o N I
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T'between teachers “and outs1dE«researchers a]so opens the"qUestion -of

sy : )

'co]]aborat1on, and an attempt to uncover ‘what it means for a teacher and

out51de researcher to co11aborate in an gtﬁhon ‘research progect Nhi]ev-

v,our goals may u1t1mate1y be cr1t1ca1 awarenesi:;ndcchange the question
‘.a1so po1nts us to the necess1ty fog§1nterpre t1va exchange and * mutual

»_understand1ng, a task th1s study, at 1east 1n concept1on, '1s oriented

tO. . ':

f«..

The Emergence of the Quest1on Jn Ref]ect1on and Wr1f1nq

At the outset‘of my: 1nvo1vement with, John en? Cat =zrine and their

’ act1on research progacts, L had neither a p]an r %ind as to how I

i cou]d co]]aborate, nor an intention to research" that experience. -in

: meaning‘of collaboration.,

order to write a, thes1s. The 1dea-for bas1ng my thesis on" the
c011ahoratiwe experience%»came well after the 1n1tJat1on of  the
experience." |

Genera11y speak1ng, I was very 1nterested in knowing whether act1on

research cou]d rea]]y make a- d1fference ina teacher s- practwce, and I,

. d1d4~haye 'a_ thes1s 1nterest from that po1nt of view. ‘ Engag1ng in

_coIJaboration, however, _began,to_ra1se the’ question.of “how . we cou]d'[ ’

actua1ly zcdllaborate and what that would“mean. Without understanding |

o those\ quesQ1ons I began to engage’in conveﬁsations with John and ’

\_ ‘"\ .
Cather1ne., Those conversat1ons became the bas1s for ref]ecting on the

their actnon research projects, as well as for Qurvreflections on ‘the

P

My reflections on the,experienCe of collaboration, and my attempts

‘to' write about those experiences became guided by: the “qdestion‘ that

s v ) : : .
stands as the challenge for this thesis: A -

)

-
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What does 1t mean for an outside researcher and teacher to ,
co11aborate on.an action research project? ' . -

Subsumed under this. main quest1on, are questlons. about ‘how
co11abbnatjve action ”resea}ch ‘may differ from “normal® ~educational
research,‘ what it'is‘that may dréw teachers and outsiders together fo-
research pragtjce;‘and whqtf%ensjonsvire inherent in’the co1]abdrati~e i
gxperignce; o ' o | f‘ ;;. '

The question of the mean1ng of co]]aborat1on in action “research

~.

will , be fo]]oﬁ&g th(yﬁgh the rema1n1n§\chapters,_as 11sted below. The
organ1zat1on of this thes1s ref]ects that sgarch for mean1ng, as’ we]T as
recounting ~of how I came to phe quest1on and its 1mp11cat1on§ for
'bractice.~ R - |

]

~Ch, 2: Discovering Origins'fbr the Qdestibn,of Co11aborat§6n‘in
'Educationa1ﬂResearch

‘-

~ Ch. 3: How Can“a Collaborative Experience Be Understood? The

Question of Method.
Ch. 4: The Talk of a Co]]aborative,Expe}iencé"

~ Ch. 5:‘The§é's of a Collaborative Expertence

, Ch.‘G: Tensions of qulabokation L=



CHAPTER 2

DISCOVERING ORIGINS FOR THE QUESTION OF COLLABORATION IN
EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH

'But our wealth of facts is not necessar11y a wealth of
thoughts. (Schrag, 1980 p:2) ~ .
It is not enough that teachers work should be studied:
they ?eed to study it themselves. (Stenhouse, 1975,
p.143 o :

Critiq;e of Positivist Educational Research as a Basis for Col]aborative

| Action Research K ' _ |
| Fostering 1nterest in action research and the question of -
collaboration 1s the burgeon1ng critique of what may be 1oose1y cal]ed
;the positiyist approach to understahd1n;‘1n educational research. In
‘.the ‘context of fhis study, the imeertance of'_the critique is a
foundatiohh in theory‘proyided for cbliaboratiVe'actieh research' as.xan
alternative form of research to the positfwist approach.’ My interestvin\‘
providing a brief analysis of the critique of posit{vism is to assfst!in’
an understanding.for the practice of col}ahératfoh in action research.
. In so doing, I realize I am not acknow]edging the full ‘diversity and
comp]ex1ty of the pos1t1ons gurrent]y extant in educat1ona1 research,
"There are wr1ters wh %ee 1n action. research the possibility 'of
deve]op1ng a pract1ce for the more theoret1ca1 p051t1ons counter1ng the‘
~positivist or emp1r1ca1-ana1yt1c approach‘tO; educatighal 'research.v
considered the domihantﬂparadigm‘fn North.America (Aoki, 1985, p.12);- I
_amsinteres;ed especia11y in how thé idea and éxperience of collaboration
relates to the conduct of"action researchkconceived'as a potentia]]y v
a]ternacive paradigm .in educational research: |

20 . ;
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The .critique of positiviSm in educational science fo]]oWSf’severa]

étrands of thought. Acknowledging the risk of oversimplification, I
understand these.=;o be as follows: i; the context of educat1ona1
research; 2, the forms of knowledge appropriate to educat1ona1 WOrk--the_
epistehologica] questioni 3. the interests tﬁif are intr1n51c tp ;he
educat1gga1 enterpr1se- the inherent purpose and normat1ve foundaé{;n of
education, and 4. “following 1ntr1n51ca11y from the above, the
relationship between theory and practice. These strands come to “mind
\particujarly-When thinking fbput action research. Aétion‘reseafch Qrows
"out of a concern for building appropriately -éontextua1ized. knowledge

which can normatively guide pract1ce. As points of focus for a critique

of educat1ona1 research in the ma1nstream they point to the underlying

e o S
question of the meaning and possibility of colla i=ion -in" action
research. )
1.. The Context of Educational. Research : > .

One of the important criticisms of the positivist approach 'in
educational science is’ that it seeks to produce ;know]edgev_tﬂat is
COntext ffee, 'produced with,thé‘aim of being universally applicable.
’MiSh]er ca]]s this "context stripping": "As theoriéts and researcher§;
we tend to behave as if éontext were the enemy of understand1ng rather
than the reSOurce for understand1ng which it 1s'1n our everyday 1jves
(ﬁjsh]er,‘1979, p,25. A consequence of this k{nd of orientation is that
in terms of ;ducation; the school, c]assrbom, students'and-teacheﬁs are
'i“viewed;as an objectifiedAworld to be apbrehended through meq§ufement oh.
other forms of resear;h methodo1ogy. Ih”theApositiviit appboach,. the"A
,regearcher_'sténdsv}apart, distanced and rdetachéd; Thgﬁ%ypﬁsitivist

7.
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appﬁoéch suggests ‘a relationship of researcher as subjett to the
researched as- objects. Such a stance-may abort cq]lébohative ‘effort
conceived in terms of'a dialogical relationship right from the staﬁt.’.

Views critical of the decontextualized approach that posftivis

13

fosters in educational' research stress instead the importance of

-

experiential sounces for undérstahding: van Manen (1984) speaks for
e;amp1e, of'greaté} acceptance of theories of the "unique" recognizing

particular pedagogic situations. Such a view emphasizes an

2

‘interpretative turn for educational science, which challenges the

positiVist approach “"by stressing fhe ways in which the subjective
1nterbretations of educational practioners are constitutive of

>edu;ationa1 realities" (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.98).

In a more general sense -the notion of context suggests the

necessarily social ubaéisviof education and what that implies for .

’undgfstahd{ng. That is to say, the mganjngs'that people hold for -things
. educgtioné] aré"ﬁot‘for%s of‘ objeptified know]edge; but _rather,‘ are
meanings of somethiﬁg, and_moreovehlfhese meanings are for subjséts, who
“can share méanings‘in;ersﬂbjectivé]y.A Charles }ay1dr (1979) considers
the pbsitivist épprqacﬁ in the human.sciences of beinq _1ncapab1e=~of

seeing szgfal reality as intersubjective. It has instééd a tendency to
view humans only as individua]‘actors or "respon@enﬁg“ (Sanford, 1970).
It is suggestive, in this djscussion of the 1mport§n§e of context, that
- the Latin origin of context denotes the idéa' of "weaving togéth;r;"
signaling the jmportdnce of cbﬂgiderihg how people 1n£eract with. each

other and their situations.
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fThere is another sénse alsb in which.poéitivist educational science

_tends to ‘ignore contextg‘andiparticuTar situations and that 1is the

tendency to adopt‘and rely on concepts and methods estab1ishedaby other
sciences.. Flitner asks: ‘ _ “ : -

by continuing to pursue the concepts, constructs, research
_ models and methods .of other disciplines, have we not lost
“our indigenous elements-altogether, or dismembered and
distorted them in such a way that they fit into forms of -
- thinking and processing in which they may look nice .and
scientific, but have scarcely anything to do with th
problems of education? (1982, p.65) ‘ .

Flitner gives the example of "social class" as a concept that may be

used in education, but' one that tend§~to geherd]ize Eharacteristicg of

b *

childrén without consideratfﬁn- of their. reél life situations and
pdnticq]ar'coﬁtexts. Stones (1986) finds'that experihenta]. educational
research fréduenf]y overlooks the "pedagogical dimensibp," that is, én
understandingnof what it actually means to "teach" or t6 "lgarn“;

Like Flitner, Schrag (1980), in a more general critique of - the

: humah'scien;es also sees the need to return to an understanding of lived .

experience.. He considers that the human sciences espeCié11y- those in,

the positivist vein tend to impose conceptual blindfolds on the way we

'see the world. In terms of edycationaT science, both Flitner and Schrag

raise the question of what constitutes a more foundational” or

originative inquiry and how we may become more aware of situated-

knowledge, free of conceptual prisms that tend to either distort‘knowihg

‘or alienate it from its source.

2. Forms of Knowledge

The queéstion of the source of knowledge also raises the .issue of

what is valid educational knowledge. This is the epistemologicél

s
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' question in .educational science:' Critics of the positivist approach in

~ educational research maintain that tHe knowledge produced by that

or1entat1on tends to be "obJective" and reductionist, taking the form of

_ "hypothet1co-deduct1ve statements“n about social rea11ty (Aoki, 1985;

- Carr

[y

and Kemm1s, 1986) “Such knowledge may be said to be objective in

its claim to exist independently of the observer (Friedmann 1979), and :

reductionist in the sense described above, where actions and meanings

become. decontextualized and treated as data. -Typicallyi; according “to

\l’\ )
Carr and Kemmis

cee scient1f1c enquiries proceed by proposing thofheses,
preferably in the form of universal laws which can be
assessed by comparing their deductive consequences with
the results of observations and exper1ments (1986, p.63).

As Carr and Kemm1s emphas1ze th1s approach 1eads to separating so—

A

called observab]e knowledge from va]ues, normative claims or 1deo1og1ca1

pos1t1

ons. It also tends to ignore, as has been argued the contexts of '

such know]edge.

¢

Critics of the positivist approach also question the relevance for

educat1on of the form of exp]anat1on that such an approach seems to

engender. Exp]anat1ons are in the form of "scientific laws, ' whicn

“express an unrestricted universality jn that they claim to - truys for

any place -at any time. They express, in short, some 'sc-. nomric

necess

ity' (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.65). The "necessi " pat “a= .
(Ca . The |

and Kemmis speak ‘of .usually takes causal forms, which whe: aprlied <o

educational situations qgsumes an invariability and uniformity I uman

action

<

and behav1our. Indeed, in Taylor's words, this form of

exp1anation "tr1es to reconstruct social reality as consist1ng of brute

data

alone (Taylo?i ﬂ1979, p.53). In other ‘words, the _positjvist

)



;TN

25

épproach cannot account for the ways in which peop}e understand and
mediate - évent; and ways of knowing that may' not ‘take causél and
predictive forms. |

Rather,t“an decontextualized, law-like, and objectively verifiab]e
knowledgei that. the positivigt'approach strivgs fdf.;}propqhents of
altgrnat{Qe scientffic "paradigms" in educational research -stress the
unique, context-specific, and practical nature "of educational or

pedagogical Knowledge. Whereas the positivist approach strives for®

. ® . . .
certainty and exactness, the character, of pedagogic knowledge is

difficult to reduce’ to "factors‘; It is a form .of knowledge, that
involves an "open certainty" and a "closed imperfection" (Woods, 1986 ),

suggesting an inherent practicality in that it is a form of knowledge

related to practice or to impfoving»practice.

Thus educational knowledge may'bé termed "practicé]? k now ledge
rather than theoret%ca] (Friedmanm, 1979; van Manen, 1984)} It is also
a form 6f know]edge that is not derived autoﬁomous]y or externally froh

-

a situation, but rather grows’qut'bf gaps between a teacher's know]edgé
aﬁd practice (Carr and Kemmis, 19865. Pertinently, considerihg the idea
of co]]éboration, educational knowledge may be.consiHered knowledge thaﬁ
teacher§fhav;; and not reséar;hers (Noodé, 1§86)} As E]]idt emphasizes:

"v.. if theory develoﬁment is to have any practical significance for

" teachers, it must be rooted in those concepfda]izations thatéariseﬂ out
of their practicaivdeliberatiqﬁs about what to do" (1976-77, p.8).

.3. Normative.Foundations .

Knowledgétconceived in practical terms also raises the question of

~what "the purposes and interests are of such knowledge. A positivist
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research approach may'be'séid to have an inherent interest in pnédittionv
and control (Aoki;_1985; Carr and Kemmis, 1986). Because_theﬁe s an-
.assumptjon of certqinty and ‘“objective truth" regardless of -the
sitqatibn, the truth of such knowledge is cohéidered to be applicable to
any situation. As wel] while data is gathered from sites of pract1ce.
and while the interest may be to 1nf1uence such pract1ce a primary goal
of ““scientific" research' in the pos1t1v1st vein is to vdiscover
sCienFific laws. This prOcéss finds” concrete expression in the -
separafiqn betweenk research and teaching, what Apple has ~ca11ed» the
"divarce of conception from execution"; ‘ -

The separation of'mental from manual labour, the divorce

of conception from execution, each of these is a

constitutive element in organizing work in our soc1ety

(App]e, 1981, p. 150)

Mirrored in this d1v1§1on of labour is:a1so a conception tﬁat
sebarates means from ends and a]ienafegiénds from what is fntrinsical]y
eqycational. Educational = ends become treaéfd as technical problems
which can "be resolved object%Qé]y through fhe rational assessment of
evidence” (Carr .and Kemmis, 1986, p.67). More empﬁasis is placed on
diséovering means, based on rational, scientific decision making. Thus,
]ooking‘ at it from a teacher's point of view, posftiviét' educétional
research views thev teacher not ;s a producer of -knowiedgé, but a
consumer of knéQ]edge’Which has been proQuced by researchers. Further,
the knoW]edgé thatafis’produced'fbr teacher; considers‘,teaching and
11earning as technical probiems that cag}be‘éo1ved thrbugh'app]icition Qf
externally-produced knowledge. | | |

What is missing jn this cbnception according toAsome views is- a

‘notion of the intrinsically ethical character of the educational
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enterprise.  What it means to be a “godd;teacher", or what 'Jeffedtive
teaching” means, are not "ends" separafe from tthe meaning of ‘educat{on.
In other words there is'something in being a good or an effective
teachee which is not reducible or separable from.an intrinsic notion of
right or ethical ac&?on. It is Possib]é that the bositivist approach in
'educefiona1 research, which for example has helped to create the
effective teach1ng prqgr;ms, a]so promotes the view that such skills can
be seen apart from wh® or what the person actua]]y is and wqig h1§ or
her eth1ca1 stance might be. Reflecting on some recent 1nc1eents of the
sexual abuse of children by teachers, Aoki .raises this concern about

separating the idea.of "good teacﬁing“ from ethical responsibility:
Recent efeeg1ences in British Columbia compel us to sense ‘

that* an 'educator' who is know]edgeable and skillful in

matters educational but who is destitute in human goodness.
is wanting (1987). ' v

.Aoki speaks to the heart.as well as the heaq in teaching and, I

believe, how as. researchers we may come to. a more holistic view of

~

teaching and teachers, and to have a more "educational" view of change
and ~ improvement.  Such a view of education  cannot countenance the.
separation of lknow1edge from the larger question of whaﬁ education is,
and indeed what we are as humans. In the words of R S. Peters,

The point is that mak1ng a man (51c) better is not an aim
extrinsic to reform. In the same way a necessary feature
of education is often extracted as an extrinsic end.
People thus think that education must be for the sake of
. something extrinsic that is worthwhile, whereas worthwh11e
. 1s part of what is meant by ca111ng it 'education' (Carr
and Kemmis, 1986 p.77).

In Peters and Aoki's words there is_a call to resurrect the Greek

)
notion of “phronesis", a form of practical reasoning concerned with just

e
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action.  Phronesis refers to an ethical knowledge oriented to a ﬁo--
geterminatioh of the universal and and the pafticu]ar (Bernste{n, 1983,
p.146). In the context of*education this means that the sk1ils and
khow1edge 6f teaching cannot be seen apart from the larger goals of what
education is for, the "ethical aspects of pedagogical actions" (vah

Manen, 1984).

4. Theory-Practice Relationship

~ The conception of educational knowledge as phronesis also forces a
reconception of the - relationship between theory and practice. The
positivist‘view is found wanting for the way practice is devalued as the
application of theory of scientific knowledge (Gadamer, 1984). Such. a
view of practice carries an instrumentality of means to. ends, 1leaving
out the ethical and indeed the ontological questions about who we are
and why we are involved in edbcating children. Flitner presents, I
thinky a cogent characterization of the way in which positivist
educational science fosters a partiecular relationship between theory and
action or practice: i

Educational science has missed its action relewvance again
and again, because it has delivered itself up too easily
and too quickly in the scientific working out of problems
to those sciences--and their concepts and constructs--
which are not themselves and would not wish to be action-
oriented sciences, or which have a quite different
relationship to action, in that they operate along the
lines of models such as 'basic research and application’
or 'diagnosis and therapy' (1982, p.67). ‘

This critique of the positivist approach in educational ‘research
requires a reconstituting of a notion of praxis that recognizes the
essential requirements of an educational science briefly discdgséd
above: tha importance of the context and situatedness of educational

y
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knowledge, the practical ngtdre of educational knowledgé, and the
(Y ' ‘ ' '

integral purpose and ethical interest of educafion. An educational

praxis wong involve ﬁréctica] understand;ng inseparable from actiop

(Hoy, 1978, p.56). Thought and action would be "mutually “constitqtive"
'(Carr ghd\Kenmis. 1986, p.34). | »

The question of collaboration in action rgéeprch asks therefore
what' {s the nature of\ reasoning in relation to action thats is
appropriate to the teacher in the classroom. If 2511aboratiVe inquﬁry
ijs to truly contribute ;b the development of teaching-resgaﬁching as a
praxis, ‘then there‘must‘a1sa be a fUndamental Questioning of the kinds
of knoqledge appropriéte to such praxis, and the relationships that have
traditionally been fostered through the interest in theory apart . from
préctice; ‘ | |

) R

If there is a type of regfgring appropriate to praxiss with "“the
ability to Jo~justice'fo partféuia? situdtions in their particularity"
(Bernstein, 1983, p.él9), then the questfon of collaboration mﬁst have
an orientation to practical wisdom an&-just action.. If, as Schrag
(1980) suggesté, there is a "crisis" in the. human sciences, can
Eo]]aboration"inb action résearch provide a means for an. originative
questioning in educational research? What may be the form of action
research and collaboration ‘that helps point us to this kind off”r\
duestioning? Thesé!concerns appear to be on the horizon in the]practicé>
of‘act%on research to date, but not satisfacto}ily~answefed. Indeed it\
is these concerns that have created interest\ iﬁ_ actio: research,

a

historically speaking, and continue to guide the development of action

N

research in theory and practice.

- &
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Action Research: Historical and Conc ptual Review

“Action research has .a fairly long history 1in North America,
England, and in revised form, more recehtly in Aus£ralia. Within a time
frame of approximately forty years, the theory ot actioq research at’
1east,0_has undergone some transformations.. It is significant to e
‘that the tension between the positivist view of theory and pract1c:ﬂ:i;\\v
the critique of that view finds egpression in conceptions of action
research ‘as well. In an an;1ysis of the origin of action research,
Peters and Robinson (1484) distinguish "weak" from "stromg" versions -of
action research, with the stronger versions questioniang the precepts of
the more traditional forms of positivist resear;h. ]

. With regard to the interest in this study, the conception of action
research ip terms of its "paradigmatic" underpinniégs also has strong '
connotations for the idea and practice of collaboration. One of the
diffigu]ties in coming to a clearer understanding of what . co}laboration
would mean in terms not contaminated with a positivist and technical.
rational 1anguage'and approach is with the.origins of acﬁion research
ftse]f. Although  historically-speaking action uresearch has  an
implicitly critic51 view of the scientism inherent in positivist social
science, ét the s@ﬁe tipe action research owed its origin to scientjsts
working within iﬁg positivi;t framework . In ;y review ~of the

literature, I found that this made it difficult to form a clear picture

of not only how action research was interpreted, but also how it was

.practiced. - d

Although most discussions of the origin and ‘theony of action

oresearch pay homage to Kurt Lewin, some writers acknowledge the ideas \of
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the John Dewey as foundat1ona1 for the not1 of action ‘research.

fDewey s ideas about the experimental nature of teach1ng, practica1 -

‘h reason1ng, and democrat1ca11y based 1nqu1ry and actlon may be considered -

"1centra1 “to the idea of act1on research (Schubert and Schubert 1984)

J.The work of Argyr1s, in deve]oplng "act1on sc1ence as a d1st.uc form -

of__sqc1a1 sc1ence ‘research, also c1a1ms to have bu11t h1s notion of
= A* -

action reseatch on Dewey's v1510n»of ‘"us1ng sc1entif1c method

practice (Argyr1s et a]., 1885

}'.gﬂlt'1s Lew1n however who is usua11y posed as be1ng synonymous w1th B
. v (’*_ . . iy
action research. In the 1940's he sought a more pract1ca1 role for theb.

*social sciences. 1n reso]vtng group conf11cts " and m1nor1ty prob]ems.-f _

X ‘Lewinc envisaged act1on research both as a way of. so]v1ﬁg "such soc1a1

probWems,‘ and bu11d1ng social sc1ent1f1c 'knowledge (Lew1n,y' 1946

_‘1947a by Lew1n was 1nterested in- fac111tat1ng change through group,

'}prdcess (Lew1n, 1947a) and referred to act1on research as - 4 form of

‘i

soc1a1 eng1neer1ng" or "soc1a1 management" (Lew1n, 1946 194Zb) wh1ch -

N\ -
5,

"he.‘ compared to the "bas1c Tesearch" in the phys1ca1 sc1ences .

| app11cat1on of theory to pract1ca1 prob1ems.

'a‘develop1ng soc1a1-psycho1og1ca1 theory in a natura1 1aboratory°b7human N

o and in:a more part1c1patory fash1on than 1n the dom1nant mode of soc1aT. i

Although or1ented to soc1a1 change,_ particuiquy- in‘ktefmé' of

chang1ng attttudes,ﬁ for Lew1n act1on research was ‘a]so ‘a ., meansAJOf~;‘

;groups. - By deve1op1ng "genera] 1aws" about group behav16%r, Lewtn saW

“the poss1b111ty of 1nf1uenc1ng group change, a]be1t more . democratioal]y

scientific research. , E o - “i. ST



‘ : : ‘ v . ‘ b

[‘*‘Lew1n S concept1on of act1on research a]so contr1buted the hotion

’N. o "

' of the. p]an act1on—observat1on reflect1on cyc]e that some writers fee]

is centra1 Eo the process of - d01ng act1on research (Kemmis and
McTaggart 1984) Such a cyc11ca1 process certain]y suggests the
1mportance of ref]ect1ve act1on, or reflection 1n-act10n as Schon 1933
termswqt.‘ As well, the sporal that Lewwn proposed also offered a way of
*th1nk1ng aboat research »as_ related to practwce, w1th1n a sy‘ﬂc
sltuat1on,¢~and‘orfented tolfmprovement.l Some interpreters of Lew1n s
work - perceive. a ‘tentative'movementjin-h1s_worg towards_ the 1dea of
attending to the “importance -ot;meanino thatw4actors‘lhave in. their i

situations, and a]so towards an 1nc1p1ent not1on of prax1s (Peters and

Robinson, 1984) Nh11e Lew1n S work d1d retatn a pos1t1v1st stance tn5‘{

some .respects, there were 1mportant e]ements in, h1$ work wh1ch are
considered 1mportant for act1on research: the emphas1s on part1c1pat1on
'by pract1oners in the f1e1d, its democrat1c(hature, and the dual premise
of contr1but1ng to change and develop1ng sc1ent1f1c know1edge (Carr ~and vf
' Kemm1s, 1986) - o ’h
Con51der1ng Lew1n S. work in retrospect, 1t ’is ’{nterestdng ‘that
.there appears to be a t;ns1on between the des1ne to estab]ish fairly

r1gorous "sc1ent1f1c" stanxards 1nvthe 9051t1v1st sense, and the des1re

to affect pract1ce and respect context and va]ues wh1ch may cha]lenge |

,1

,‘those sc1ent1f1c assumpttons procedures and know]edge. That kind of =
‘tension. st111 seems unreso]wpd 1n the _many accounts gf actdon research
1n educatton, and ra1ses the quest1on “of" whether or not action research
) has found a soUnd bas1s in theory and pract1ce. vIn other words; vthere ¥

'jappears to be a retent1on of a dua11sm between theory and practicé.u
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~j This' 1s a dua]lSm that f1nds 1ts way 1nto concept1ons and pract1ces of

[

"‘} ThUS‘ it s poss1b1e to read 1n the research examp]es of action

fresearch that do not quest1on the assumpt1ons of a pps1tﬁv1st approach _

——
.

fand de]lberately or not promote an 1nstrumenta1 v1ew of research. ,An

1

example of th1s is an A]berta Teacher s. Associat1on Monograph wr1tten

'-approx1mate1y twenty years ago. (Ingram and Roblnson, 1967). Wr1tten as

a pract1ca1 gu1de for teachers it does recogn1ze the va]ue of. more

ref]ect1ve and consc1ous teach1ng pract1ces.} ‘At the same time, ’the,

'»fauthors- seek a method whereby teachers can make decisions " based on

{

research ey1dence, and make educat1ona1 programs more eff1c1ent.- They

c1a1m one of the prob]ems with teacher research (in the c]assroom) is'

,that 1t Tacks adequate quant1tat1ve methodo1ogy (Ingram and {Rob1nson,

— ~ ——

11967, p. 27) LT

ﬂ‘?‘

.The‘ concept1on of act1on research that 1s offered in the A. T A

| document is. to teach teachers s1mp11f1ed methods' ‘of quant1tat1ve
research ’mode1s. It cou]d be argued that there is noth1ng wrong w1th
:~that “ except that there 1s also a. strong ‘sense’ that the "know1ng

- teachers m1ght possess 1s externa] to the1r act1ons and such ,kno@ingv

can be app11ed in linear fash1on to- 1mp50v1ng teach1ng. As wel] -while

‘ &
there as a not S0 subt1e a!ﬁljc1sm~of teach1ng 1n §he schoo]s, there is-,
unconsc1ous1y perhaps, a 1ack of.a correspond1ng crvt1que of the outstde

' researcher S ro1e. _Th!S one s1dedness 1s aJso ev1dent 1n other accounts

- of . action -.research, zpart1cu1ar]y that of a collaborative nature,

'.~pointing to one of the prob]ematgc aspects ofgcol]aborative effort.

¥ s

®
.
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Much more recently Carr and Kemmis haue theoretically elaborateo a

'"mode]” of act1on research based on the critical. . theory of Habermas.‘ In
fact Carr and Kemm1s see in action research the possibi]ity of
prov1d1ng critical theory w1th a prax1s action research.‘ Thus. "true"
-action research wouLd be critical (of structures and . 1deo1ogies) and
emahoipatory, promotihg ~ more ‘rat1onel”_action- ahd freedom from
‘~dom1nat1on. '

Action research is a form of se]f ref]ective enquiry
undertakeéen by part1c1pants in social (including
“educational) situations in order to improve the
rationality.and justice of (a) their own social or .
educational practices, (b) their understanding of these
practices, and (c) the s1tuat1ons in which the prattices
"are carried out (Kemmis, 1985).

Based on this definition, Kemmi's ahd, others have deVeloped
W the classroom, éxp1iceting

practical guides for using action resear

t process of act1on re%earch in more Hib]é terms. An examp]e is

the The Act1on Research Plag@er which prov1des a "model" of the actlon“

" research sp1ra1 which 1nc1udes the four moments“ of planning, acting,
observing, and reflection, and ‘concrete suggest1ons for observ1n§  and
monitoring (Kemmis end McTaggart’"1982)\ ‘Based on this work school
'd1str1cts in Austra11a have also developed action research planners for
teachers ,(Dav1s, 1985) Such pract1ca1 gu1des, while promot1ng\\the
| theoret1ca1 notions of ref]ect1on and cr1t1ca1, emanc1patory change, do
' }eave the ach1evement of such_ooals cr1t1ca11y unexamined however.
Moreover, as- will be exam1ned further on, the question of collaboration
1s a]so stranded on very amb1guous grounds. |

Perhaps confus1on‘ about the parad1gmat1c status of action

research and it loose theoretical underpinnings may account in part  for
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its somewhat spotty history. For despite its seeming promise as a form
“of research and action, action research has never really caught on as a
- ' - R

~major force in educational research. According to Smulyan (1984),

_ Stephen Corey was one of the first to. apply. action research to

’

edu;atjbn, in théil950'§.‘ However, Corey experiencgd diffitu]ty ‘1n
'shOWTng -that there coqjd’be either development: of theory or that’
practice could be_ improved. ‘As‘Smu1yan and Aothers' have 'indiéated,}
_dissatisfaction with action research revol ved. arbunq these issues,
jndicatind the: centrality .of ~the -re1ationshipﬁ-bétween theory and
practice, an issue that seems not to have been exp]ofed furthef at the
time, |
_ : v . .

.Sanford (1970) traces action research's_]ack of success to at least
vtwé ‘impbttént factors. One was the increasing trEhd to sepafation of
gttfgn‘ from research. Sanfoﬁd'fraces this to the tremenddus'g}awth of
the ;écia1 sences iﬁ the 1950'5 ahd-1960'5:'ésbecia11y‘in the 'United
Sﬁaiég,,with so-¢a11edi"pure"~science gaining treﬁendous‘aominanée, not .
least of which meant obtaining fﬁnding and institution;i Tegitimation.
Concbmjt?ntiy; as the separat%on between researth.énd practice . grew,:
this contributed to an inﬁreaéing]y "scientized“ view of human -beings:

the.notion that research treats huﬁans only as respondénts,.and in: very

" individuated ways‘ (Sanford, 1970). This tended to reinforce the split

evenAmore;tcontributﬁng‘to the sp]itDbetween "conception and ‘execution"
that Apple, for example, discusses.

Rapdport (1970% a]so'ana]yzes:the difficulties-experienced%in~uéing

_action research, .perceiving the problem as a continuum between pure

(LN . - N g
- research and social action. Caught on this continuum,.researchers may
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thus be reluctant to engage in action- research because of a number of
poss1b1e d11emmas eth1ca1 problems, what the goals should be, and who
:should take the 1n1tiative»in the researchr and/or action (Rapoport.;
1970). Because of the potential diff%cu]ties, researchers have tended
to remain reluctant to become involved 1in more practical,  action-
oriented research. / )

| A strdng 1nterest in acpion research has nonetheless extsted in
Eng]énd' based to a large extént on the work of Lawrence Stenhouse..
_’Stenhouse def1ned curriculum specifically in terms of teach1ng practice, °
and took the wiew that teachers nee d,to study their an experience:
curritu]um is the form of educational\ideas that could be tested in

| practice (Stenhouse, 1975, p.142). Fdr Stenhouse, teachers being

involved 1in their own research is an asp t of being an "extended
- professioha]": A

& In short, the outstanding ¢haracteristics of an extended

. , professional is a capacity for -autonomous professional
- self development through systematic. self-study, through
' the study of the works of other teachers and. through the
testing of 1deas by c]assroom research procedures (1975

Do 144)

In termsa of"’conceiving of action research er "thej:teacher as’
researcher”;- Stenhouse was critical of more traditional " curriculum
research in its inabfﬁity to both understand and affect teaching .
practice which he saw as the prima purpose for an educational .science.
Thus: for ‘Stenhouse,' teachers in specific< situations bresented the
d‘pfvota] condition in understanding and‘imp]emencing cnrricu]ar changef
.'(1975 p. 137). At the same t1me, there is'still a sense in Stenhouse

‘work, of transferr1ng pos1t1vast notions of research to the c1assroom5

2



with phrases like “curriculum specificatjons for testing in the
classroom as 1ahoratory" (1975,*9 .142).
the work of Stenhouse, and the Ford Teaching‘ Project,

_ L
John Elliot has offered critical analyses of action research from that

Bu1ld1ng on

- context. He sought to d1st1nguish action research in the schools from
what "he ca11s evaluative research, and de]1berat1ve research E]]iot
identified specific scharacter1st1cs of action research. wh1ch include
' emphasis on the everyday prob]ems experienced by’ teachers and creat1ngf_
change within the context of the participants' understandings (E1]1ot

1?79). In an analysis of the results of the Ford Teaching _Proaect,
'Elliot conffr‘s"the value of action research in creating ’chahge but .
accompanies th?g\qith a call to heed the prob1ems'invo]ved,‘ihc]uding. a

“need to attend to the problem of se]f,awareness'in the practice of

' teachers. _In particu]ar, E111ot is concerned with the ability of

teachers to se]f monitor. and become more ref]ect1ve {E1Tiot, 1976 77),

»1ssues that- are oroblematwc for c011aborat1ve 1nqu1ry.

In spite of the theoret1ca1Ad1ff1cu1t1es and genera] lack of
institutional support there have heen various efforts to emp 1oy action
‘research 'fn 'school settings. Such accodnts, of these experiences,
1nc1ud1ng more current ones _do often lack critical analyses, but

nevertheless offer prom]se and opt1m1sm for the role of action research

in. edupation These exper1ences and ana]yses of act1on research have 1n

common the interest in reducing the gap between research and -action or -

pract1ce but with.some significantly different emphases, m1rroring the
~ debate between the 'posftivist view and the cr1t1que of that view.

S1gn1f1cant work with action reseacch seems to have been accomplished 1n-
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.the area of teaching writing to children as exemp]ifiéduin the work of
Donald Graves. Interest in the'action research approach has grown out
. of ’dissa%jsfaétiqn with forms of knowledge gleaned frpmj expér1menta1
_ research on the Qriting process (Atwell, 1982).' This particular f§rm of
action research seeks. to attend”to the importance of. confext and
meanings children lbring withkthem (Graves ,1904; Mjer;, 1985). For |
e;amp]e,(~Atwe11' (1982) has described how ° tea;he?s' 1ntFoduced'_ggg
learned about the writind process in their classrooms. - By researching
,wrﬁting in their own é]assrooms, teachefﬁ “als&‘ experiegced other
signfficént 'transformatioﬁs;-inc]uding seeing their own wprk,3 and the
: students, in much more positive light, a consequence also noted byﬂother
reporterskpn aétion research experieﬁces (Ross, 1953, 1984; Biott, 1983;
Mchnaghy, 1987). | ﬂ - |
In. a similar vein, action research has received credif for
"pérsonaﬁizing teéchingf\and providing greater awareness of students and
their ébi]ifies (Lasky, 1978). Teachers have aiso become more
J;critiéé11y awaré,of gr?ding practices_(Cooke, et al:, 1982; Ross,.1984);
Other examinations of action research "in’action" have also noted that
~.it increased teacher understandiné, ‘créated, gheater awareness 'of‘
feaching actions, created awareness of the need‘to share among teachers,
and 1in ’géneral »saw'imprOVéd teaching leading to. improved learning
thrbdgh increased questidning.and thought fulness (Nixor, 1981).' ection
' reseérch‘_hés been bfomoted as an effective Qay of 1mp1ément1ng new:
curricula, suéh as enQinonmenta1 education (Robottom, et al;, 1935);f |
-and as - a way of encouraging and achfeving s;hodl-wide 1mprovement
(Keiny, 1985).'_ | |

r

.
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Action researcﬁ has also been seen as a fruitful approach to in-
sérvice “training (Oliver, 1980) and for "reconceptualizing” | the
practice dﬁ student teaching (Wedman, 1985). $chubenﬁ”and Schubert see
in‘ action reseérch atmbre meaningful approach to post-graduafe teacher
education in'promoting‘practicaT; reflective, ihquiry;

... the most meaningful image of action research derived o
from our teaching is a continuous, conscious attempt to :
seek increased meaning and direction in our lives with

students, and our own personal lives ({Schubert, 1984).

Schubert's éonCEption of actioﬁ research perhaps épeaks to a

deeper, more philosophica'lly-based notion of what it means to be a
teacher than some of ‘the.other examples provided here which tend tb
" retain a more technical, instrumentalist view of’researEhL |
| In "re§earchfpg"“action research there are many other uterms
encountered that describe the idea of action research: "collaborative
research" (Torbert, .1981; Kyle and McCutcheon, 1934), "participative
research" (Brown, 1981), "dia1ogiéa1 research” (Randall and Sduthgate,
1981, a “dia]ectical' apbroéch to educational research" (whiteheéﬂ,
g398l), and "research action" (Sanford, 1981); More recent]j, \growing
particularly out of the woFk*with the writing prdcess, is the notion ’of
"teacher researcher" (Bissex, 1986, McConaghy, 1987); " The ﬁbéchef_ as
researcher "movement" seems interested in déveioping a]tefnativés to
trad{tionéi form of iﬁgé}vfte;"and'providing 5practica1" means for oing
résearch. in- classroom situatidﬁs without some of the theoretiical
rétibnales that Carr and Kemmis, for examp]e,'gjve.to action researc ;
This sketchy summary, whi]e.perhaps‘nbt cTa?jfying what actjon
research is gr Ean'be,‘dées ﬁe]p to poiqt to some‘pf the contradictions

that require resolution,” For instance, it is not clear-in many of the
‘ T _ . ‘ \

>
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ac;ounts of action research whether the interest is in Mresearch (for
greater know]edgé ‘and awareness) or in curriculum 1mp1ementation.)§‘

Stenhouse, for example, considers wha; is researched in the classroom
to be curriculum or curricu]uﬁ knowledge. Similarly, Gough (1982) views
actioﬁ' résearch ;s means to develop éﬁrr1cu1um.\ The work 1in writing
‘research,. 11kewise:‘abpears to have a curricular interest as central.

whflg\ the curriculum 1innovatian approach as a 1inear foEm of
_‘imp]éhentation shares some of -the ;récepts of action reseafﬁh in terms
of br{ﬁgkng theory and practice, there Eoes seem to be a much more
limited .purpose in mind and less questioning of- the structural andL
bideologica1'gonstraints of teaching.‘ |
'_ Onv thevxother“hand, in versions of aétion research that seem to
stress “reséarch" into practice, for example in<¢he writiﬁg ofi Schubert
and Schubert (1984) and Carr dnd Kemmis (1986!) there is a sense in
which the purposezstre%ches beyond immediate changes in the classroom.
Thgre~, is’ talk 4of’ "self kpowing",' "seeking increased __meaang",
"emancipaﬁion", and #}gtion31xembowerment“ to give some f]avour.of the
"ends". to which action Feseqrch may be directed.
The represehiation'of varioUS'stEands of acfion research attempted
| 'abpve “reflecﬁs, I think, fairly, the '1ack of clear définitions,
especially in\;heorética1 terms of what action research means and how it

ﬁay . be practiced. - However, taking a cue from the 1idea of  action

research. itself, those definitions await explication in: reflective

i
g

practice. "

What is Signjficaﬂf‘in terms 6f the problem of collaboration fis,
" that . .the conceptions of action research that still view research as
: - : o . B

v
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being more or less an 'émpifica]-ana]ytic_ activity, necessary to
échieviag certain pre-determined ends, also tend to have a much- less
critical view of the role of the outside (univefsity) researcher. For
example, in some accounts of action research, there is still a tendency

to see research as an activity apart from the control of or production

‘*qf teachers, certainly wish an interest in affecting -or 1nf1uencihg

‘practice or having teachers "use" research (Clark, in press; Hopkins,

1982; Hu]ing and Johnson, 1983).

In contrast to these positions, other forms of attion» research,

including that proposed by Kemmis et al. stress control of the research

by the actors involved to a much greater degree. In these forms of.

action research,‘{t is the partfcipants themselves who initiate, carry
out, and control the %néuiry, as a way of both becoming more aQare of
"a;a thanging structural and 1deo1ogicaT constraints. There is a much
greater‘emphasis-bn the‘normétive aspects of the research, anq as well,
both ends and means are seen as opeﬁ to question, While all kinds of

“research methodé may be employed, there'appgars to be an emphasis on

"more "qualitative methods": interviewing,-journal writing, dialogue,.

with the validity -of the methods and findings being defined by the needs
of the particular situations and actors. Within-such conceptions of

: 2 . | 3 0] .
faction research the issie of collaboration is also conceived of

-

differently and generally appears to be a critically problematic element

in terms of fusing practical and theoretical interests.

Y

e
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AThe Question of Collaboration in the Literature:’ Rationa]eé, Problems
and, lIssues E | J

One of the most troublesome issues in thé work of Carr and ~Kemmis
(1986) especially from a "practical” point of view, is the question of
col]aboratibn'between practitioners and outside collaborators. For Carr
and  Kemmis, "true" action research would- operate without the
intervention ofcbutside researchers. The %mplication of their work is
that educational knowledge and research is ultimately only possible, and
u]tihately only critical and 1iber$ting with{n comunities of
practioners free of external control and domination. Some of the forms
of action research,we.héve discussed above, for example, cquld not be
considered action research, at ieast in the critfcal emancipatory sensey
because coﬁtro] “is still in the hands of outsidé researchers. An
outside researcher may affect the %ssue; selected for 'reséarch, the
methods and quality of dafa-gathering, the ana1ytiéa1 | techniques
emﬁoned, the character of reflection and the inferpretations fromv the
process (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.201-3).

Yet educational action research is "socia]w action",  thereby
precipitating co]]aborativé involvement (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.199).
For Carr and Kemmis, the reagon fér involvement 1is an interest in
practice or action. The form of the involvement or cb1]aboration is
determined by the“"ihtgrest" of thé-research, whetherlit be techiiéa],
practical, or emancibdﬁony. Thevemancipatory mode of action'<besgarch,
which Carr and Kemmis consider to best embody the goals of a Cﬁ1t1ca1

»

educational science is essentially collaborative. By collaboration ‘ they

mean a group: of practitioners working together to understand and
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transform their )ituation. It is in this context that the role of an
outside) . researcher or “?Acilitator“ is considered té' be most
problematic, Eaf?ying the danger of undermining the actual collaborative
intent of the action research (Carr and'Kenmis, 1986, p.203).

: éertainly 'the integrity of action research Projects '1s a major
concgfn. As Tripb.(1984).warns, the greatest threat to that integhity
iS//fOP outside co]]éboratofs "o use merely the technical form as .

"means of enginéering professionaf teacher.dgvelppment." It is possipie
to find in the literature examples of unduestibned technicé],
adminjstrative rgtionplity; for examp]e,."An' Easy -Guide to Action
research for Schbolx AdminiStrators" (Sabine, 1983), which sees in
action research a series of steps and procedures to facilitate school
éhange, Withouf cri?ical]y eiaminfng presuppositions.

However, witfing]y “or perhaps not,‘ in the experience of
-col1aborativé action research; the pfob]ems that Carr and Kemmis, and
Tripp reF€T~£q(are mirrored. in ﬁhe analyses. Some writers note that the‘
interests of reéearchers“from outside the schools may be inConsistent’
with the more practical goals of teacher§ (Robottdm, 1981). Often,
perceptions of the traditional role_and‘status of univers{tylresearchers'

vérsus school teachers create &ifficukg%;é in establishing collaboration

(Oakes, et al., 1985; Smulyan, 1983,‘ . In an account of an action

research project to implement environmental education in a school
settiing, the authors found»the initial design propbsed by outside
‘“facilitors" tended to create a dependency of practioners on

facilitators (Robottom, 1985, p.40).
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Otﬁer summaries of action reseéréh ‘experiences cite faiQJy
peSS1mISt1C conc]us1ons regarding the possibilities for equitable forms
of col]aborat1on. noting Problems of time, teachers work loads, and
~ administrative constra“bts in schools (Roweton and Nright 1985; Nomris
and Sanger, 1984), As mentioned earlier, there are many examples of
action research that tend to be critical of -teacher practice, but

correspondingly uncritica] about unxversity researchers, assuming a

-~

dominance of theorydiller practice.

.

As mentioned _.'Ii”{ntroductory chapter, Carr and Kemmis d% pose a
stimilus to ask % stion of the meaning of col]éboration, and to
critically reflect on that ‘meaning, As Torbert (1981) emphasizes,
collaborative inquiry is an 1nherent1y ambiguous process perhaps because
of the need to discover what the shared interest is in the research.
Perhaps not willing to forego a fruitful role for outside researchers in
educational action research, other wfiters do provfded rationales that
in the context of this study encourage reflection on ' the meaning of
collaboration. 5 |

Ebbut® {1985), for example, considers that collaboraticn s
essential to action research, particularly from the po{ﬁt of vfew of
distinguishing action resedrch from "what the good intuitive feacher .
does all the time." Also collaboration encourages public disclosufe of
know]edge,.'which he considers an essential aspect of research, In a
description of a school improvement project, collaborafion is mentioned
as one way to provide support and motivation to teachers (Keiny, 1985).

This function of collaboration is_supported by Pine (1984) in his
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suggestion that an action research group may'proyide.a.system within - a

. system to encourage change 1n a schoo].

In terms of work1ng w1th a more qual1tat1ve research approach let”

(1981) cons1ders that co11aborat1ve effort may enhance the' process of-

& .
: qua11tat1ve research _in terms of the necess1ty of engaging. in an

1nterpretat1ve process. Further in the cr1t1que of the pos1t1v15t?

(ﬂ'

'apprnnch %n educat1ona] science, Torbert ment1on9= the importance of
know]edge or1ented to act1on, and need for researchers and practionérs

. dlscover a-shared purpose (Torbert 1981b) Th1S perspective - is.
| «imp1icit in those \who are a1so 1nterested in act1on research as an
‘f’1ntegrat1on of educat1ona] sc1ence and pract1ce. Tr1pp (19%4) suggests
'pcons1derat1on of who and what the research 1s for, and attempting to

o work for a conmon ground;, Attend1ng carefu]]y and consc1ohs1y .to

3 \ P

" consequences of act1on research by pract1oners may be enhanced through

| co]]aborat1on (Schubert and Schubert 1984) o

- why Co11aborat1on?

! : ’

g

-'collaborat1on ' and ‘action resg

Part1c1pants _may have diff

Thus one mean1ng of co]]aborat1on 1n pract1ce perhaps, 1s to came to an"
’ '_understand1ng of d1verse me&n1ngs (Smu]yan, 1984) Quest1ons of how the-

research is to be done‘_and who 1s to do 1t need to be preceded w1th i

. W7
: open1ng ~such quest1ons for dtscuss1on, attempt1n X

and 1nterpretatLons people ho1d about the1r pos1t1ons, their 1nterests,

“and expectations.

1

Tt 15°1nterest1ng that in some of the accounts of co]]aboratton finv(
ftion  research there- is a rea1lzat1on ‘that the ~ mean1ngs of
ch cannot ube taken .fOruh granteda; f'.7

Bnt 1nterpretatrons ofpwhat is invo]ved;f;

uﬁkover meanings
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: From the perspect1ve of the prOJect 1n wh1ch I was ‘1nvo1ved | the
3 ;quest1on of what co]]aborat1on meant and how it may have worked in n
_practtce was not ansiered or guided sat1sfactor11y by the 1iterature
reviewed ahove.' “For one thing, attempting to.:1mp1ementf_a mode] of
u"co]Taborat{on from other experiences carried with it the danger of
'?inf]uencfng and.deterniningvthehnature'and quality of research in the;h
TschooT. My 1nterest as. an outside researcher may also have been.
~11ncongruent with the pract1ca1 goals and tasks of the teachers and -

y -

schools with whom I worked. . R
v Not ¢co]1aborat1ng w1th outs1ders on the other hand, -offers little
€?ihope of e1ther advanc1nF educat1ona1 theor121ng in @ practica1 ve1n, or
| open1ng up teacher gract1ce to change and growth Carr and Kemmis .
,J(1986) ‘conceive of acL1on and understand.ng as be1ng an essential]ydv

' persona1 process.ﬂ, They " see gouts1de co11aborat10n as potentia]]y‘

m1t1ng that process, that 1s, the process of com1ng to understandinjf o
‘“’tf we follow’ Gadamer understand1ng is eSSent1a11y. a socia}t
fpreyss. . The, basic human’ stance is to be d1a1og1ca1 o to 'reaspnf‘

‘toge hergr Encourag1ng understand1ng in educat1on requ1res a. shared

‘ﬁ/derstand1ng of what educat1on is.

o 7; The prom1se of co]]aborat1ve action research is that it it offersfw'-"
.opportun1ty -and encouragement for réf]ect1on “about practice and‘fb

\ educatjona1 thought. From the cr1t1que .of° mainstream educationa] -
'science; ~the idea of collaborat1on presents the~ possibility _of;;';

jdevelop1ng a prax1s. More thoughtfu] act1on as a possibt]ity promptsf'f:j'

awareness of the need for a structure to enab]e and encoggage shar1ng\‘.§.;,

& and explor1ng mean1ng w1th others. The quest1on of the meaning of

¥ / 3
. . : T .
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collaberation, then, is also'a question about what is essential to oun

lives as teachers and’ researchers.



CHAPTER 3

HOW CAN A COLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCE BE UNDERSTOOD?
; THE QUESTION OF METHOD :

> At the point: of encounter there are neither utter E
ignoramusés nor perfect sages; there are only [people] who
%re attem ting, together, to learn more than they now know

Fled ras ’m‘,p ). . oo

The dest1on of'Method' Background to the Study

At the outset of the_pPOJect in wh1ch J was involved, - it was
I . L . - . . . N ”m’ -

- tempting to march intp the classrooms of the teacher collaborators with

a plan of ection. Not very thoughtfully, I'had in mind the moments of

L)

the action research spiral, and in linear fashion, I anticipate&ki our
di§cussipne to fo]]ow the process of the ‘action research 1n\theef nd
précticéf' we would discuss the p]an, ‘the pbservations,!ucritica}]y
reflect 'bnEwhat had happened and so forth. - From this process we' woquR"
really arrive‘.at an udaefs;qndfng; of “action research and  its
possibilities. L R o
 The dueStioﬁ of ‘collaboration I took for granted. It was a
“pfob1em" that seemed subsidiary to fhe action research pfocess. For
me;V the aetion EeéeanEh,:as I understood it in theoty, wes Rthe'qmethod
and purpese,for our\iﬁterﬁction; Yet, questﬁons kept‘jﬁmping inte our
View; like 'signposts ‘on an unfam1]1ar road, s1gnposts that did noEA
PN ‘
necessar11y p01nt to/ dest1nat1on. what ought to be the method that\\*/"
wou]d enable understandlng of co]laborat1on became a question for me in
»the writing of th1s thesqs. ‘ 0

The quest1on of method was, and still is, troublesome in the

context of th1s study. For one thing, in terms of the meanings reviewed

48
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in the pnevious chapter the idea ‘and practfce of an outside researchen‘h
barging in with pre-def1ned ends and the means to "study" the situat:on
runs counter to at Ieast some concept1ons of. co]laborative Aact1on
research.~ For another, my exper1ence as an outside co]laborator cou1d
not be exp1a1ned-1n terms of a before and aften treatmént, as--to- state

.1t"s1mp1y--these.were the changes in the c1assroom or school, or these
were the changes in the teaChers asva resu1t¢of the action reseéarch ‘and'
co]Taboratine' experience. “Even if | wanted to attempt thi¥ (and S o
honestly ‘did want,to know if action,research made a difference in a
teacher s th1nk1ng;and practice) the daﬁ%ﬁ as spuriouseas'it might have

'been--was not ava11ahLe for that k1nd of analysis. Neither was it

possible to do an. eva1uat1ve study of act1on resbarch and arr1ve at

5o .
some conclus1ons agbut‘the validity of the experience and knowledge that
was gained in the Rrocess.. A relat1ng of the background and context of
‘the study will ofter some reasons for §h1s, and provide a context for
understand1ng the d1ff1cu1ty—w1th def1n1ng a method

As br1ef]y al]uded to in the introductory chapter th1s study grew
out of my part1c1pat10n in an off—campus graduate Secondary Educat1on
seminar ca11ed "Imp1ementtng Curricu]ar innoVations." 'One‘ of the
| guiding purposes of this coUrse‘was to.introdUCe action _research to
pract1c1ng teachers. -The'setting for the course--a toWn‘fairly ‘distant

from Edmonton--was chosen for at 1east a coup]e of reasons. The ‘school

.d1v1s1on was and is thte support1ve of teacher 1n1t1at1ves. Morever;

‘5,}the board and adm1ntstrat1on of the division also seemed to encourage

-and perm1t curricular innovations. For examp]e,’ there had . been

4

-cons1derab1e 1nterest in the 1dea of peace education. Most importantly
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there were a number of teachers who were interested 1n-work1ng on self-

'directed projects,

As initially conceived by the 1nstructor there were to be two

important. aspects to the course. One, through reading and critical’

discussion in the seminar participants were introduced to some of the

literature and theory of curriculun ¢hange and action research, The;iwo

'brimary texts were The Meaning of Educational Change by Michael ‘Fullan,

and Wilfred Carr's and Stephen Kemmis'  Becoming Critical: Knawing
[

‘Through Actign Research. These two sources complemented the " focus of

the course. quite well. Fullan's, analyses of attempts at curriculum
reform points to the necessity of attending to meaning that teachers

.hdbe for change, as we11 as the factors in schoo1s aod school systems

that ~hamper or:encourage reform. Carr and Kemnfs provide a theory of

action research that picks up the challenge that Fullan presents; that
is, how classroom teachers can become :active1y involved in "and

critically aware about changes in their classrooms.

: The -second TeveT of experience, perhaps unique in graduate

A'educat1on seminars, was the pract1ca1 element.- One.of the requirements
of the course was that the part1c1pants would plan and be 1nvolved in an

‘ 1nnovation in fﬁeir own classrooms and/or schoo]. The teachers

,particioating in the course were asked to choose a general idea for

M

1mp1ementat1on and research prior to the first meetlng. Thus the

overa]] ,purpose of the course was to enable a critical ‘assessment  of
action research from the perspective of practice as well as theory:

ideally, theory in practice.

PRl
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At the outset of the course, one of the. questiOns in terms of the

.conduct of the course and the process of the 1nnovatlon progects related .

"to collaboration. To be more specific, the course itself was to

function as kind of collaborative effort: the .seminar afforded an

-

opportunity to. reflect on the tekts of curricular change and actﬁon

‘ research and through discussion with the class, the actual projects. In

th1s situation the six teachers who were enrol1ed in the course,‘ . he
course instructor, and myself as a graduate assistant were able to shareA
some product1ve d1scuss1ons about the readings and the prOJects. To
structure an opportunity for more intensive collaﬁ!ﬁat1on, the C];:: was

a]so\ d1v1ded into two groups to work with the outs1de col]aborators.

It was my 4good fortone, then, to work individually with the two

teachers--John -and Catherine--who generously helped to provide SUbstance

and meaning to this study. With the risk of m1s1nterpret1ng their work

-

- a brief description of the projects they initiated is neverthe]ess

essential to set the context.for'my owo questions'about methodology for:

the study.

John  is a ‘teacher of computer processing and mathematics in a

medium sized high'school thq& serves a town and the surrounding area.

fHe has worked in his current position for eight or-nine years and has

| been large]y respons1b1e for estab]lshlng the -computer educat1on program

.1n h1s school. In addition t~ his school responsibilities, John 1s also

completing a masters degree 1 education in_ the area of computer

education. HTs;JaccompT{shmeﬁts at the schoo],.and his_.knomledge and

expertise in the area of computer education has received interested

-
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attent1on from many other teachers and school authorit1es beyond his own

]

d1str1ct.

To a computer il]itsrate }}(é myself walking into John's class. for

‘e

the first time was quite an eye-opener. As.a teacher, 1 envied both his

N work1ng env1ronment--sma11 classes of mostly academic students 8nd

ext(eme1y wel]-equ1pped computer "abs" --and the ease with . which he

) taught his program, based on 1ncfbd1b1e organization preparation of

‘materials, and his immersion in the know]edge of computers and

programming. In fa;t, it seemed like an "ideal" s1tuation for a

teacter. Everything funétiohed smoothly. John's classes appeared’ to

run on their own volition.  Discipline and motivation of students were

non-existent prob]éms. Why then,'I&wohdered élmost from the outset of
stepp1ng into his c]ass, was John questioning how he was teach1ng? " How
d1d he ‘come to pn:;&are%éss that led to his.interest in making a changé
through the action research progect? _

. In a sénse;?and this is ﬁw'ﬁnterpretation of what John ‘discussed.'

with me, his "plogram" was a victim of its own success. For severa

_years John had been teaching cbmputer processiﬁg wifh textuai m@teria]s

“he had writpen himsé]f (the h1gh schooT computer process1ng cdrricd]um :
. allows considerable teacher d1scret1on ‘and input). Student§ in His

.classes had been 1garn1ng computer programming through‘ a "tutorial”

‘approach. From my dndefstanding this invo]ved students- proceeding

indjvidual]y through written tutor1a‘%? that provided essentia]
information for programming. Inc]uded also. were set. problems for

practice. "By. this Means students were ablerto learn--successfully '1t
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seems --computer 1enguages,'and also practice them throﬁgh structured and
ﬁredetermiped problems.'l
>0ver the years, this approach had been very-suceeséful by John's
own admission: students were ab]e to complete and master the tutorials
laacerding to the eva]uat1ons John did. ,However, from 1nforma1
discussions with former students who had~broceeded to post-secondary=
‘ education, John learned that they were experiencing_éome diffieu]ty in.
adapting whatﬂthey had learned in high School to new prob]ems, whether
dealing w1th different hardware or other comput1ng languages. In oeher
words, what they had 1earned was in John's estimation, only the content
. of the tutorials. Students had not 1earned how to use a prob1em solving
approach that would help them in new situations. Thus the general idea
behind the jnnovation John wanted to intreduce through action research
was to structure the learning experiences of his students in cemputer
"process1ng to cultivate greater degrees of 1ndependence and flexibility
in their th1nk1ng. As 1 understood -his project John was interested in
,haying his ”students learn reSearch“ski1ls and to become more wcapable
problem solvers. The issues that evolved eut of this project becgme the
basis  of our -discussions, whith also shaped vthe form of our
co]]éboration. ’; ‘ | ‘
My other co]]aborat1ve experience was with Cather1ne who workea\ln,/f~§

- an e]ementary schoo]. Catherine was the v1ce-pr1nc1pa1 in the schoo;\\\_
- and had.respons1b111ty for the library as we]] as teaching a class.. " On
top of that she was also a "catalyst teacﬁer“vappointed by the school
board to .1ntroduce andA.implement a gifted progrem in her school.

~ Catherine's action research project became the impfementation‘ of the.
.o - _



gifted \program. So a major Qifference-between her project an John's .
was ‘that while John chose a problem fof re;earch‘ based on his own
perception of an educational prob]em Catherlne had respons1b111ty for .

| 1mp1ement1ng a mandated program.
Mo:e spec1f1ca11y ‘her act1on research plan was to introduce a
‘ g1fted program 1in one of the primary c]assrooms, based on the schoo1‘
board prescr1pt1ons of providing challenging learning experiences within
the cﬂassroom for children identified as gifted.. From my understand1ng

wr

of ,her prOJect th1s made her task extreme]y complex. Not only did

Cather1ne have to conv1nce teachers of the value and meaning-of. a gifted i

program,' she also was reSpons1b1e for actually putting such ideas 1into
“practice.  Thus wh11e the general prob]em was to implement the gifted
program, in_ the course of her action research she had tq, dea] with
re]ationships.‘with part1cu1ar teachers, the creation of matertals.
integrate "giffed_ education" into ex1st1ng curricula,' and evq]uéte

whether an "in c]as;;/or "pull-out” pbogram would be more beneficial for

gifted chi1dren._ Ip" our convérsations, her thinking about these vissues

became the focus for our collaboration.
How is this discussion of the context of my experience of

collaboration rélevant to the question of the method or methods 1 could

use" to uncover what that collaboration meant? How could 1 .weave my
n .interests' 1nto.a cloth that high]ighted the pattern of John and

Catherine's concerns and ideas? There were a number of “snags" as I §aw»

them that féquirea unrave]iné. | | | |

| Firstly thelbasis\for_co11aborationAbetween the two teachers and

myself was ‘not defined clearly at the outset. For one thing the .course
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established a form of.oufside contro]_and‘interest. Thus while the :
partiéipants, were more than willing to share theif projects, there was
nevertheless ana‘glement of compulsion based on course requirementS: ~ﬂ‘l\;s
a result my collaboration was not invited as'such, but suggested by the
rinstruétor and 1, although both John and Catherine offered generously to
shafe timg with me. From my ﬁerspectiVe the prbjects that 1 became
involved with were not necessarily 6nes I’wou1d‘have chosen. However I
"justffied ~my invd]vement ds ‘an oppo%tunity to learn about action
research and to practfce co]laboration. ~ This meé. that we »me£
initially with probably ambiguous fgelings ébout how we could work
together, and quite different horizons of interests. o
ﬁecond]y, while we did ostensibly share an interest in the idea of
action reséarch, it soon became apparent a1§o that that was not to be
the dominant topic or focus of our discussions. This was very
frustra;ing for menat the beginning'because I was really hoping to'giean
same cnitical‘ insights‘about whether the'aétioﬁ research process was
working. The bulbs of;critica1 $wareness,. 1 vthought, would start
f]ashing! Instead, we be&ame engaged in 1engthy=dis¢ussions‘abouf some
~of the issues, and some not, that related to the actua1'experiences John
and Catherine were having with theijr computer education and gifted
brogﬁgms, requptively.‘, Every time i drove out to meet with my
co]]aborators".in anticipation, I drove back,pérplexed and a 1itt]e“
frustrated because Ivdid not feel I was advangiﬁg my own understanding.
‘ of coursé, I could see.thét I was being pulled .into John End
Catherine's‘ concerns, .énd the changés and understandings they were .

attempting to cultivate in their own situations. The queStjon of the

> 4
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aétion research was really sécondary in their striving to Ereaté wﬁatv
they perceived to be iﬁprovement. Action research appearqfh{to hedp..
“frame the inquiry but it was not the inquiry itself. Ogﬁ?ously, w
, approach was very instrumentalist in thinking that action research could
“be a process applied to soTve the problems that John and Catherine had
each found salient in their own situations. As an outside collaborator I
was invited, so to speak, to engaéc»in conversation and reflection about
what was happening in their c]éssrodm or school. ¢
It became very difficult as a consequence to separate my interest
in the‘Qprocess of co}]abofation'from the interest in the brogress of

-

John's and Catherine's projects. Over the period of time that

o

privileged to learn from them and about_their interests, the nat
the collaboration was <closely related to who we were,‘ the specific -
"situations, the intersections 6f our interests, and the outcome of tﬁe
projects. The success or failure of the collaboration, "or action
research as a process, ‘could not be determined as sepaéate qualities
from .the meanings each of us hadlfor our involvement, The action
research; and the co]]aboration, in other words, were not objective'
methods in the sense of being a means to an end to .know1edge,'kbut
perhaps became pért of the end {tse1f, a search for a shared interest iﬁ
- education.
As an outside collaborator, the situatioﬂ was not mine to study in
 terms of apprehending facts and data that 1 could analyze for some
preéonéeived -thearetical end. Thereforeiit is not poésible,'nor would
it be ethical, for me to evaluate our collaborative experjence, and‘ to
relate for'%utsige-reaaérs how collaboration oUght‘to work and what a

.

P
HERY
v
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theory of collaboration might possibly look like. Yet in want1ng“to
dnderstand my experience of collaborating with John and Fatherime it
seems 1mportant to attempt to fii& some meaning in that experience. The
‘meaning kthat is immanent in those dtscussions however is not solely my
own. "We do not and cannot miraculously create meaning out of
ourse]ves," Kearney attests; ‘ | .

>

We inherit meaning from.others who have thought, spoken or
written before us. And wherever possible, we recreate
this meaning, accord1ng to our own projects and
interpretations (Kearney, 1984, p. 128) '

Thus the question of method. How could I ;make sense of my
co]]aborative experience? How could I dp justite to the meanings that
John and Catherine had for their experiences7‘~The roots bf the, word
method opens a w1ndow that throws some J1ght ‘on my d1]amma from the

Greek, "meta" denotes “after" and “"hodos" means way . Ehis or:gjna}i

meaning suggests a search or a going after, trylng to d1sqover
a route. It <creates &he image of journey, : v
through our own mediations (Kearney, 1984,M§i:

oot « . . . ",L S

" sense of our experiences.

AY R o .>‘ N 4 'ﬁ
mefers to ﬁhe

The word method,: Polkinghorne explains,

procedures or the detailed and logically ordered‘ ? kused to gq‘after !

knowledge“ (1983, p.5). It is this literal connBt ‘;-n of method that;f-
would be difficult to find’in this study. Burg gziaté we d1d 1; thev,
'y LS

experience of collaborat1on was a search for kng ;édgq* know!edge about e

T .
W@}could co]labqrate. >

teach1ng, what 1t meant for students to 1earn,'
There were patterns that emerged but not thegr of a necessar11yﬂ

'Versat1on a]]owedf 3

.I

ordered plan. Instead the attempt at d1a109%§

the emergence of themes and tensions that 3

‘;"to the 1dea of”
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collaboration as_ a form of dialogue or conversation. It 1is 1{n this
_sense that method is a search for knowing in an eﬁgagement with others.,
Perhaps then, to mangle an old saying, there is a method in the meaning.

| The asking‘of the question of the meaning of collaboration forced
to the surface the question of method. In other yords, how could we as
teacher and outside }gsearcher come to understand better what it means
to collaborate, an;vhow could we achieve that wunderstanding? These
question§.‘fn turn focused - on the‘,practige .of our -col%ébocation.
Initially conversation was not de]iberateb/.chosen as a way of
collaborating in t?e situatiqn we found;ourselves. However, as we
proceeded, further discussion and reflections on the meaning of what we
were doing gréw out of conversation. It is in this sense that -
conversation became a "method" gf research‘ﬁn th1s study, 1f method is

. thought of as a search for me§n1ng and undersQand1ng.

Attempting to Enter Into Conversat1on/D1a1qgue3

When 1 initiated my collaborative expé{ience with John and
Catheéine it wa§ not clear what my role was to be, nor how we would
actually collaborate. In retrospect that was probably a good thing, ‘in
that it m1n1m1zed the ]1ab111ty of outside dom1nat1on. Nonetheless, as
I have indicated, 1 did enter the collaborative situation with a
definite interest in seefng(action researé; at work, so to’speak, and to
"research" the experience of collaboration. Rather uncritically I°
envisionéd_ entering into dialogue to uncover an undé?standing of
collaboration in action,yebearch. My questions I thodght would set that
proéess in motion, Ga%gmer's admonition'probab1y describes my level of%
'awéreness at the vbeéinning of the project: "For someone who uses



(‘uncover1ng and ce]ebrat1ng that know1ng.
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dtalogue on? y in order to prove h1mself r1ght and not to ga1n 1ns1ght,

\

ask1ng quest1ons w111 indeed seem eas1er than answerlng them (Gadamer,

1986( p.326)! c.“ "

‘.}vn My 1nterest was of course based on several assumptlons which grew

, out of my exper1ence as a teacher, and some of the tHeoret1ca1 know]edge

that _had 1nf1uenced me dur1ng a year at un1vers1ty. ‘ As a classroom

teacher I be11eved that in the pract1ce of teach1ng, 1mportant know]edge_; 7

‘!’Y

o is developed wh1ch seems not to f1nd conf1rmat1on 1n the theoretica].

-11terature. As wel] that know]edge often rema1ns at a tac1t 1eve1, 'in»'

‘M1chae1 Po]any1 's words, 'we . can know more than we can te11“"(1966,

p.4).. The 1dea that there is a great deal of h1dden or tac1t know1§% in

‘ N\

'vteachers~ theorxes and pract1ces isi an 1mportant one for act1on

i

reseanch., ‘If env1s1oned co]]aborat1on throd\h d1a1ogue as one way of

>

~ ¥ : )
-Agatn, der1ved from my own experwence as a c]assroom teacher, 1

be11eved strong]y 1n ~the need to strugg]e aga1nst an encroach1ng'

!

.’p0551b111ty for thoughtfu] pract1ce. A]though I have foUnd tﬁe more:
rad1ca1; cr1t1ques of educat1on and schoo]1ng compe111ng, whereby- an..

;nders anding is offered oﬁ\how the educat1on system f1ts 1nto they

eCOnom1c/pol1t1ca1 system, I a]so 1ncreas1ng1y‘fe]t t; at such

>

cr1tt ues 1gnored the teacher and the poss1b111ty for mean1ngfu1 |

N

research=_1s part1a11y founded on the 1dea that theory\and practtcer can

- be combtne ,' and that thws comb1n1ng is,, in fact, essent1a1

'}’1combatt1ng the techn1ca1-rat1ona1 view, of curr1'u1um 1mp1ementat1on and

3‘techn1ca1-adm1n1strat1ve : movement fn educatlon Which- 11m1t§,/'thebﬂ

: ,emanc1patory work w1th1n the schools. Thus my 1nterest in act1on/ E
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school change. Framing\my attempts

a desire ‘to avoid using act WP scarch and |, collaboration  as

® L]

"techniques.”

My third ‘major assumptton was a recogn1t1on of. the essentia]ly

: soc1a1 nature of education," as c]iched as it may sound to say that. The

rea11ty of classrqoms and schoo]s are soc1a11y cohstructed" to .use

- Berger's and Luckmann's (1967). term, and th1s also 1mp11es the necessity '

to ta]k to peop1e 1n;the s1tuat1on to d1scover what is “real” to them,

: and how they make sense and meaning of their work and lives. Like other

"worlds" of experience, that of teachers can a]so be thought of as a

"ife world." Th1s “1ife world is always at the same a communa woﬁld‘

J %

-and " dnuolves ‘the ex1stence of other peop]e as we]]" (Gadamer, 11986,

p.218) The idea- of col]aborat1on 1t seemed to me, offered - means to

enter th1s world of mean1ng, to see” practtce, 1nc1ud1ng reeéarch as a

¥y

pract1ce, as -a form. of _soc1a1 ‘reason"  in. uadamer S words.,  The
\ > ! _

posSibi]ities“ for ‘change then, I asgamed, may requ1re discovery of

:opportunities foh so11dar1ty w1th others. Certa1n]y th1s\ is at the

: heart of Fu11an S argument too in h1s adv1ce to attend to meaning in the

context of change,

i
i

"

Under1y1ng al] these assumpttons is a normat1ve and persona] be]1ef

e

that construct1ve and pos1t1ve change is possible in schoo]s and that
teachers ought to p1ay a- central and 1nformed role 1n creating 1t. Such
a belief. does not den1grate the va1ue of theoret1ca1 and university-

generated knqw1edge, nor does it angue that teachers know1ng and do1ng,‘=

> 4

",»are fau]t]ess and beyond repmoach But w1th the 1dea of co]]aboration_'

;‘i in hand, 1t appeared to be & possihtlity that action resgarch wou]d be a, g
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[ Loae S
E AL T L - AR .
~ k : N . e . casi v
o : ' ERt " B A . A . 5



IR S e
. S ‘ o : .
.'means of both illuminating praetice‘invfhe.schools and enrﬁchfng» theory
,in' search "ofapraetice., To borrow Gedamer's uord,.my aSSumptiOns_ and
interests formed"the' "horizon" over uhith I viewed the process of
working with'dohn and Catherine. o
As 1 have adm1tted these assumpt1ons did not ent1re1y prevent a h
rather 1nstrumenta1 1nterest to creep 1nto my questioning. For examp]e,,
- from my f1rst meet1ngsgw1th John and Catherlne, I asked questlons like,

What were some of. your exper1ences in planning the action
research7 o

. 4 , : ) .
What kind of .time line do you anticipate? Are there any

obstac]es you env1s1on 1n your proaect7 ,

\ Are there any things you would like me to brlng to your v
prOJect7 : :

“How do you think ‘the action research is d1fferent from
gother 1mp1ementat1on prOJects you have been involved in?.

‘,The 1n1t1a1 "discussion" based on th]S 11ne of . quest1on1ng did .not

»

produce a great dea] of sat1sfactory 1ns1ght into what was rea]]y go1ng,
on.' when f1rst meet1ng w1¢h John and- Cather1ne the structure of the;

'1nteract1on wwas more like a forma@ﬁﬁbterv1ew w1th the quest1ons com1ng

» e

from me and responses that on]y answered, superf1c1a11y, the quest1ons._

.However,_at the same time I did feel 1t was 1mportant to try to enter
L ' o a : o
into the "situations" of John and Catherine-and to attempt to learn from

" them as much as learning about whatvthey were doing in their respective
'sohoo1s.u | ' o o

Attemptlng to do that. presented the prob]em of understand1ng what

it means ‘to enter 1nto-a “situation." The 1dea,"of collaboration

»

‘suggests the entry into a spec1f1c 51tuat1on or b"life worl‘d.Il 'of a’

teacher. - Th1s 1dea proved to be much more amb1guous and d1ff1cu1t
' ' : o E; o ¢
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practice. Entering a situat1on was not Just a matter of knocking on a
"door and walking 1n, nor was 1t as s1mp1e as just s1tting down and :
Atalking. Important]y, there is” a]so a question of whether enterinq
'_totalTy into a s1tuatlon--1nto the lived experience--of the teacher 1is
really the a1m.of.the co]]aborat1ve‘exper1ente. k |
“The idea Jf situatdonkis‘itself prbb]ematic then. Gadamer defines
'_theu toneept‘ of s1tuat1on in terms of "a standpoint that 1tﬁits ’the‘
poss1b111ty of v1s1on (Gadamer, 1986, p 269). As Gadamer advises, "The’
very idea of a situation means that we are not stand1ng outside of it
"and hence are unable to have any obJective know]edge of '1t“ (Gadamer, .
41985, p.268-69). Thus. as‘an‘outs1der interested in 1earn1ng about and
from this. sttuat1on 1t is not ent;re1y poss1b1e, “or necessari]y
- desirable to 1mmerse onese]f 1nto the s1tuat1on. ‘In_aﬁ sense,‘ as an
outside co1]aborator to John and Cather1ne 5 progects. I did want ‘to
have a more ob;ect1ve know]edge of what they were do1ng in the1r

_s1tuat1ons. ‘ E C : ‘

At the same t1me, to understand the s1tuat1on meant‘to understand f;

T Ll

“that it he]ps form the hor1zon of the person 1nvo]ved In other words. [

uwou]d .not be able to understand the s1tuat1on except» through “the
. understand1ngs of the person who 1nhab1ts 1t. The s1tuation provides
horizon, which "1s the range of ¢1s1on that includes everything that can‘
fbe seen from a partwcular vi‘taaﬁ point" (Gadamer, 1986 p. 269) From
the 1nterest of co]laboratgon, the s1tuat1on does in some sense become a;;'
shared s1tuat1on between teacher and outside researcher, a1though it

" would be - d1ff1cu1t pract1ca11{;%§?Aotherw1se to enter ; 1nto that.

s

's1tuat1on tota]]y. - . e e T r;.,',
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wof how our own hor1zons are’ fonmed.

63
This’ is‘ not to shy away from the importance of recognizing and

apprec1at1ng the s1tuat1on, but to try to understand what 1t means to

~ place ourselves in a situation. In fo]]ow1ng Gadamer, the not1on of

"horizon" speaks more meaningfully to me now, As he counsels, “Ne must

atways a]ready_ haye‘a horizon in order to be able to place oiirselves

within a Situation" (1986,vp;271): Thus, as I tried.t6‘00t1ine above,
- my 'horizphh emergéd"frém my own‘expehiehce and interests. John's  and

_Catherihe's a§1tuations represented their horizons. At one’ level this

) ".Sr : .
a accé&g@ of the collaborative experience is.a recounting of what it meant

tey p1ace myse]f in a sitdation.‘ But to do this’ does not mean to

Vﬁ‘disregard onese]f—-we do br1ng ourselves into the s1tuat1on. By .doing

;;so we also grasp an opportun1ty to become more’ aware of our own “hor1zon
i

J of effect1ve understandlng (Howard 1982,.p,152)3 to become more aware.“=

)
e
PE

A]though I am now attempt1ng to provide a "hermeneut1ca1“ a&st for

.
th1s study% it was def1n1te1y unclear to me- at the beg1nn1ng of the

proaect e1ther haw we could conduct the ‘collabaration, or how we " could

5 make mean1ng from the exper1ence. ~The phocess was implicitly. amBiguous

‘for several reasons. F1rst1y,'twe were attempting to’ “practige"

“%cd11aboratjoh .and " reporting ‘on‘that experience is partly what. this

e . R . - L, N ’ . - ."h ‘ Py
. »thesis - is abouf. ~Secondly, we were also attempting to derive
3 .understanding:aBGUt'the practice of col]aboration in action research,‘an' ‘

B understand1ng that could not be separated eas11y from the 1nterests of

4]

~"the actual proaects. Th1rd1y, and mcst germane to the 1ntent10n of ﬁy

.study, we were a]so attempt1ng to, deve]op a. mean1ng of coJlaboratlon

that perhaps speaks more universally to the 1dea of action research in
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education. That is to say;'in the "doing" of .the collabaration, and. 1in

S pur,neflections[on the eXperience, we may not have defined cd11aboratibn
more precise]y,vbut we were gdidedAby'some “themes" that seemed ‘central:

‘tb being teathers and researchers.

, "Dialogue," Freire writes, "is the"encounter hetween' [peop1ej,.
mediated by the world, in order to name the world" (198?;_p.76);. This
is an appealing notion that appeared on Ehe_hgrizon of fhe c611aborat{ve ‘
experience but ‘was not consciously "imp]ehentéd" at the'heginning of my
work with John and Catherine. Gadamer says that it is more,cOrrect to

say that we fall into conversatign;(which I am using synonymous 1y with

‘dié]ogue) rather than to suggest that - a. convensation s conducted

through 'the will of one or the ether'partner (deamer,.1986; p.345). I

)

_am re]uctant;-to'suggeSt that what we conducted was true conversation )

‘because to be honest 1 am not sure it. really was. There was dften a

fT1tt1ng qver. the suyrface that Seemed to deny quest1on1ng of what Tay

,be]ow.  Yet” my 11m1ted understand1ﬁg of the meaning of conversation " as

R \

deve]oped by Gadamer and Bernste1n espec1a11y, he]ps make sense of what

o

f‘d1d occur 1n my ta]k with John and Cather1nen. My a1m in cons1der1ng the ‘
'1dea of conversat1on 1s not to. e]aborate it as 3 methqd of collaboration
but as a way of attemptlng tq make " sense of that co]laboratmve‘

= experience. At the same t1me th1s po1nts to possib111t1es ﬁhat the 1deav

of conversat1on 1n co]]aborat1on su gests. - o f¢;=e“

r.Gadamer prov1des a basis for grasp1ng the 1dea of conversation ,1n5

o
s

the fol]owing passage
A conversation 12&? fdc-ss Qf, ' ounderstanding
‘each other. Thu#" it ig charaCEEis “ever ‘
, conversation’ that eac sopens 'hg
3 ﬁ’tru]y accepts h1s po‘ﬁ&?of‘v11;~

e _;he other person,
~'_)ﬂg of consideration

i&‘,,_ " g



o 51de by s1de._ as aoqg-presence 1

l'_g:he worJd“ (1985, p,3§) Ln the

)
'

J

[

o §g§§ and. gets Ansfde the other to such.an extent that he
J , uhdérstands not a particular 1nd1v1dua1 but what he says
(1986, p.347). -

. >

What . 1s s1gn1f1cant in th1s "def1n1t1on“ for understand1ng collaboration
is that cu]t1vat1ng understand1ng does not mean "getting inside" another

person in a psycholog1ca1 sense. It is not the same notion as empathy-- J

#

 to see the world as the other person sees it, or to feel as the other

~ feels. Rather, conversat1on has to do with working out a common meaning

and th1s common megning transcends the subJect1v1t1es of each partner in

A .

dtalogue,(Gadamer, 1986 p. 331). As Kearney aff1rms,

" veo.the d1a1og1ca1 mode] of hermeneutlcs .es insists that
meaning a\ways or1g1nates in some source other than the - -
v intuitive 1nmed1ac1es of subjectivity or even
. . 1ntersub3ect1v1ty (1984, p. 128) ,

In a true or genuine d1a1ogue “then, there is a "what" to be hnderstood.

-,

_This obJett—»of 1ntersub3ect1ve agreement "gu1des the movement < of the’

dialogue” (Bernste1n, 1983 p.2, 162). BRI .

Thus to be involved in a. conversat1on means that the partners in

e

dtalogue~ are ortented and gu1ded by an obJect that transcends edch

person 's subJect1ve op1n1ons and .each person 's s1tuat1on (Gadamer, 1986

p 330). . To be 1nvo1ved in d1alogue is not an attempt to out-argue the'
other, or to prove'the r1ghtness of an op1n10n, but to be gu1ded by the
obJect an obJect that: comes into’ be1ng by asklng of questlons that keep

4 .
th1s ob%gct in v1ew., The not1on of the d1alogvca1 relat10nsh1p as. being

: “tr1ad1c Cas sugg%aﬁed by Scudder, and M1ckunas (1985) is . he1pfu1.

i

"Tr1ad1€ d1a]ogue" %s descr1bed as a relat10nsh1p of subJects who

-or1entat1on of 1ntent1ona}t
&%'7 _ SR
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which .understanding can grow, undefstahding as a process’ of meaning
coming into bei;;\(Bernstein, 1983, p.126).

Dialogue fosters a process of understanding Ehaf is termed the o
7 "hermeneutic c1rc1e : a circle of understanding orﬁented_to the objétt

of our ,intere;f:iud‘the dialectical jntérplay between our particular

~ understandings, .our own horizons and the horizon of the universal

~(Bernstein, 1983, p.135; Taylor, 1979, p.28). We try to make sense, for

L]

example, of Op;'0wn ctions as teachers in terms of conceptions of good-

} education: or epﬁ7oa1 standards. Signjficantly for the idea of

collaboratien;” GadameF explains the hermeneutic circle as one fn which

"the‘ practical’ and theoretical ‘are inektricab]y joined" (Bernstein;
1983’ p. 135) - Bernstein elaborates:

The c1rc1e of understand1ng is 'object' oriented, in the
sense that it directs us to the texts, 1nst1tut1ons,
practices, or forms of life that we are seeking to
understand.. It directs us to sensitive diatectical play
between part and whole in the c1rc1e of understandlng ‘
(1983 p.135).

As Bernstein explawns, this notion of the hermeneutica] circle also

' 1mp1ies app11cat1on in trying to understand our actions in terms of a

w1der meanlng, we are also engaged act1ve1y in 1nterpretat1on. Ca

It is with these 1daas about conversation in mind that 1 approached

. the inte}prétation of my discussions with John and Catherine. In .the

‘several meetings that we had it would be dfffjcqlt and  dishonest to

claimzth%t-thére was‘a1ways "true conversatigﬁ," that is, that it was a

]dialoguév:tHat—cenSiStehtly went beyond the sharing of opinions, smé]]

ta]k or j&stV “talking shop." VYet there"were moMents, “appreciated

'?espec1a11y aFter some d1stanc1ng.from the or1g1na1 meetings, that some
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genuine sharing occurred, a search for understanding and meaning of what
was important in education and in our lives as teachers.

‘Intenoreting the Text of the Conversations

‘ In the preced1ng sectlon I attempted to cons1der conversation as a

medium_ for ‘the poss1b111ty of understand1ng in collaborative act1on'

research situations. Such. understand1ng, it was suggested founded on
the mean1ngs each of us brought to the s1tuat1on--the horizons of our
]nterests and concerns-—began to po1ntﬁto some objects, or “topics, of
»gommon.intehest; \In subsequent meetings soch topics began more and more
to orient our talk. . They appeare “to take on ]1fe“of their: own,
creating a situdation that allowed for further conversation. The
meanings that we were becoming oriented to in conversation also caj]ed
for further explanation or.interﬁretation.. |

In order to petter understand emergent meaning " requires

interpretation\ but this interpretétion is not a separate process from

the process of understanding. It is'an aspect of the hermeneutical

¥

c1rc1e that: the process of conversation occas1ons the top1cs oqﬁgour
ot

discussion are "related to .the part1cu]ars of veaoh part1c1pant s
situation, as.we11 as to the wider questions of theory and “educational
i tbno!mhs. As Gadamer exp1a1ns, every 1nterpretat1on 1s 1ntegra]1y bound
with the s1tuat1on (Gadamer, 1986, p.358). As he e]q%?rates,
| Interpretatwon is not an occas1ona1 additi ’=ﬁgact
subsequent to understanding, but rather un stand1ng is

always an interpretation, and hence interp tation is the
explicit form of understanding (1986, p@274)

My 1nterest in- th]S' study is th% ‘to c]arify . through

interpretation some of the topics and themes that seemed to weave mztﬁg*

patterh through my conversations with John and Catherine. "As 1~ have

3
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~a1readyi¢argued, to the extent our interactions allowed that tn happen,
we‘pushgﬁ our interactionsrin;o the direction of conversation. It 1s in
these moments, when our 1nd1v1dua1 horizons moved closer in conversation

. that we 'became oriented. 'to some common interests. These moments
prov1ded a bas1s for th¥s study and called for 1nterpretat1on, in terms

b

fthat Cham]es Taylor, for examp]e defines it:
i '

. Interpretation ..q is- an attempt to make c]ear to make ]
sense of an object of study. This obJect must, therefore,
be a text, or text- analogue which in some way is _ ‘
confused, incomplete, c1ou4y, seemingly contrad1ctory--1n
one way or another--unclear. The interpretation aims to
bring to-1ight an underlying. coherence or sense (Taytor,.
1979, p.25). :

What was the text that allowed for interpretation? A brief
explanation 1is necessary. -In a period of approximately three months
~John and Catherine met individually with me five times (outside of the
. other times the seminar met). 0ur f1rst meetlng was very informal, and
‘'was not- -record nor did I take notes. The purpose was to become
acquainted and to work out some possible parameters for working
tbgether. It was also the time that 1 imposed ,some quest1ons about
action research specifically, and we did throy around some thoughts
“about the process. My meeting with John was much less formal and more
"social" in nature, ‘and we discussed our interests and. background in a
general way. Cather1ne shared some of her frustrations with the action
research aprOJect right at that first meeting. In genera] the pattern
established in that first meeting seemed to carry aver.in our subsequent

ones. With Johns our discuséions.were often more widely* ranging, and

incluaed more “"personal” history while With Catherine our ~discussions



. remained more formal, directed by her concerns about the action*‘i
réséarch,
The main “agreement“ we arrived at was to meet againm, and I adked

both John and Catherine if I could audio;tape our convefsations in later
meetings. | }hey agreed Wi1lihg1y, and three ‘of our following
conQersations were tape&. 1 also offered to take the responsibility ‘to '
trénscfibe the tapes, ahd to return'a copy of the transcriptior to them
prior to the each mee;ing; On the first traﬁscription, 1 offered some
interpretations of Whét seemed to emerge in the ;onversation and asked
John and Irene to comment on those. In the remaining transcriptions I
returned them without 1ni;ia] comment br interpretation.  However,
statements and~ques;ioh§ fh each transcription did become the féﬁndatiqn
for the conversation that followed it. In this sense we were able td
'establiéh some coﬁtinuity between the time we met, but more importantly,
“the emerging tobics as revealed in the transcripts became thé ~situation-
or common horizon ¢f our‘dia1ogue.

It s ﬁossib]e to séyAthat the written transcripts allowed a
certain distanﬁiation to:occur WhicQ”distinguished the experience of
being in conversation, and conversation With the written text of the
original d{scdgsiﬁn. Language:at the ]evei‘gf speech, or what Ricoeur
calls discourse of speech sitqationy makes it difficu1t to Seéaréte the
- meaning of the words from the épéaker's intentions. As Ricoeur
suggests, "It is .almost ihe sa;;Lthing:tovask, 'what’dQ you mean?’ andji
'What does that mean?'" (Ricoeur, 1979, p.78): In the process of

talking to each othér, it was difficult to establish a clear meaning of

the text. Putting the, speech to writing, however, resulted in some

{

&
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L em
first-tr

And in a

10

ing things happening. Asked about his eiperience of reading the

Enscript, John answered:

Like 1 say, *I was reading through that [the last
transcript] and when you're ta]king you can follow a
particular stream, you know it's not really connected to
what happened five or ten minutes ago, but you read
through that and you say, hey what did I say before and

you fdip back three pages and put it side by side and you

say, I couldn't have ...
later converéation John comﬁents again, .

The written transckipts help to gel some of the concepts,
The conversations'we've been having are just pulling in
threads ... for every question that comes up, there is a
specific sort of answer to it, and I think as I ramble
along trying to put that answer together, it sort of hooks
a few other threads along the way ... they may tend to

lead off in a number of directions. It is nice to 100k at.

- a transcript later on and say, well this is what I said,

but what did I really mean?

Catherine too, discussed her impressions of reading the transcr‘ipté"’t:3

It

down pr

You writirfg down or conversation 1ike that and bringing
the main points out aike you did today is very
interesting. 1 think sometimes we talk around in circles
and never really see the main points we're trying to br1ng
out ... and when you get that it rea]\y helps.

is interesting. from these comments that the process of wry

ovided distanciation that facilitated greater reflectign‘o

ting

meaning of what was said, and opens the d'iangu'e $o further questfoning,

In the

attempti
~ that dis
Fhe wor
. intentio

object

face to face situation attention is paid to the discourse
ng to understand the other as much as what is being said.
course is transposed 1nto pr1nt it becomes more autonomous,

ds of the speaker 1ose some g& the1r coincidence. with

ns - of that speaker (Kearney, 1984 p.129); the words become

and
When
and
the

an

for ref]ectwon and understand1ng and admit a movement from the

original part1cu1ar intentions and situation to a wider mean1ng that can

-
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also bé shared with other readers of the text. In other words, d¢
followed .the movement of the hermeneutical circle of understanding.
Speaking of the passage from speaking to writing, which the oral,
converdation to written transcripts may be said to represent, Kearney
explains, .

i ) ‘ .

Once committed to writing, the meaning of the speakers is

distanged or ‘distanciated’ in some  fundamental respect.

And in the process, the text transcends the finite

~intentional horizons of the the two interlocutors and.

opens up new horizons of meaning (Kearney, 1984, p.129).

What became the object for interpretation was these "new horizons.
of meaning." This, however, was not something that was necessarily
"hidden" deeply in the text or involved a probing of the participants
minds to discover their "real" intentions. As I participated in the
conversation, 1 began to realize it was not what Ricoeur ‘calls the
"initial situation of discourse” that was to be understood, but "what

‘points towards a possible world," something that is "disclosed in front™
of the original text (1979, p.97), in this case, the conversations.
Thus, the conversations provided a bésis for co]]aboratioh; and the
nature of this collaboration, glimmering on the horizon as. pbssibi]ity,
offered a greater awareness of what a shared interest between a teacher
and interested outsider might be.

=}

Further, as will be shown shortly, the conversations I* had with

John and Catherine were oriented to practige: their teaching situations
in 'ﬁérticu1ar, and the changes they ~ were implementing through the

of écpion research, The "actions" which became the basis of our -
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practice, its transformation into written text, and subsequent

,'reflecgion on that action seen in 1anguagg alloﬂgﬂ thé  building of

meaning detached from the or1g1na1 event of the action of practice. In

4 other words, treating action as a text for interpretation a1i0ws for

more critical reflection on that action, and aTso entourages greater

reference to a wider educational or social context (Ricoeur, 1979, p.80-
88). . "

;9 #his rather 11m1ted presentation of the basis.for my 1nterpretat10n
,13 rea'Hy mgant ‘as an initial :xploratwn for UpGerstanding the meaning
fﬁof the relat1onsh1p of my coT]abordt1on with John and Catherine. It is
rot,_meant to suggest that we ent1rpiy achiewed dpnversation in a full
e sénsev that we were guided by the question of coTl13boration throughout

A . .

co mor*that through 1nterpret@t1on we consistently achieved higher* Tevels of

understand1ﬁ£} There were several obstacles and ambiguities that stood
.,r’a

r,_ ' )n ! the way 'of ach1ev1ng what Carr and Kemnis term an "ideal speech.n
"*ix‘451tuat1on, ~which 1ﬂ their terms, ’
A M L“ S i
B requ1res a dQEocratic form of public discussion which
Codsedv e allows for an Uncoerced flow of ideas and arguments, and
e ' . s forparticipants to be free from any threat -of d0m1nat1°"
Lol man1pu1at1on or contm] (1986, 9‘142) ‘ '
. . HE ‘ . )
O A v

T 0ne~ of the obstacles to. deve]op1ng deeper and freer communication
. iﬁ that _we were temporally and geographically d1stant. and it was

- ‘1ff1cu1t in the short per1od;of time we had to’'build greater degrees of

<

ﬂf‘trust, common interest, anu more criti¢a1 1nteracuiun. Secondly,
becauue of my own fhesis intérest,»l took {t upon myse]f to iranscribe
the conversations which at the beg1nn1QSQWere also jnitiated by me

"through the structure of ;th; graduate seminar. Transcribing the
conversations from tape to_urint required a process of interpretation

o



.

e that preceded the meettngs wh1ch fo]lowed As Gadamer says;“about, the
& » .
process of trans]atlon as a form of 1nterpretat1on (1986 - p.348),

transcrtption a1(o h1gh11ghts cer'a1n aspects of the or1g1na1. Sq it

d; would be rea]ts ic to expect a certatn bias Jn the conduct of the

‘ conversat1ons as they preceded over ttme. Moreover, 1n the wr1t1ng of ‘

- 3

this thests the "1nterpretat1o s" that 1ed to the main “themes of our
co]]aborat1on were ong&zthat I fhpse to emphas1ze a]though they grew outv

of the conversattons thh John and\Cather1ne.-. S j _ M/ h,

\

ﬂf, ' Wh11e as teachers and graduate-student researcher we were On falrly _

-

equ1tab1e ~grounds, “wd dvd not pursue our b1ases extens1ve1y “To. a

‘_certa1n‘aextent the three 6?/us\worked w1th1n the framework of “the

i

graduate seminar, wh1ch created a form of 0uts1de author1ty,» and
1eth1mated my col?aborat1on. Once the: course was f1n1shed, it became-7
‘ diff1cu1t to susta1n the col]aborat1ve re]at1onsh1p.- As: we11 both

: O
John and Cather1ne had respons1b1]1t1es to the1r respect1ve schoo1s~

. vthewr d1str1ct board and sq on, respons1b111t1es or a]]eg1ances wh1ch

were not rea11y made man1fest 1n the conversat1ons.; L1kew1se, once I

—

kreaJ1zed the posstb111ty of thes » work from the exper1ence  of:,

i

collaborat1on,ﬂ and broached th15 w}th John~and Cather1ne,, 1t became
d1ff1cu1t to separate my 1nterest from the pract1ce of co]laborat1on. h

k From the perspect1ve of the conversat1ons or. d1alog£es we aJso d1d
"'not exp1ore our ro]es"—or gtve them def1n1tion. ,In a way, that a]lowed,
o 4 C ”

the re]at1onshtp to deve]op, and a11owed resp n51b111t1es tolpe def1nedj

»

7by ‘the‘ s1tuatton. We a]so d1d not;dlsc Ss the 1dea of "d1fference

i;between ‘us. As 1t turned out, and I thlnk the conversatlons w111 show'
o e 9
3thts, I d1d not have maJo 1sagreements w1th e\ther John or Cather1ne.
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C gt ,
As a teacher myself, I did not fee] a great dea] of distance from

o

teaCher 'and\c1assroom concerns, and cou]d sympathize with some. of the

i o d11emmas and predicaments faced by John and Catherine. . - : ".-"»

‘«x

" In one respect th1s “allowed cons1derab1e "mutua1" understanding to
grow. " “In. other words my. 1nterpretat1ons of-~the act1on research
~“observat1ons, for examp]e, d1d not seem t0'd1ffeg,drast§ﬁpt1w from those)/

‘of ‘John  and. Catherxne. 0n the other hand tﬁ§,&1ad%££nik%ifference :

-l

" between us a]sp seemed to m1n1m1ze some opportun1t1es ’or mgre‘ cr1tica1

“w

4engagement. It may be argued that conversatton or d1a]ogue ought to
vfoster dlfference rathe*n sameness, to be ab]e to recol_;nize the

'_other; ~and as . well to open up tac1t’ know]edge and 1deonog1es for

ou iritiqua- "w1thout the tens1on between self and the other, there is .n

e

'°h15tor1ca1 consc1ousness," R1coeur wr1tes (1973 p. 160)

~

¥ ‘zNe:@rtheless, the attempt made here does .regresent a he51tant
‘{?“movemﬁhvék‘n My gﬁﬁgigtand1 of the ﬂgan1ng of- co]1a rat1oﬁ. ,'The
B '1nterpmetat1ons rep}esent the work of an - outs1de" co]]aborator, and in
“that respect offers an incompTete understand1ng, but hopeful]y._ -'st111h

'"mean1ng-fu11“ p1cture of co]]aborat1on in the act1on research'prOJects.

};;:5~Turn1ng and Return1ng to the Conversat1ons . . “ .»" ; "'4'3‘

In the fo]Tow1ng chapter, ,i' w111 attempt to -eiaborate and

) 111u$trate what came to be the centra1 1nterests of the contersations'
: between Jobg, Cathertne» agd 1' Ehose 1nterestsk as. I have sque%ted in
the preced1ng passage arose 1n our attempt at “co laborat1on through

B ’d1alogue.’ In my ana1ysws of thts expertence I am i%es‘teﬁ; 'W'mrm

frul,

:”1n,understand1ng what: that exper1epce meant how we may under"

R
Rt I
L% o

'-1t means to co]]aborate in an act1on research pPOJeCtlfwﬁ:"




oI réflecﬁfng;on that meaning in the process of whitihgﬂthus far, 1

o

found. that I Had been Qery‘one-sided, speaking mostly in abstract terms
about what it is that'l_was engaged ih. " Thus before proceeding further,

.l ,ﬁﬁgéovered, it was ;hécessﬁry to turn to the. transcripts of the
;coﬁgersaﬁfons,'and rétufh dgafn, Sndﬁagain .;.'and attempt to make sense
of Qhat We ac£Ua11y talked about."The simple questfoh, "what -did wel
,;pglk about?h\guidédAmj‘ﬁéading of thé conveféafibns, ;nd'heiped to focys
on cgffa1n.domihant'topic;fthét“focuSed our'télk; An i]iUstratjon' of
_.thgse.tépic§-will~bewyhe‘burpgéeéffhe fo]]owihg chapter,

.



CHAPTER 4.
THE_TALK OF A CQLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCE

A

The most 1mp0rtant form of act1on is

‘talk (Argyris, 1985,
p.56). Lo -

;One of the assumptions 1 am making in wr1t1ng th1s study is that
the. quest1on of col]aborat1on is relevant for those peop]e--teachers oruu

'\researchers-~who are 1nterested in action researﬁh in the schools.. To.,

o

th1s po1nt in my account however the d1scuss1on of .the col}aborative ‘
experience and its poss1bbe mean1ng has been very onqes1ded indeed. In
the rev1ew dﬁ"%[e 11terature ahd an.exam1nat1on‘of the quest1on of

‘method, the" d:?e'

jon -of co]]aborat1on has been approached from the

horizbn‘of an

ts1de" collaborator wh1ch was the role I attempted to
. <y

i understand as’ a Ms1s for th]S study.‘ In br1ng1ng the

distussion to this po1nt the vo1ces of the teachers qbo made . this

>

exper1ence poss1b1e have not been hearda But- it was the w11]1ngness to

share the1r exper]ences and ref]ect1ons w1th me that made it poss1b1e to,

1nqu1re 1nto a mean1ng of cb]]aborat1on.‘

‘FAttempt1ng to g1ve 11fe to thesldea of co]]aborat1on 1n a sc',o[

| ’and classroom sett1ng however, does not imply that the meaningd of
»-collaboration simp]y"jumps out athus. .Developing anﬁunderstanding “seems -
a 'circuitous'froute; understanding ‘weaves’ a detour through 'our

4mediations to paraphrase Kearney (1984 p é?) From the point of view

L3

;aw pf John and Cather1ne those med1at1ons are their own h1stories asi

..teachers the1r know]edge, 1nterests, respons ' 11ties, mbitions,

d1sapp01ntments, hopes. The mean1ng of co]1aboratio then 1s mediated_

as - well through the rea]1t1es of be1ng a teacher and o uers an horizon

76



for an outside researcher to discover his bearings; "~ The meeting of
horizbns through dialogue signals th‘e poSsibth-y for an unde'rstanding
that be]ongs to both partne[s in the exchange. Collaboration in action

research ra1ses the questlo of whether an outs‘ide researcher can share‘ :

in creat1ng change and \know1edge. This ~sharmg ptresupposes a

wﬂhngness to 1earn about the s1tuat1on, as prob'lemat1c as&bat may be. :
A r-‘e'v‘new;A of the conversatwns a]so.IoWs the quest1on to  be asked

"

' what w’ere tbe moments that emerged as central in our conversatmns" rr'-"'
| Tér answer i A turmng to an exp]oratwn of some moments that
sprmg °’from ﬁwg'conversat1ons I had with John and Catherw rewrdmg ‘

* their act]on resea p'r‘o\]ects. In these moments there is a v¢brancy,

A

-11fe that foste,gs questwnm,g: So‘ef dom1nant top1cs, a]though not

;'conscmusl_y chosen at the outset;@puﬂed .us togetﬂer 1n\oc7m/ersat10n and

[

at ‘Ehe same t1me afforded a more concrete understandmg ofﬁhe questmn &

v
]

of co]]aborat1dn. In- part what foHows mag/ be seen as a representatwn

EJ .3
of what we ta1ked about in a co]]aboratwe exper1ence. The top1cs o &
, i

around wh1c’h our discussions formed are spec1f1c to the' contextsf—ln "ﬁ“

. wh1ch the coHaboratmn occurred whﬂe there are- questwns that may be

purs/ued beyond the actual content of thq conversatwns, 1t Hs
appropmate to present some anSwers to the quest1on "What did we ta]k
about"" An .attempt to ./present answers to th1s question precedes
.d1scuss1on of more umversa] themesvthat may . be present in the

expemence of coHaboratmg in a schoo] based act1on research pro.]ect. *

Sk : o . : e



Jphn-WdIntroduc1ng a D1scovery Learn1ng Approach 1n a High Schoo\
Computer Processing Class o oo o f;{%*;
: ) _ . i

The 1mmed1ate #concern of’our talk wasy John's action _research

'.'1

project, which as exp]alned in the previous chapter was to 1ntF;d\§e a

prob1emfsolvrng on‘d1scovery approach to 1f

v

educat1on§?nd cogputers generally’ made AR O 1fborJohn to d1scuss

R ‘clﬁcs @Qf h1s pro;ect.”

detailed steps abi

For examp]-h; 1“_ff¢5not real]y\ grasp» the

a

]anguages. Nevertd ", ‘t,,- genera1 approach was very 1nterest1ng and

‘ appeaiing for, me?in7 ;‘.as a teagher I had been concerned a]so about

I
L ]

/fg, how students could becbme more 1ndependent 1earners. I understood this
. ‘ a
. to ‘be'dohn’s or1entat1on.as well. Thus there was an 1n1t1a1 point = of

interest when we f1rst met. <

1.'«\ e

Becaufl was reaHy uhsu‘r!@bdu't 'what my role as la coHaboratbr-‘,.-

ought to be,.my or1g1na] “approach";'1f you could call 1t that was tol

listen to \John's exp]anag?bn of h1s pPOJeCt and his observat1ons on it.
1’1 1nterceded w1th'quest1ons that exp}ored the mean1ng of problem-solv1ng
-/

;%ﬁ%at1on, classroom structure ‘and sd forth In our f1rst meet1ng, my
questxpns ‘about .act1on research tended to dom1nate the’ f]ow of the
ST T

~discussiOn,' but in subsequent meet1ngs we. a11owed the conversations to

Toom
9

wander mbre freg?y. i | - : = ?jf77“f

e

5 w’ﬁ
”
between ;anecdota] »accounts of our own experaences, our personal

e histories, and some exp]orat1on--somet1mes dlsagreement--on the 1ssue§

hd

”rn13§ computer ‘programming

: . tep : ORI,
in a Grade twelvé-classroom; My lack Jdf"¥ koW ilge about computer

) students 1earn and adopt various~ computer

¢

foﬂ]owed was farrly wideeranging “talk, sonetimes _nov1n§~'

~ e .\
-

]
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raised by hi's project. In the process several topics ®mered and ténded e
e ¢ ~ L SN |

“to guide the dia]ogue of the three taped sessions:,
_ 1. The concern: for students ’ a . .

; a,. The tension of respons1bi11ty for teach1ng the content of .

il _y subject matter, but also the wish to. cu1t1vate more... " . vy

' , independent 1 rning in students. R ‘ A
b. Research as a ay.£o help students 1earn. Eva1uat1gsﬁ1n Y. B

e - “the: traditlod‘" sense, such as testing can show learfing. of i

T ’ -ﬁgntent but "process" involves "watchtng" or more carefu] .

. ‘ VR servation of students.

~ v 77, c.. The-idea of collaboration as watch1ng students and shar1ng

e sa concern for students., * :

2. A teacher's act1v1ty and. apy
learning apd ‘imposes a lear
question of what it means

3. The céntra11ty of sub;ect e’
a teacher's work., e T

4, The nature of theorizing/reflection as~mov1ng from the'
practical ‘to theory ang back to the pract1ca1.

_ o » .
In the following sect1on are some examples an3“d1scussion .0f the

v

b

chasets the structure for

¥ style on students raising the
‘teach. R
ter contont'és-the end or goal-of

2

k4

i

conversaf*hhs that revolve around these top1cs..~ ‘ L.
e L . :

1.2~ ThE’anCErn.for studehts\ f*:l‘

=

A domtnant thread running throwgh our ‘ta]k uas how John‘s

1nnovat1on would affect h1s students. By his own admﬂ"1on, and 1n h1s
.
apparent reputat1on among others, John s approach to teach1ng computer

process1ng had been very succgssfu] students d1d very we]] on the

- tests” that he gave at the end 8f each U”iﬁ These tests were based on‘Q.:'

the abi11ty'6of stddents to use var1ous computer “1anguages to. salve
\ 1y :
' programmtng prob]ems. They had 1earned to do this through a tutor1a1
: Ly a“
T approach ) usgng mater;a]s wﬁhtten by - Uohn h1mse]f However, as’

. eAp1a1ned ear11er dohw became somewhat d1ssattsf1ed w1th th1s approach .

- »

because it d1d not foster. sk1lls that were generaltzable in other’

° N .
¢ .

situations, , g_;i LT
- ) oo B
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s . o
Early on in our conversat15hs. %gnn and -1 »discussed his _—
L obse%&atiohs about‘ 1mp1ement1ng the . problem-so1v1ng approach. Ris’

observatiohs: .about how the innovation was affecting students became. a -

. ey f

_top1e of d1scuss1on,4r > St s
[ e J: 1One of tne prob1ems that I see is that some of ‘the kids aren't
comfortab]e enough with the idea af trying things on their own

';&?g;?,ff T eee théy are not w1111ng to Jump in with both feet and say,

L0 %% 'well this doesn't work, let' E try someth1ng e]se ; that's what

shC e % s]lows. some: of them downg

PR A . } 4 [ ’ . A ' @
H:  You mean that 1n terms of the. d1rec 1on you gpu]d Jdike them E% $
= © go, when they were doing the.&u;or1a17 , WO e ‘

3
K

5 J: If they hauﬁathe tutor1a1, it's canned, you know, in“about four ,
s or five pages ®Wey have examples, full blown examples. > They
have step by .stép procedures how to run.the examples, what to
expeck ... without that structure there, a lot, well not a lot, -
gﬁybe three or four have a hard time: creat1ng w1th nothing to

" refer back to other thﬁn s1mp1e descr1pt1on in‘a manua] as to
what syntax means ... _

Based on ‘John' s observat1ons about the d1ff1cu1ty some of his
studénts were exper1enqipg, mUch of our svbsequent conversat1on dealt.'
~w1th the distinction t@tween teacmng a process qnd teachmg s’pec1f1c

vy v L4
¥ .

content. 1 became.more crntwca] of ‘my pwn view in see1ng, procegﬁ- and .

conten€ as separate entities. Fon 'ohn,ﬂ“thé c0ntent of. computerhv
processing~-1anguages, 11£é Pasca1h for_eiampie--were also a process fn- ;.

 the sense .thatv they could be used to solue ‘prob1ems}'fso it seemed
difficult to/speak of,process as divorced from content. Thus‘for %John,

the content “Was st111 extremely important. - More essentfaIJy " he

u.'

_ Just1f1ed ‘the emphas1s on content in deve]opmental tethf --younger: .

1 » .

" students requ1re a sound basis in %he content" of computer processing
C )

before be1ng ab]e to hand]e more 1ndepeudent proaects. dohn 11kened'
th1s to pract1c1ng equat1ons in math for examp]e. The grebten'emphasis

'on content wh1ch we somef1mes ta]ked about 1n terms of teacher d1rected
Q N P
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‘learnlng was also cons1dered essentia1 by John for those students who
seemed 1ncapab1e of learning on the1r own vo11t1on.
Desplte our "d1sagreement" about the re]ative 1mportance of process

14

and &

,qtent my understand1ng of John ' actlon research pa!%ect was that
& N |
he - Wﬁs 12}rod9c1ng more process based learning to his students, whereby

g,
-~studeits, “create" theic ‘own know]edge. Reflecting on the qd!¥t1on of

:ﬁ;ﬁ,whefﬁeﬁ stﬁ% s were reSpond1ng to hws "new" approach Johh answered,

,‘ ; ~It S someth1ng I real]y haven't ta]ked to the students

7 % about but the feeling that I get from them is that if I
' reate then I know, whereas if I copy I only get a
%}?zﬁempheral know1edge qf what it is. that I need to learn,

,"fThe cern’ for what students learn.turned our - conversation to the

[ éf%!on of how -a teacher would evaluate something 1like a problem- o

;& s01V1ng approach John<hah ment1oned thatihe would “"test" the . success

Jﬁixf ’h1s 1nnovat1on by g1v1ng students a test, based on content the same
ibeigia'gh; factg that he has used w1th the tutorial approach. in a

subsedﬁen& cgnversatlon we ta]ked about that a little more:

B A ’ . N
Lo H;n . Just for argument 's’ sake if there was a real prob]em ‘

T ,50~31ng approach of the kind you were talking about,.

cos e - \theoret1ca11y at- least, a student could fail the course in.

terms of content ... butin a way the student” could still have .
1earned prob]em so1v1ng. Then the. prob]em would be .;.

p Ui How do you evaluate? And when you ment1oned that it sort of .
‘ twigged my thought there, something I hadn't thought of. before
bécause the evaluation is on the end result which is content,
.~ but the student may have picked up some pretty dood research
skills ...-it's kind of tough on the kid to say, well you got -
t zero on it because you didn't produce anything tangible whereas- - .
, ‘ the student still learned a ]1tt1e bit about how.to. handle a
-~ problem solving approach ) . ) _
Although John felt it would be difficult to evaluate as prob]em '

solving approach he thought that it could be "someth1ng you sort of

Judge by watch1ng the student ‘and see1ng what he does more phys1ca11y,

: , : A
. ) ' * : h » ’ ‘ ; ’
L . ’ ’ B . - ) 8
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more than what he writes." It was interesting for me to see in the

82

¢

cofversations - that  John returned to this notion of observing or

v

"watch1ng stddents, and becoming more aware of individual students was
,“‘ . R i

one of the important resuits.of his action rédearch project. As he

o
& @

re]ates,
¥ ... it's one thing that this two month prOJect has really “
‘ opened my eyes to ... if little Samor Betty or Joe .was V

sitting in the corner going tickety tickety,. tickety, and
successfully handing 1n"assignments you assumed everything
was going well ... I think opening it up n this fashion
did allow me to catch a few more unconscious responses ...
leading to more verbal interaction with those who seemed
to h.ve d1ff1cu1t1es.

»

Perhaps the. 1dea of -evaluating content had masked a more ta%it’
notion of concern for the student, that the stuoent be offered” an

opportun1ty for success. Such concern also marked John s conceptton of

4

what collabgration m1ght'be when we discussed thewidea of’ co]]aborat1on

more specifically. The interest in how the student. learns, whether it

is seen in terms of content--subject matter--or 1earn1ng process became

a quest1on about, the nature of collaboration‘as well. L
i - \ N
More spec1f1ca]1y the success or fai]ure of’ an innovation was

nconcé1ved 1n terms of student ach1evement and success, as problemat1c as

that is to dete;mlne. The concern over the difficulty of “*evaluating"

successfu] 1earn1ng was ref]ected in our conversatlons. Based - on the

- concern that students shou]d be successful John saw col]aborati‘

between teachers in the same school asgvttal, especially when -teachers

"share" the same s€udents,
... S0 we can sit back and say [a student] is doing this
and this and I found that in my class he works well when I
do this, this, and this, so there's an exchange there that -

is useful™..,.. There is a shared experience there. .. -
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On the other hand, co11aborat1on with an outs1de collaborator was

thought to be more difficult: as an outside col]aborator I had only a

%,

L4
very abstract sense of the students. Yet we could also see value in

‘that the observations offan outside collaborator might help the teacher

see the students more objectively, "without any pre-conceived M deas."

Again, .a more "objective" view is interpretedfas a concéhn for how a
/

*$&student m&y be resnynd1ng to the teacher s instruction.

* John had introduced, *one pf the interesting-and Tmportant "by-products '

To summar1ze then, a gredt deal of conversat1on focused on the

" concern or interest of the student. This was reflected ‘atf various

£d

tevels in John'"s talk with me: u ' _>
-the orig¥nal and continuing concern fol udents would adapt

to post- secogdary educat1oa%
--the -concern that students#IBarn a spec1F1c ‘content” in terms o?

subject matter and teacher direction as a man1festat1on of that *
concern, - - -Gy @
-the concern for the growth or development of the student “a belief
that .a students progress needs to-be guided and built on a ‘
foundation of "basic knowledge. 1

~ -an incipient notion of "watch1ng students as a means of .
cevaluating their progress in certain 1ea¥n1ng situations.
-the idea of collaboration as sharing.an interest and/or awareness r
gf'students, ' . : \ ' ;_4 :

2. £eacher activity as imposing a structure and questions about what

it means ta teach ‘ ‘

A second major topig in our conversations focused on -questions

g

‘raised byv'th implementation of a problem—so]v1ng approach in John's

) bombuter,process1ng class. Because of the nature of. the 1nnovat1on that

was his awareness of'th }hat,affected individual students. John's

{ : - o
obseryations about thisgbecame a basis for our discussion about what a.

1eaeher actualjy does in the classroom, and how that-in a sense imposef

g
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T

a "learning style" on students. 1 had asked John whether he thought hi,s,r,q$
‘'students were becoming more aware of how they learn--their own '"styles" S

e

to use_’the Jjargon of currently popular approaches to the question’ of
learning. John replied, o

... the individual students, each®ne ‘has his own way in
which he feels comfortable learning information ... and I
think every teacher imposes one particular style in a
classroom setting. Whether that style matches that
particular learning style or not, well it's Epe luck of
the draw, that's what it amounts to.

As with our diafogue about the relative merits of. content and =
process, we also d1scu§sed with some d1ffer1ng op1n1on, the difference

L3

in structure 1mpose¢ by a prob]em solv1ng approach and John's. former @ °
tutorial method of teachwng computer process1ng. My own concept1on of -a
problem solving approach tb teachigg 1s that it becomes, to some extent
an end 1tse1f, that it extends beyon&*thf learning of spec1f1c content
“ oF subject matter. when I broached this idea to John,. he agreed -that
students becoming more independent learners waW¥ a goal fhat‘he set fo;f
,;> himself -in’ this project. When I expressed a' concern again »whether
'S students wquld learn the material or content, John replied,
ves regardTess of. any procedure you use you ‘re in a e
‘ /‘ - ppsition where you find some that arc going to\hava
T gifficulty with any instructional technjque ... perhaps I
\ : just have to learn to live with it, and, say if we can get

the content across regardless of the méthod we use, thep
we 11 -be accomp11sh1qg what we should be accompllsh1nga;l

. The fogus of these strands of our: c0nversat1on rea]]y w]%

quest1ons of what 1t means to teach whether teaching subJecf Aﬂfé ;
i

more trad1t1ona?-teacher-d1rected ways is significantly d1ﬁferent‘-from

" 3
teaching students to» use: a problem-solv1ng approach Erom my

perspective as an outs1de collaborator, I thought~1t s significant
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that in his research project John saw a difference between the tu

approéch and the problem solving approach. In terms of h1s ro1e

teacher it was not a different relationship to his subject matteé‘)
. _ . -

different relationship to his students{

3.. ~‘TheJcentra1ity of subj;ct matter

§

A third maJor top1c of our conversat1ons hinged on John's interest

and competence in computer educat1on. _____ Since I did not have a specific:
1nterest in that area, | felt my cred1b111ty as a collaborator in fis
actﬂhm research project was mosL strained when John discussed concrete

aspésts of computer education. What came through .for me was the

Ty

importance for a-teacher4-espec1a1]y &n high schoo]--of knowing and

rd

being 1mmersed in one s subject, indeed having respons1b1115¥» to that

«$Y

subject matter. “In numerous 1nstances in our conversat1ons we aE:bmpted

to come to a better understanding of'{he meaning of content--1n this.

case cg poter processing--in rejation to the 1earn1ng process that John'

was mp]emenc1ng and researching.

In terms of "evaluating"” the outcome of'h1s action research, John

ag n stressed the 1mportance of content when I asked h1m how he would

reflect on the ;/pcess he had attempted to 1ntro€uce, John responded,

"1t ref]ects basically the content and not the process at all " We .

also% began to ta]k’abqut the problem so]v1ng as be1ng the “content" of

ne ¥ AT

2 ifr . )
the eourse, def1ntmg Jtas, hwhat"'1t is that students 1eérn. At other

d‘ ¥
f
t1mes, owever, we d1scussed content in terms of computer proce551ng as

a s'bJect distinct zrom the process of 1earn1ng, as someth1ng to be
o .

apprehended through discovery 1earn1ng. .At the end of the road, »there

. was always the content that justified the journey.i

. .
. . . ' PN
A ’ A ! “ - . - . C - \
. » A e . PR Y I b
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In" terms of our colJaboration, J?@P was implicitly critical of our
particuiar form of co]laborat1ve effort in that my interest was quite -

detached from his specific ones. In re]atingo his - collaborative

experiences with. teachers in bis school, John mentioned that “The

content of the course" made collaboration possible and meaningful.

* Trying to make sense of our collaborative experience, John explained how

collaboration with a teacher in the school differs: =
I think that type of collaboration ditfers from what you
and I have been doing by the fact that it is core

~ specific--there are specific goals for that kind of
collaboration-~there is something there that says, we've
got o get the content defined, we've got to get someth1ng
together for this course and a]ways looking at what we're
doing as a sort of trial and error procedure--more of t
technique sort .of thing, very specific to the area ...

And later aSked if he meant that an outside collaborator should ‘have

‘specific knoW]edge and interests related to the teacher's subject

matter, John replied.

A think that: does lend credibility to the collaboration. *
That's something we ran into problems with at the -
beginping when you were feeling rather uncomfortable about
me‘rambling on about specifics in this particular course
and you were ngt-looking at the course as the end but sort
of more of anfbverv1ew of the process being undertaken in
the course. : .

-

The' tenS1on between John s 1egwt1mate1y spec1f1c concerns, and ﬁ& ‘more
genera] ones became an/aspect ‘'of our understandvng of co]1aborag’bn, but
th%‘.centba171mp0rtanceeof‘”know1ng content~1§ub3ect matter--was sti]l

.

deemed to 'be esseqt1a1 by John. As we]] the 1ongeb‘1 talked with John,

the ‘more important 1t began to seem to me to "Know" somethimg aboui

computer processing. . Y, ’ -8 ; o
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l04. Tng nature of theor1z1ng/re£lect1on

“The fourth main toplc of our conversat1ons had to do with the 1dea

o

,of ref1e6t1on "theor1z1ng ; if you will, about our experientes. - This

";;; seemed to happen at a coup]e of 1evels. One, in conversation with kﬁ&,

&

+ ﬁj"

“was John's. efforts to’ make sense of his action research project--

aspecifica11y hisﬁbbseryat1ons ab ut what was"happening,in thehc]assrépp.

\ Second]y, as 7we diaioooed\we a]so'attempted to make = sense of that

s .

exper1ence and the unSErstand‘ngs that talking together offered usbl N
The- hmoreji ref]ect1ve~‘ d1alogue started to happen in"the - latqg.

donversations, “as we returned to some of the ear11er topics of our

d1scuss;ons;‘ topi¢s related above. Our reflection and our discussion

o __about reflection: took two detours: firstly how ‘collaboration .might

faci1itate ' reflection, and secondly how that ref1eetion‘ fosters -
N . ) ot s P . < m ’
understand1ng

Y

X,

D1scuss1ng the d1fferences betwq&n my co1Jaborat1on and that with a

teacher-col1eague, I asked John.what the d1fference might be, He

'

» offered some thoughts in response.]

¢

ies it's a d1fferent kind - of col]aborat1on than making a
checklist and ticking off each student's response or"’.
whatever ... but I think the sort of reflecting that we 've©
been. doing he]ps me anyway in looking at, putting some
strqfture on what I see happen1ng e .

.eo. the d1scuss1ons you and I have had have been more.
centered around helping to firm up what .actually did

o | ~happen: 1ook1ng at the observations, how do I-read what is

happening in class ... and, I. think you acted more as a
sound1ng board that I bounced a few things off ...

Th1s idea, that in conversat1on with an outside co]]aborator John '

&

'was able to ref]ect more "obJect1ve1y" in a sense, a]so po1nted to the

natureruof theor1z1ng in a pract1ca1 situat1on-f1n an act1on research
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situation. The "problems" that we d1scussed usua]ly 1ntroduced by- John

B /

s1tuation. The ana]ys1s we were attempt1ng to do, accord1ng to John,?.'

1
always . had to begin with the pract1ca1 somethfng tangrb]e. Nhere‘ I

may have started with genera11t1es, the Qonversat1on tended to swihﬁv

:'back to the spec1f1cs of the s1tuat1on. /Net at the same t1me we wou]d 1

alsotry:t to-understand in a w1der context. John explains it much better

/// ;
than,I m attempt1ng here: ' /
oo the type of co]]aborat1on we've been doing takes .me
away from the project speg1f1ca11y, and looking at .
teaching in general and saying the observat1ons I'm mak1ng
here, how can I apply thém to what I'm doing in two other
‘ courses and also how 1s/th1s applying to that.action

-when we. were able to ach1eve ight be possible to claim

that we were 1nvo1ved in a c1rc1e of un erstand1ng, a movement between‘

the particular and the un1versaT, an effort to make sense of our

eXperiences in a wider context.‘ Such moments, a]though still begg1ng

\

for greater quest1onnng “and Pnderstand1ng were sttlh relevant  and

mean1ngfu1, approach1ng "true“ Eonyersat1on. It was an experience also

‘ -

drepeated 1n my co1\aborat1on with CAtherlne. o / -

\

Cather1ne Imp]ement1ng a D1str1ct/Mandated G1fted Program
(o o _
As with/ John, my conversat1ohs w1th Cather1ne did not initially

I

‘seem to f011ow- a pattern or agenda. ~ Much of our d1scussion ‘was_
exp]oratory and specu]at1ve. For ex mple we talked about our own 1deas,‘
‘ teaohers, “about what g1fted eddiatwon m1ght be. Much of .our ta]k
focused on “the process of act1on research.’ Most 1nteresting and

s1gn1f1cant for me were “the- d1fference between my conversat1ons with

N\ . (

were, by h1s own adm1sS1on, a]ways related to the spec1f1cs of the'_w'
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John and with Catherine. As an outside .collaborator there was an

- adjustment to be made in each situation. It thus seemed 1mportant to

/7

portrdy  the 'pérticu]arsf of each conversation, respecting the

~ .

s1tuatedness'of the concerns and ref]ect1ons.

('Cather1ne, as exp1a1ned pre¢1ous1y, ‘had responsihi1{ty as  a.

v

"catalyst \teaCher"--an- in-school consultant to 1mp1ement a district

\ ' . r -

| mahdated ,gifted education progrém in her eTementary school. There were
Twe main features of th1s program. that the d1stract wanted 1mp1emented.
F1rst, the g]fted program was to be an - 1n-c1ass program,;'taught ~by
'classroom teachers, presumab1y through ,groygjng .cﬂfldren'b within
’ ac1aSsrooms. Second]y, g1fted education waﬁ to ’be' offered within

“existing curr1cu1a, but extendlng and making 1earn1ng act1v1t1es more

cha]]eng1n@ through app11cat1on of Bloom's taxonomy.

It was Catherine's genera] respons1b111ty to make teach&rs 1n her

-

schoo]. aware of the\pxogram, and to seek imp]ementation along board'

| guidelines. In terms of ‘her action reSearch’project, Catherine chose to

focus .on -the imp]ementation of the gifted program in a grade one

"l

classroom. " While the genera\ prob]em was® to 1mp1ement the gifted

program a]ong district lines, the concrete prob]em was working w1th one

teacher who seemed to have difficu]ty in either accepting the program or )

' introducing it into her classroom. Thus 'while focusing in on a specific
.. : : c ¢ '
problem in her action research, through the process many other questions

~and problems came to the fore. The pattern of our mutual reflection

~.then, tended to be dominated by foor main topics -arising | from -

<Cather1ne s concerns:

k) \*\} How teachers dea] with® cunr1cu1ar change.

“_"da. Teachers: change programs to fit perceived constra1nts.

NE
. . . A

N
S . :
iy

i
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. ,b. Teachers require support and cooperation for change. .

2.  Curriculum innovations are justified-by concerns for children.-
3. The nature of.ref]eétion/thebrizingr the relation between the
.+ practical and the theoretical. o
4, The nature of collaboration. S

a. Collaboration as a focus on practical,concerns.
b. The nature of the collaborative relationship depending on
" who and what is involved. o e

e

1. How teachers deal with curricular chagge 4 )
V- ¢ . : .
. .0yr discussions about how teachers deal with change really found

concrete referemt in Catherine's action research experience. From the

¥

outset, Ca;herine‘discuésed the difficulfy of actually imp]eménting ,a
program: that vé?ba] aé;eptance by a teacher does not meéh that - the
" program wa]obe actuaT]y‘dmp1emented,. This was a source of frustration,
_énq Catﬁeriqe expﬁegsed this when I asked her about the progress of. he}
project in the context of our discussion " about _some. readings  on
h}mplementation in Fullan's book: ”

I have found from reading that teachers will often give

their verbal OK for somethihg but when.it comes to doing -

it they'ré not quite as enthusiastic.and that's a problem

I'm facing with all of them ... they all agree that's a " «
good idea, that. the gifted program is-great ... many are '
using .t ... they aré not quite as enthusiastic about the
‘usage of it, and Iiggree with Fullan when he says that in

his book aboqt-tg“”"”%y I'm getting carry through but

rgh as what ' I [would like].

Peyeou

not as much carry:

The jmportéﬁce of the#ro1e lhéfﬁthé c]&ssrqom.teacher plays in the
adoptiod ,anq‘ Tmp]emehtatioq'df a curriculum change wés emphasizéd“ by
" Catherine 1ﬁ a Tater conversation when she méntioned that her  “pr6b1em"
with the grade one teacher had bden resolved betéusé_an "internteacher”
had taken respénsibi{;g; Jfof. Sétting up - learning centrés in the
c]assfoqm, éﬁd this made it péssib1e to have activities for group work - -

and the gifted progfam, The intern t@cher's initiative was apparently

LN ! i -
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acceptable to the ‘grade one teacher, avlowing her to continue teaching

-as she wanted.
’ B ]

As a mediator, in a sense, between.the board and other classroom
teacné}s, Catherihe‘yfelt she;had considerable 1eeWay in 1hterpqetfng
both fhg contept of Ehe gifted brogram and how it could operate. In'ﬁeré5'
own c1assfoom, .Qﬁe,had,fppnd it'relhtivelyiéasy tp ihproduce gifted :
edugation”sinte she had heh students aireédy "gnoupea.“ As a céta1yst

"teacher she had cogsiderab]e st.ake in 1mp1ementatidﬁ of the program .in
- other c1éssrooms as well, Where shérfound teachérs which hgd“compatibje: -
beliefs about classroom ofganiz&tion; Catherine found little d1ff1cy1ty.
But where there was resist;nce to allotting time and place for gifted
activities, Catherine‘ began fo question the géals 6f jthe nproé}am in
terms of {t hecegéarily being an "1n-c1@§s"10ne, and in fact, began to

practice "pulllout" sessions, which she was able to do in her r91e as
school librarian. ‘In an initial conversation:
H: So, last time you mentioned you were looking at pull-out,
although-you didn't want that as the initial thing ...

C: No, the division didn't really wadt it as the initial thing.
‘ They are trying to get away from that. They feel it would be
more effective to keep it in the classroom itself ... and I
agree it would be to a point ... -

. Catherine mentioned further that the pu]]-ouf progfah Wa§'necé55ary i;‘
_her estimation as way of ‘keeping track Qf-what was Happening with .the
.prSgram. In a later conversafion, in answef'to my question about  how
her origina1‘ éétion reséarch#plan, had fbéen:'transformed; Catherine
replied. | | | . o
Well, I see a lot change ﬁnvmy attitude, yes, when 1 started 3=f
- out I was convinced that the really best way to go was to have

a totally in-class program and now I'm seeing that this is nol
the best way, that 1 would Tike to take them out even more

<



_teacher's reluctance. R
L N «Qir“'

‘ _collaboratﬁn w_1'th others in similar rd]és. s

»2,}- Concern for ch{ldren

@

Al
t

often than ohce a week. I.can do that but I was trying to work
" under the guideYines -[ ] school district had set up, but I'm
~ finding theré are many advantages to having them pulled out ...
Concurrently with. the 'chEngefin her_f;hinking; Aand her actual
alteration of a mandated prégram, Catherine efBreségq;gqgater awaféneés f o
of the ‘difficultTés -teachers experience when faced with. maﬁdatédf"'

changes. In ourﬂdi{tuséSgn.about thg‘diff1cu1ty of working  with -the.

" grade one teacher - particularly, Catherine: seemed Sympathetic to the."

T
Yes, I've a]ready‘talked to her about -it and of course she 1is
agreeable to anything I want to do providing it's not a lot -
. more work for her because I think all the teachers are feeling.
) _very much pressured ... there is too much going on in this -
division ... they are feeling the pinch-... so I'm reluctant to-
ask her to do extra work. : o S

-

In discussingvhow,actiOn researchwnmx"helpﬂteachers to become more aware
o . ‘ o . )

of the constraints in their situations, and peﬁhaps discover mére-

ap——a

creative ‘ways .to implement progréms, Catherine countered by suggesting

that there have to be_ihqenti%qs for teachErs to change.’ Particu]quy

’sa\%ent,' she offered, was, the problem of time, and how teachers would

have to given more time in order to be involved in change projects. In-
. ) R - Q

terms” of her.own ro]elas a catalyst teacher, Calherine also expressed

~ the need for more support, pointiﬁg to -the possible Jmpoa}ance' of

PR

‘i .
In talking about hier understanding of the giftethrogram» and" how .

.She was implgmeﬁting it, our discussion revolved around what we thought

were the ihterest; of children. For example, when Catherine'offered ~te-

-

show me some of the material she was using with her giftea'groups, ahiﬁ



. as’ well proudly shoWed me some of the work be1ng done by chi]dren 1n

terms of "bra1nstorm1ng" 1deas and actdv1t1es, it stimu]ated discussion

about what would be "good" educat1on for all kids. The concern that

ch11dren 1dent1f1ed as g1fted be offered*more cha11enging experiences in

schoo]- also found express1on-1n our conyersations.as. a “concern for

o children in general. | : o o

o The ways in. wh1ch the mandated g1fted program was mediated by

_ Cather1ne in her role as cqta]yst and by. the téechers she worked with

was Just1f1ed in Iarge part for the concern that ch11dren not miss out

parts of the regu]ar curr1cu1um or what the glfted program had to offer.

C'DeSCr1b1ng the d1ff1cu1ty she was exper1enc1ng with the grade one‘

'teacher, Cath({1ne said,

N “think this grade one teacher I'm deallng with pn1mar11y
has gdiven a verba] 0K 'and she means {t. I'm sure she v
means it when I'm talking with her, but it's a way of
.going around her problems, and not being-able to justify
leaving out some bf the grade ong curr1cu1um, and 1 guess
I have to agree with her that we can't -leave:out all these
. parts, because the kids need to know all these th*ngs R

Espec1a11y 1mportant for a grade ‘one teacher is the respon51b111ty.

¢

for teach1ng ch11dren to read and*write, and the.view, which Cathertne‘

_ was sympathetic to, that the time for 1earn1ng to read and write not be

compromised.  When work1ng w1th other teachers the g]fted program,

;according to Cather1he was_ d1scussed in terms of the needs of the

- children,-with language arts time be1ng considered too va]uab]e to give

]

‘up for other act1v1t1es.g

At, the same t1me Cather1ne justified her pu11 out program as a way

of meet1ng the needs of students: "they need to “get down to the

' ]Tbrary-ebeing the librarian helps as well becausé I can brtng them down

-~

o
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here and let them do a lot more research, and research skills are so
1mportant." The g1fted program itseLF could be suquﬁt to change
new group of students wee Changes yobr ideas- from year to year."

‘The concern for children became a focus for our conversat1on about
&

our co]laborat1on., In d1scuss1ng her action research a&

’ coliaborat1on w1th a teacher in her schoo] Catherine mentv”

-

' vthe‘ basis of the1r talk was what the needs of their students were.
Focusing on the needs of students was offered as a basis  for
collaborat1on. Students were the common ground for discussing the
program, and Cather1ne offered that "hopeful]y, that s what it 'shou]d

be." ‘i

3. The nature of theorizing/refliection E _ -

Our convérsation seemed to - encourage. ref1éction. Catherine
reflected on her exper1ences in the actlon research. I was able to
reflect ~on some" ‘of my concerns, for example how-we were talking about

ﬁ?g1ftedness, and what my collaboration meant in the context ‘ of
Catherine's work. Through this reflection we ahsg attempted to mak e
sense--to theorize--about oyr ro]es, to come to a better understand%ng
of what it heans to be a catalyst teacher, to be invo1ved in action
- research, and f//\e a co]1aborator. _ ‘

A large part of our conversations dealt w1th our 1nterpretations

of the action research process. We seemed to have some disagreement

' about what it involved, but as we ta]ked more, the disagreement seemed
to be more in terms of the 1anguage we used. As Catherine discussed her _

exper1ences, there appeared to be a gr w1ng awareness of other problems.

She saw it as "sp1ra11ng down" and be1ng ab]e to "p1npo1nt" specific

-
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probfem. The action research approach she pérceiVed as a "narrowing
. h ﬁ-‘ i N . ‘

down" so that a specific solution could be applied, and then one could

. go on to another-problem. At,Ehe same time, however, Catherine, did

: 7 . »

admit that as she focused”in on a specific problem, . she became more

aware of new ones, and moreover, could begin to see connectiops. Vet we
- ' ) ‘ ) N \\ , . )

could never quite agngé that was a-process of really opening up the

P

question, and attemptind to look beyond or deeper.

C: I keep coming wiihra new prob1§m .. | seem to have'spiraled
- down from dne problem and then I go into more and more of a
little differant nature. : . - ’

H: ... in a sense though you'Fe not really, although you're saying
that it-helps you to pinpoint a problem, getting narrower, yet
I sense that you're saying is that you see more of the problem.

C: Well, I'm-getting rid of one prgblem, and t another one
arises ... 1'm certainly pinpointing it down because 1 was
doing it more generally. I was trying t¢ solve the problem all
the way around, but this is making me solve ong problem at'a
time, making me look really closely at one particular problem
that I have.

In later conversations Catherine maintained her n at action

1

research was a prdcess of narrowing down, but in terms of focusing
action:

A , ~ 4 _ _
1 think the action research has helped me go into one _

‘direction. I think that has been the biggest. adwéntage of
it, to take one problem at a time, to do one problem only

and to work it right down and have it solved, and then if

another presents itself, work it down ...

Yet while her interest was in the action, our contributions to the

conversation, although couched in sometimes different language, seemed
to help foster the awareness that in attempting to solve {so]ated
problems, new problems emerged for consideration, and that .a more

holistic view was probably necéssary. Catheripe he]ped'mé to also see

the importance of understanding and ref1ecting‘on the concrete, the

Rt



practical, and dbaiing with the frustration of not solving the problem
or understandingiit better. Shé offered,
I don't really think it's frustrating, I think it's .
alright ... it's just bringing out different things we
weren't aware of, what things are really like out there.
It's alright to draw it out on paper, but when'yol ~,

actgpl]y start working on it you can't see what'pnpblims
you™are going to face. ; . A

OQur discussion about the_meanfﬁg of action reSearch»vbrought to
'1ight as well the way in whfchAwe might "theorize" about éduéation;]
problems. , My contribution to fhe'co]laboraf%qn had tended to be very
abstract, based bﬁ some underétapding'of the theory of action research.
MOﬁeover; I did not really have a concrete understandfng of édtherine'g

\situétfbn; ;here was an implicit criticism of that ip-our ""theorizing"
about coi]abokatioﬁfAnd the nature pf\teflection. In Catherine's words,
I had to get "drag@ed into-the practicai.“ “The reflection we .wére
Oattempting was baseﬂfon practiéa] needs and interests. At the same time
we talked ,about the need for critical awafeness, to understand in
broader _conte*t; Catherine's undérstandihg’ and critical awareness
started moving towards that I thought, when she aéked, "is this what

: A :
should be done, is there a better way to do 1t ... you really have to

look at and be honest about your answers.,"

N

4. The nature'of collaboration o ‘

Perhaps because Qgpherine_was sénsitiye to my interests, we spent a’

considerable portion of our conversations, particu]ar]y'the “last one,

discussing the idea.and practice of collaboration in action research.

On one level, her interest in the ﬁuestion of collaboration arose from

-

the difficulties she was experiencing as a person responsible for the

-

2
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implementation of a program.‘ Her specific act-fon ngearch problem, for
example, could have focused more specifically Qn the question of hdﬁ{ to

wolk with a classroom teachér to plan and implement an 1nanat1on.

Catherine tlso diséussed her frpstration with not being able t§ share

her pfqblems as a catalyst ;eache} with .others in similar posit1ons.
-espeqia11yv if they were hwork{ng on the same program. She saw

collaboration in this respect as a need to discuss “practical problems”
. - . ) ¥

with someone. -
As an outside collaborator, ! also felt compelled to get involved

in the practical. As Catherine ment i oned sevéral‘ times, sh; really
would have appreciated an'opportunity to share practical concerns with
someone. In part thisvref1ected her frustration with hav{ng Qeen left
a]one; 50 todspeak, to implement the gifted progrém in her schoé]. The
ogher aspect of .her frustration, was I thought, the difficulty of
working .wfth a specific teacher, although we qid nbt explore that
further in'the conversatibns.' Implicit in the view of collaboration as
sharing practﬁcal interests was an emphasis on 'getting" resulfgz
Catherine was after all reéponsib]é for 1mp1gmenting a program. From
this perspective, more theoretical points of view were perceived as
bein9 not relevant., In cdhversatioq, 1 asked Catherine 1if my
coliaboration had been "useful." She énswered fhat I was able to bring
some of the "theory." But, she added,

... you need to bring it down from the théory, to asking

does it really work prqc;ica]]y. So.‘ guess that's why

you have to get drawn into it a certatn extent; otherwise

you are not going to know if there is a practical
~ solution, : '
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The necessarily practtcal interest, howgver, did not stop Cathérine
from seeing our collaboration as a "reflective conversation." It seems
that in our conve(sations,.as incomplete as the& wdre, there was also an
opportunity to reflect on practical concerns, and to upderstand action
‘ . .
in terms of theory, theory as understanding developed in dialogue. My
understanding'of‘ action research had been in terms of abstract language
and categories. work{ng with Catherine such’categqr1es became tempered
in .a crucible of practical concerns. The conversationgl situation
allowed both of us some distanciation from our particular 1interests.
Cathefine, I believe, tried to give words to that experieﬁce:__ '
___Well, I think you've studied enough of the theory that
you're going'to bé able to put jt into practice quite
easily, probably a little more easily than someone who -
‘hasn't studied it separately. I think maybe I got so
‘wrapped up in the practical end that the theory was
secondary. Maybe you need to know the theory so well thad
it is primary, thiat it is just automatic ...
I think what Catherine was trying to articulate was‘the need to see
a greater unity between theory and practice. To her words I would add

that the theory still has fo be Jearned--collaboratively, and that the

practical also has to be known really well.

Wwhat is the What that we Talked About?

Writing this chapter was difficult. For one, I had to 1e£ go of

i .
the crutch of “theory" and reliance on what others have said that may

have been relevant to my expérience of collaborating with John and
Catherine. At times, I also exper{enced panic: I felt f was losing the
question that ought to run through this thesis: what is a‘ meanihg of
co]Taboratfon? Was it necessary to show 'what it was that we talked

about?

s
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In" situating my interest in the questibﬁ:' I believe 1t was
essential to Eeturn to thé conversations, ‘and relate the actual-
experience of collaboration. As the accounts 6f . the conversations
between John and I, and Catherine and 1 shbw, there were similarities.
In both %nstances, there was an expression of concern for -students:
either fpr stﬁdeﬁtsmxo be well prepared for experiehces beyond -school,
or f6r children to have theihpportunities for more challenging learning.
As wg]1, the practical demands of their situations “led John and
Catherine to expre%s,a need for coT]aboraéion with "researchers" sharing
the same 1mmedia£e inte?ests and responsibilities. Perhaps because of

. the natﬁre of.thg collaborative experience I was able to offer, bbth

s ) '
John " and Cetheftgg were able to reflect, or "theorize" about their

action research experiences. A »

Just ~ focusing on the similarities, however, would do an injustice
to the particu]arityes ofreach situation. The experience, the talk, and
the content of the reflections were not jdentical in each situation.
thﬁ's experience was much more c]oée]y attuned. to questions of what it
means to teach, and the nature of curricular knowledge. It was much
more difficult for me, 1ﬁ his case, to separate the person from his
research. In a sense, John was re§éarching himself in his own practice
of teachiﬁg? Such "researching" appeared to promote’ feflective talk
with me. Catherine was much.more concerned about tﬁe implementation of
a program. For ‘'her, action research became a way of :understand1ng
relationships between "teachers, qnd between teachers and outside
authorities. There seemed to.be a pressure to solve "problems" rather

than raise questions.
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Thus t m1ght be poss1b1e to conc]ude that “the co]]aborat1ve A

S

7exper1ence will necessar11y be d1fferent in d1fferent s1tuat1ons. Yet,

S A

in front " of us a]so hovered understaﬂﬁ1ngs we cou1d not qu1te reach

’ Jp0551b1y 7po1nts of common 1nterest that requ1re nor quest1on1ng, andf
‘,mbre understand1ng. G1ven the particu]ar s1tuat1ons of John and
{stather1ne 1. asked: myse]f if there were more genera1 "themes“ to wh1ch we
"~ could or1ent our co]laborat1on.‘ The questlon then is ra1sed do these

.~ "themes" speak to the exper1ences of teachers in schools?® Do these:

themes_'also prov1de a bas1s for bu11d1ng mean1ngfu] co]]aborat1ve

-exper1ences .of teachers in schoo1s7 Do these themes ~also- prov1de a,ﬁ,b“

L4

bas1s for bu11d1ng mean1ngfuT co]]aborat1ve exper1ences between teachersha
and” outs1de researchers7 ‘These are some quest1ons that w111 gu1de the

d1SCUSs1on;1n thevfolnvw1ng chapter. - ~

!
v



CHAPTER 5 - . o
* THEMES OF A COLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCE

Vg I ask, 'What is teaching?' (emphasizing is') «es SO
p1aced I may be a]]owed to hear better-the voice of what
- teaching essent1a11y is. The question understood in this -
way urges me to be attuned-to a teacher's presence with .
children,, Th1s presence if authentic, is being. 1 find
" that teaching so understood is attuned.to the place. where
‘care dwe}ls, a‘place of engather1ng, where the in-dwelling
~ of teachers and students is .made possible by the presence
., of care that each has for the other (Aoki, 1987, p. 9).

A re-te111ng of the top1cs of my co]]aborat1ve exper1ence was a ,
, <1ong detour provoked by the s1mp1e quest1on, ”what did we talk - about?““

A return: to the transcr1pts of the conversat1ons w1th John and Catherine

/

was a]so an 1nterest1ng, 1f frustrating, exper1ence for me. L1ke the //4

/‘\vacipal col]aborat1ve exper1ence when T felt unc]ear about the focus df///

o my ro]e and pract1ce writing about the conversat1ons fe]t like go1ng

«._for ra wa]k and not rememberlng why or where to.‘ I lost s1ght of /my .
'gu1d1ng quest1on what it means for a teacher and outs1de researcher to

O /
co11aborate on an act1on ‘research prOJect ' B -/

/

Pef]eot]ng on~the top1cs of our conversatlons ca1ls for a retr1eva1
"df that quest1on a quest1on not yet c]ear.w While the top1cs we ta]ked
“ agreed or d1sagreed about are mean1ngfu1--to me and a]so I béﬂ1eve to _
John and Cather1ne, they do not, necessan11y point to develop1ng
> mean1ng of co]laborat1on in a’ moré genera] sense.” The top1cs of our ‘,
conversat1on serve as examp]es of a search,for meaning. Such a fsearChk
‘prompts the quest1on, "what was it that>we talked about that po1nted to,
B col]aborat1on as shared purpose7 : o ¢

Th1s quest1on 1nvokes the exp]oratlon of some, themes, ‘themes wh1ch '
invite ’ref1ect1on on the experlence nd i ean1ng of col]aborat1on.- The
© = IR /_’ N . o e

wd
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themes 1 chose to address in this‘chapter seemed~to grow out of the
& - . S . T .

r

experiences of teaching, and’researching that teaching with ‘action

" _research. The themes wepresent , 1 be11eve what is essential in the

working Tives of teachers.‘ MoreoveE:S}he themes I d1scuss ,below find .

conf1rmat1on 1n educational 11terature. Researchers“too are 1nterested

L
5 .

in d15cover1ng what is essent1a1 in teach1ng.

o As Vangwe Bergum exp1a1ns the term "themes" in her d1ssertat1on, o

~they "are not mag1ca11y appear1ng jﬁsggces, but are usefu] focaJ5V"~” ﬁ;
e R

Cor commona1t1es of exper1ence“ (1 p 47)7«-Metaphor1ca1

Manen 1likeps “themes to "knots in the web of our exper1ence

which certain 1ived experiences <are spun  and thus expe 1enced¢ aSggf

'mean1ngfu1 wholes" (1984, p. 57) Fre1re offers the notiom of theme s“'-:v

"the concrete representatlon of 1deas, values, concepts, hopes,sas we11f"s
}la§ the obstacle to full hum§n1zat1on in ah epoch” (1986 p.91). wn11eh

he pawnts a p1cture of the mean1ng of theme in broad‘strokes, 1 find .

4

Freire's def1n1t1on he]pful,for a_coup]e of reasons. E1rst1y is the

orientation to the concrete: people's relations to each other,and the

world. And "secondly, the idea of.theme allows an‘exp]oration:/of the

) :situatioh, to both understand it ahd change it. Addittona]]y, the idea

of theme assists an understand1ng of amb1gu1t1es and contrad1ct1ons in a

situation. As well as understand1ng theory and practlce in schools, for

J
example themes may also invite cr1t1que of theory and- pract1ce.
- :
The notion of themes, therefore is that they stand as gu1deposts

~to d1rect our search for understand1ng, in this 1nstance, co11ab0rative‘

act1on research in schools. QOre spec1f1ca11y, the questton is asked,

. what are the shared interests for teachers and outside researchers in

o R i « i -
. L | . .

i
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~ collaboration?  What we talked about 'goes beyond what, can bel neatly
categorized or quantified. However, the‘ meet ing df horizons in
cbnversation‘vsoggests that there may be ‘a'shared purpose in 1earhtng
from ,each other in a collaborative sjtuation. Our discussion of - the
"topics" 11}ustrated prem?ouslyémay‘be seen as exampfes of sharjng some
meanings ahd understandings. Bdt such sharings were very specific to
. each s1tuat1on, and spec1f1c to the two people 1nv01ved 1n ‘each setting. d
To share a mean1ng of co]]aborat1on requires that what we ta]ked
’ab0ut also be mean1ngfu1 to others. ]As Charles Taylor counsels, "what’
is requ1red for common mean1ngs is that th1s shared va]ue~be-part of the
common world, that this sharing be shared" '(1979 P 51) Thus 1 am
attempt1ng to exp11cate some themes, focal'po1nts that_appeared ;B hover
. front of our. quest1on1ng in the conversat10ns, and which - alloh' the
shar1ng of the experience to be broadened. . |
From those conversat1ons, three themes seemed to sh1ne through most

- clearly. 1 decided to call these pedagog1c hope, pedagog1c being,’ and

pedagog1c know1ng ] strugé]ed with naming the ﬂthemes. The term

pedagog1c is stw]l not one that .is common]y used by teachers in the;

- _schools.  Yet other adJeCt1VES seemed to be not quite appropriate,”
“educational” seemed too general, too broad ‘while "teacher“ implied too
specific'an orientat1oh.A Pedagogic on the other hand carries a notion

of the situation in“schoo]s, andlthe teacher's role  in that, and

¥

hopefu]dy, a researcher's ro]e as Qe11t Pedagogy denotes original]y, a
1ead1ng of ch11dren. Ted Aoki has wr1tten,
T Teaching qs truly pedagog1c, if the leading grows out of -

‘this care which inevitably is filled with the good of -
care. Teach1ng,_then, is a tactful leading that knows and
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fo]]ows the pedagog1c good in a caring s1tuat1on (1987,
p.10). . |
There is a grace in Aoki's words that orients us to what the educationa]
situation ought to be, It is.with this'meaning of pedagogic .in mind

that I turn to an exploration of the themes.

W\Pedagogic'Hope : :

Central- in our conversations was always an expressed concern for
students or ch11dren. John's act1on research project was conce1veo.as a
concern . that his graduat1ng students be able'to do we1l--be able to
apply what they had 1earned in h1s classes--in  post- secondary
s1tuat1ons. During the course of hxs act1on research concern’ waslux

'expressed about ‘whether h1s students.would still learn the spec1f1ed and
necessary content or. even do better as a consequence of his c]assroom
1nnovat1on. John s sense of the bas1cs of h1s subject was seen by h1m
as foundat1ona1 for younger students, before they cou]d engage in more
nndependent learning.

| Throughout .my‘ collaboration with him, John ref]ected, on. the
obsérvationa] and monitoring components of action research, and‘how he
could monitor students, how he»could,eva1uaté them'and whatkthat “meant
in the,context of his innovation. To me, as the outside collaborator in
‘his research, John's comm1tment was always evident. 'There was an
undeniable "hope" for his students. His work, the phys1ca1 setting, his
writing of manuals, and"the'action research project all embodied a hope
for. students to do well fn computer processing. “As an outside
co]laborator, in conversat1ons w1th John I was drawn into discussion  of
what his project meant for students and I was ab1e to express some. of
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my concerns about evaluation. For example, how would traditional = modes’

of evaluation fit with a - problem-solving’ or discoverys method in

s I'd

\ vLikewise, much of Catherine's talk oentered on the ‘well-being of

children. -Whether a program was good or not was justified in terms of

her hopes for'her students. What actually became her mediation of. a

mandated gifted program, the changes she made in fts imp]ementation was
justified in the 1nterests_of chiidren: A strong hope for beginning
students was expressed in their need, for 1earning to read. In
Catherine's estimation, co]]aboration whether with teachers within the

school or with outsiders, ought ‘to be based on a shared 1nterest in

students; an idea also expressed by - John. In cooversatioh with

. Catherine, we were able to talk about the nature of giftedness, and what

good educatioz-meant for all students.

Pedagogit hope ds a theme-woyve its pattern through our discussion,

pointing to a s ared concern between teacher . and researcher. Its

expression was spometimes’ c]oaked in the language of evaluation for
¢

‘ exampie, but more often lurked as a "deeper, less spec1f1ed hope for the

he ones hope for" (Parker, 1986). In considering ‘the

weﬂi-being of -
theme of_ pedagogic hope, I also discovered it in other writings. In
attempting to junderstand why "Dorothy and Mary" implemented computer-
assisted instruction into their eiassrooms Parker focused on the hope-
these teach'rs embodied for their students. Nhat is pedagogic h0pe,
Parker asks? "It is a category of experience piainiy discernible from

teachers' /ta]k about the more schoolish goaisv and ‘'objectives'"

1(Parker, 1986). Catherine, in her conversations with me, did express .

7N
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‘4her concern for ¢her students in terms of the goals of the gifted

pﬁogram,_ but did s0 in much more diffusely stated _concerns for them
-doing well, ‘ | | |

The theme of pedagogic hope isefound in other texts about teaching.

_-Bo]]now ta]ks of pedagogic "love", a form of love that the adult has who

has reSpons1b111ty to he]p the ghild or. young person reach a further

; stage in deve]opment. As Bo]]now emphasizes, this is not an uncr1t1ca1

_love; it must also’allow the ch11d to be seen realistically 1&5 the

’

;present, as well as having "regard for the still Tatent ~ ideal
~potentia1it1es“ (Bollnow, 1986). It is this kind of concern for his
students that John enpressed in our conversations; While he wanted- his
students, particularly the graduat1ng ones to be capable, 1ndependent
learners, who wou1d cont1nue to find success in future educat1ona1

endeavours, for younger students John temgered the 1dea of independence

. with the need for more "basics." Even for his more mature students,

‘ %dohn S concern for them was based on ‘a hope that they also mastered a

§~'~ .

’v'n

certa1n "content.

Because the teacher s re]at1onsh1p w1th ‘students is limited in time

and space, there is urgency to "he]p" ch11dren. Hope expressed as the -
-

«Q

desire to help children is bounded by the limits of the teacher's

situation. What Sarason'describes as "the felt necessity to have the

~ class reach a particu]ar.leve]lof skill in a fixed period of time"e

(1982, p.187),.found expression in John'stconcern,that his students be

_competent in computer processing before they graduated' but also more

“than that, because he also wished to assure the1r competence beyond his

relationship w1th_them. Cather1ne, bounded byvthe ]1m1ts of what cou]d
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be achieved in certain classrooms, nevertheless saw the need for
gifted" children to have the opportunity to learn certain skills. This
justified, as expressed in conversation, the alteration of a mandated
program from "1n-c1ass" to "pull-out.”
The respon51bility that the feacher has for students, and the hopel‘
- that nourishes the relationship of the teacher to his/her students is a

¥ .
iifebiood of the pedagogic 51tuation. Beyond the “obJectives of any

curriculum - or school plan, pedagogic hope 1ies beneath questions -aboutﬁ
the purpose of teaching. Elbaz writes, -
The teacher confronts a classroom full of waiting human
beings; ultimately the psychological sense of .
regponsibility for what happens to those students in the
course of the day devolves upon the teacher (1983 p.17).
,ﬂit is this responsibiiity for students,’ expressed in terms of hope that
" also mediates vchanges in the school and ciassrdom. Interpreting the
research or curricular change, Fullan notes that teachers ask of
changes, "will students be interested?", EVER " they .1earn" (1982,
5:113)7 | o
As 'I,have attempted to iiiustrate'from the conversations, 'JphnfS‘;~\\
and\Cathérine‘s iﬁh0vations through action research were also ‘justified_“
R by their concerns for children. 'However, it is important to emphasize
that pedagogic hope as a focal p01nt for understanding our actions as
teachers and researchers also finds ambivalent and ambiguous expression.
fuiian (1982) ‘has written conv1nc1ngiy about the importance of the
© -—teacher's role in mediating change, and how the teacher' s understanding
of his/her role, espec1a11y 1n relation to students, will largely effect
. the success or failure of what may be we]i-conceived progerams or

curriculas



108

Parker -(1986) too talks about ambiguity in the teacher's

experience: how strong beliefs and "prior ‘commitments" will mediate
;proposed changes. '{n hiS'case study, Dorothy and Mary did adopt and
jntroddce computer-assisted instfhction in their classfoqm because of

_ tﬁe hope they had for studehts.~ Yet, they may also have rejected that’
innovation in pari ori whole. based on the ‘same beliefs. In her
conversat1ons with me, Catherlne told of her re- 1nterpretat10n “of the
gu1de11nes of a gifted program in ways that would f1t her s1tuation, and
Just1f1ed in terms of children's needs.

Pedagog1c hOpe, and the responsibility for gh11dren wh1ch is .an

express1on of that hope may also carry the understandang that. ch11dren

sanq,\dlfferent from adults, that they ought to be treated d1fferent1y.
Indeed, in her "The Cr1sas 12 Education", Hannah Arendt (}978) decries
the deterioration of the natural authority the teacher ‘has for the
child, and the throwing of children into the world when they é;e not
ready. She reminds' us of the inherently ethical’ vqesponsibi1ity
contained within-fhe notion of pedagogy. Pedagogy denotes a_ differente
between adults and chiidren, a fe]ationship with a special seﬁéé of

caring. From a feminist perspecfive, Madeleine Grumet evokes t@e image

of teacher as mediating between the public world and the private world

of -the child: (ﬁThe'teacher Tooks out to the world and through thé world

to the studént. It s this detour through the world that‘ we call
curr1cu1um" (19834 p. 52). |

Yet, as Sarason points out that sense of d1fference may also allow

teachers ‘to create conditions in their classrooms that they . personally

would dislike (1982, p.222). -Hope for students does not automatically

®
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. find concre&te manifestation in c]assroom act1v1t1es,‘ and may 1‘deed A
But it is the theme.of hope that allows a foothold for

discussion about teaching practice to begin.

of what content meant in the context of computer proce““g

importance “of that content to Johh's program. John, while emﬁhasiz1ng
the importance of content, and indeed still insisting that thé success
of his 1nnovation could only be measured through testing for content,
neverthe1es§\\::gan to question what it means for students to 1earn, . to
ask- what was a]]y important to come away w1th .As with gather1ne S
ideas about gifted education, we were on a th hold of more critical
discussions about the goals of the1r actlon research projects, but )
gu1ded by the theme of pedagog1c hope.

Being 1nvo1ved in the two action research proaects meant learning
aoout two teachers and their hopes. It was .interesting that in the
process of:action research, the teacher researchers became more "aware"
of the ihdividuaj studeht. John‘expressed his own surprise at what was
really an "unintended" outcome; ‘

What was really brought out in this project is that there
are individual styles in which kids learn, ways in which
the kid will perform better, say in a verbal kind of:
exchange, but if you dump a tutor1a1 on them, even if they
can read don't do as well ... \

In our conversat1ons about g1ftedness, Catherine and I discussed 1n more

general terms how so-ca11ed "gifted education" designed to provide more

e
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.‘stimu1at30n for brighter students may cea]]y contain ideas 'that all
students ought to be exposed to. ~ | |

As  an outside collaborator, I was invited intg the worlds of
teaching Athat John and Cat;erine had constructed with their hop%s for
chi]dneﬁ\ I was invited to share in the meaning of pedagogic hope..
John and Catherine both saw the concern for itudents as a basis for
co]]éboéation, and not so silently admonished my own distance from théf
concern. But as an outside "researcher," the question also had to _be
asked, -"what was my interest?" Although I did'not know the students and
'children, I neverthe]eés felt compelled to see the success of the action
~research projects in terms beneficial to those students and children.

"To educate children is by definition a: activity with an intention
fo}v the future," Lea Dasberg (1983, p.117) writes, and the'question of -,
collaboration asks whether an outside collaborator shares in .thatkv
intention. Action research offers a closer.connectign between, teaching
and research; both are ways of learning about the pedagogica].situation,

a situation oriented to children. van:Manen reminds us that "we - learn,
as educators from the incompleteness, the possibilities of childhood"
(1986, p.13). Through workiﬁé with a teacher, a reséarcher also comes
to share concerns about those Madeleine Grumet calls "other people's

children" (Grumet, 1981).

Pedagogica] Being

‘What does it‘'mean to be a teacher? The questionf points to the
'theme of pedagogicaT being. #s a themé, it appeared to focus a - good
deal of our conversations. John talked about how his activity set fhe

. . . . .
structure of 1earn1?g in the classroom. From his action research, he

Y
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gained a greatér awareness of how his teaching style set a pattern for
students;. Especially in talking with John, a strong sense of commitment
to subject matter shone through; 1ndeed'Qohnlseemed’to live-<to embody--
in his professional life h{s interest- in computer education. There wa§
a confidence in his knowledge of subject matter that seemed to defihe

-

his being as teacher. B

Woods discusses the difficulty of distinguishing teagher self from
curriculum. He asks the question, "to what‘extent is the;geéson engaged;
with the subject matter" (1984, p.219)? Thinking about John and ‘his'
action research project, I would have ﬁo ans@er a éreat deal, and it is
perhaps. significant that in myzconversations with John, talk about
curriculum often strayed ontp moré ‘biographiQPI ppths. Woods'
assertion, based on an in-depth case study of a te§cher, is that
teachers'make, rather than take roles, and that thg teachef's own being
is manifest fn the curriculum as presented to students. ’Hn my
_ collaboration with John, ‘there was this strong sense of curriculum
inextriﬁab]y bound with the pgrson.and his ideas.

Although John was obviously an "effective" teacher, [ started tof
become more aware of the'poverty of that term in the coﬁtexi of his
work. The talk about how fovteach or the.techniques one cCould use was
difficult to separate from John's knowledge aboyt computer processing,
and about who he was as person and teaﬁher. In a critical comment. on
the effective teaching mo&ement that now dominates much talk about
teaching, Aoki, echoing‘woods above, asserts that "the effectiveness of

teaching may have more to do with the being of teacher--who the teacher
/ . )

is" (1987, p.7). John's knowledge of his subject matter infused the way '

&

3
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that he taught. What was “effective" about how he taught was ctontained.
in his knowledge of subject matter and who he was.

The sense of pedagogic being was also present in conversations with
Catherine. In the conyersations with her there was extensive talk aﬁout
'~ the ro]e of teachers in 1mp1ement1ng new progradqs. ~ Specifically, as‘hﬁs

been 111ustrated previously, Catherine khad responsibility for

implementihg a system mandatea giffed program. 'This program had several

guidelines to be followed. It was Catherine's job to ‘}rans1até these
: éuide]ines into practice in her school.

It appeared to become difficult for Catherine to sep;?ate her role
as ‘"catalyst teacher" from her other po;itions as teacher, vice-
‘principal and librarian. As a teacher, she seemed to believe in and
practice/d?ouping chi]dren, and having them work in independent learning
centefs.' The ideas of the gifted program seemed to fit the already
gstablished organization of her classroom. Although we_did not djscués
it directly, I fe]t that her job as a temporary vice-principal in the
schoo] put extra pressure on her t0’"succeed" Qith the gifted program,
as ev1dence of good administrative ab111ty. ’As well, as librarian, she
" was proud of the mater1a]s she had produced which she fe]t could be
used by any teachers in an in-class gifted program.'

Despite some difficulties with the gifted program as

Catherine did assume . ownership of it in a sense. )

gifted program in the school. She talked about her catalyst role as-
being, a "salesman." The problem, she thought, was to convince tehchers

to accept.thé program. An outcome of her action ‘research project that

.- . : o
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we touched upon in conversation was the nature of her relationship with
a teacher, and more generally, how teachers would work together to
imp lement change. Embodying, in a sense, a curricular innovation--an
aspect of her pedagogic being--also broudht to awareness the nature of
re]atiénships between teachers, and between teachers and outsiders. The
" quality of those relationships may also be seen as part of pedagog1c
being, what it means to be a teacher in a pedagogic situation.

Pedagogic being presupposes there is a lived experience, a life-
“world that gives meaning to being a teacher. As every teacher is surely
aware, this is a world of practical demands, and a teacher is asked to
be a master of the practical. ‘As Elbaz argues,

In the practical context it is the teacher, not the

learning theorist, who is the final authority on learning;
the teacher, not the §ociologist, who is the final v
authority on the social’ development of children; the

teacher, not the psychologist or artist, who is the final
authority on the creativity of children; the teacher, not

the scientist, who®is the final authority on the science

kids learn. Whether or pot such authority is actually

granted him, the teacher is the only one in a practical
position to discharge it. (1983, p.17)

- .

In their action research projects both John and Catherine attempted
to become more "authoritative" so to speak, in their situations. In
attempting to create.innovations, they also came to qUestion their ‘own

roles "as teachers, and to question what it means to be a teacher,

' Focusing' on who the teacher is invifes the possibility of a more

;ritica] examination of the éituation: to understaqg how per;ona]

commitments and hopes‘caﬁ actually be realized in practice, or become
more critica]]y aware of what FreiréAca11§ "1imit situations.”

“As an outside collaborator I fé]t drawn in to a greater

appreciation of who John and Catherine were as teachers. But fin



conversat1ons there was a1so a g11mpse of what we cou]d be as teachers.’

Through act1on research we came to recogn1ze the 1mportance of the

:teacher s ro1e, anf1mportance that both Sard“bn and Fullan ‘acknowledge

the1r reviews of schoo] change.” In’ a modest way, we were exp1or1ng

the quest1on that Sarason asks, that 1s, how can the teacher S ro1e be”
' expanded in- 1mportance (1982 p. 195)0 Perhaps too, act1on research as‘
‘Schubert and Schubert 1nterpret 1tf’can be "a bu11d1ng of ph1losoph1ca1

= assumpt1ons gﬁ pr1nc1p1es that gu1des oqe's 11fe (1984 p 17).

| The theme of pedagog1c be1ng‘focuses our attent1on on the teacher s

ineed for autonomy ‘as a dec1s1on ‘maker in a pract1ca1 s1tuat1on. .The

wtheme of pedagog1c ‘be1ng a]erts us to the harm that 15 Created 'by

, separat1ng concept1bn from executlon, the "desk1111ng of teachers of '
whwcthachae1 Apple and others have wrwtten. We may reflect cr1t1ca11y,'
- then -on what 1t means to. be ' “teacher, to come to a- bettera
understand1ng of terms ]1ke “profess1ona1. In my conversat1ons with'\

) 7both John and Cather1ne there was a further, more d1stant v1ew of what

o

co11aborat1on could be, an 1nv1tat10n to understand the teacher and his

1wor]d and to share in the uncoverlng and creat1on af further mean1ngsvb'

and. the 1mprovement of the rea11t1es of teach1ng

‘ Pedagogjc Knowy;g ‘

o

w1th e1oquence and car1ng, Ted, Aoki wr1tes that “teaching is a-

'Vdeeply practicaJ vocat1on" and "that our pred1cament as teachers is a

"very pragmat1c one (1987 Pe 7) Aok1 's. thoughtfu1 express1on helps toL
'b111um,nate the co11aborat1ve exper1ence in wh1ch I was - 1nv01ved. . Hiﬁgm
words asks for reflection on the practlca1\gnd\var1ed d11em?bs of thel

teacher in. theaclassroom. “His words point to the importance of the-

s
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"pedagogic act" and ‘the 1ntr1ns1ca11y moraT ar normat1ve basis of -
dec1s1ons about what to do 1n the cTassroom.s Pragmatx@Bad%ions are not “
gust exped1ent actions if they are truly pedagogic. By’"predicament ;I.
be11eve Aok i means that teachers are constantTy fﬁ%ed with pedagogicaT
probTems "between what ex1sts and what shoqu be" (DaignauTt 1984,
p.27)' The k1nd of knowTedge produced 1n th1s S1tuat1on may be referred{

to \as.,“phrones1s : "a form of reasoning, sielding a type of VethicaT

}ﬁnow-how in 'thCh ‘what is uni versal and what is particuTar are Wt
determined". (Bernstein, 1983 P IRS)

The theme of pedagog1c know1ng ra1ses questlons about how lteacn S
" make ‘sense of the1r act1ons. As I have’ tr1ed to show in the, expToration;
of the themes of pedagogic: hope and pedagog1c being, such . act1ons are
not - lend and thoughtTess. They are driven by deep hopes and a sehse of
what it means to be a teacher. Fre1dmann (1979) taTks about .action
“being pr1mary in pract1ce. There is “know1ng in the action?. although
‘some of that know1ng may be tacit (Schon,~1983 p. 49) With 'action

research, then, the goal is to Tearn about and from the. act1ons we carry

out as teachers--to see the knowTedge 1n the act1on, That does -not make

© actions’ 1mmune to cr1t1c1sm or change, reflection on act1on ‘ooensibthe .
- poss1b1T1ty for cr1t1caTLawarenes? and change. Nor can those act1ons be
jsoTated ass s1mpTe ruTes\oF“fechn1ques of teaching d1vorced from "the
| swtuatlon of that knowTedge. | ‘
In the taTk of the coTTaborat1ve experience, the actions 'ofn John
'fand Cather1ne became top1cs for our d1aTogues. whiTe the actions and'
hour sense-mak1ng of these act1ons were . part1cuTar1st1c in ;nature,

-address1ng the theme of pedagog1c knowing suggests a more un1versaT

e
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or1entat1on which can be 1dent1f1ed with pedagog1ca1 s1tuat1ons. It was
this sense of being drahn into the spec1f1c s1tuat1ons, and then
reflect1ng on them that character1zed our conversat1ons.

My general 1nterest in act1on research as an outsxde observer, ano

the spec1f1c dinterests of John and Catherine ¥n the1r s1tuat1ons meant

€ N

.that we sometimes failed to ach1eve common hor1zons of understand1ng.
.In John 3 prOJect for.example, 1 was reale see1ng prob]em so]v1ng in
- the. abstract, as a generaljzed strategy that,‘could be un1versa11y
aop1ied ‘in‘classrooms. My "understandfng" of action research was also
11m1ted to what . | had read and studied.” But when I began to talk w1th
John and Cather1ne the theoretical categor1es of act1on‘ research, or
prob1em so1v1ng, or giftedness did not necessarily fit w1th what they
were doing in the1r part1cu]ar s1cuat1ons. ' : |

In the first instance, both John and Catherine -had concrete
responSibilities for students. John was prepar1ng a group of stodents.
for graduat1on. The spec1f1c “objectives of his actlon research p1an-—to

inproduce a problem solving approach, could not. be separaged from ‘what

he saw as h1s respons1b111ty to pass on subJect matter. MoréoVer; he

.

worked with certa1n persona1, schooﬂ, and d1str1ct goa]s. For example,
working. w1th other teachers, John exp1a1ned ‘Was necessary to ma1nta1n
discrete course offer1ngs by d]fferent teachers. To a certa1n extent,
John .maintained .a d1st1nct1on between the objectives of thﬁ course he

taught.' and the’ obJect1ves of the action research proJect. It was not
.'ihe ;content of computer processing that was under question, . but his

method of teaching it. At the same time, the content was difficult to.
B ,'\’r '.‘ : \ Lo
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separate from th Way it was taught. These were some of my observations

borator.

- . L
as an outside™c

4

Catherine too had very contrete concerns and responsibilities.

Those coneerns and responsibilities created the general framework™ for

her action research project. In conversations with her, 1 became moge

aware of . the complexity of her responsibilities: -jn: attempting to
implement a gifted programvshe was dealing Qith understanding notions of
giftedness, prepar1ng mater1a1s, 1mp1ement1ng it in her own classraom as .
a teacher, and worklng with others to 1mp1ement it in the1r c]assrooms.
That was in add1t1on to her other school reSpons1b111t1es. »

‘Before apprec1at1ng her situation more, I felt a 11tt1e frustrated

4
with the way she was 1nterpret1ng the actien research process -as a.

~fnarrow3ng.'dpwn“ and "solving one problem at “a time." ‘Ih‘ this

situation; bounded concretely by time, Sbace,:re1ationships,'and-her own °

well-being, Catherine had‘to "fit" a gifted'program.‘ It was her own

, understand1ng of that sttuat1on which led her to make alterations to the_q

o

mandated gu1de11nes of the. d1str1ct g1fted program. In her s1tuat1on,_

these were act1ons she t ook to so1ve percelved prob1ems.« |
According to Reid (1978, p.17), theory Mbe viewed as idealized

practice. Moreover, such theory viewed as an enquiry out51de of ~ the

situation is not normative. My own view of action research had been - in

" terms of an "idealized" form of pract1ce. But in co]]aborating with

_ Catherine and John, the act1on research became much more what they were~

actually d01ng in the1r schools and c]assrooms. Crucially, the - "ends"

so f/ speak of the1r act1on research was not to 1earn about action

. research, but to make 1mprovements in the1r s1tuat1ons.' ‘Thus the action

l
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research became not so much a “method“ as a "doing" normat1ve1y 1nfused.
To me, as an outside collaborator, there was an appeal to share the
goa]s and normative interests, or at 1east'to understand those norms and
interests. !

. e
“In discussing reflective practice, Schon. recognizes thaf

3understand1ng the s1tuat1on grows out of trying to change it (1983,

'p.132). It was 1in -Ricoeur' s sense of action as a text for
interpretation that allowed us to begin to learn from the actions, and -

to beg1n' shar1ng observat1ons and ideas. BOth Catherine and John -

-reminded me that we had Rc begin with the pract1ca1. ‘As much as they

generously a]lowed my 1nterest 1n act1on research and co11aborat1on to

intrude in the conversat1ons, the more meaningful d1scuss1ons ~occurred

i o2 8

when we attempted to reflect more critically on what was actually

happening 1in their situations. When that did happen--and I am not
Suggest1ng, as 1 have said Before that we cons1stent1y achieved "ideal"
conversat1ons, or mutually critical ana]yses—-l felt 1 was beg1nn1ng to
learn more about what co]1aborat1on might mean. As John mentioned once,

... 1 don't ‘think it is something that you can start with nice

speculative types of conversations about the nature of teaching and then
. - »

narrow in on one particu1ar project ... 1 think it starts with something
cangib1e.“ |

The focus on the tangible, however, did allow refiection--knowingf-
to grow. Analysisfof actidn in the research projects meant we began to
reflect on what our. purposes and goals as teachers are, or more
specifically how we affect students or how we  teach. Tantalizingly,

’

Schon writes, "through unintended effects of action the situation talks.

¢
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back" (1983, p.135); -1 have recounted already how John claimed Ahe
_started to become much more aware of individual diffehences’ in his
students,  how- they | "“learned."  In  this observation. several
possibilities. “for further'1earnihg‘blos§omed.\ John began to question
some - of the prev1ous]y he]d assumptions about his role in the’ c]assroom. .
his own act1ons that had been more or less automatic and unconscious.
We also began fb discuss the not1on “of 1earn1ng styles. but not in terms
of the currently popular theories-extanf in the schools. " Rather than

* conceiving of 1earn1ng sty]es as 1nd1v1dua1 character1st1cs of etudents

. that the teacher reSponds to, we were thinking more in terms of‘ the -

ontext the situation the Leaeher creates which opens up poss1b1]1t1es :

for learning.

Catherine'e, eXperiehce t 0o ai]owed "reflective conversation with
the situation" (Schon, 1983, p.13$). In teaching the gifted program ‘in
her. own classroom, Catherine receunted student's experience; with the,

- activities ehe had designed, and exbressed enthusiasm for the ways ‘in
which students responded.; What "gifted" Ehildren could accomp]iéh

' encouraged her to ref]ect on what other children‘in her c]assroom could
a]so accomp11sh. As a resylt of her exper1ence we talked prom1singly

, about ’§eeih§ 1earn1ng in terms of .children' s,potentia]s,rather than in
terms of prejudging that by using artificial categories like’giftednese:

More §pecifieally 'ihfferms of her action research project, the

JA\‘lmplementat1on of a gifted'program in another }éiissroom; Catherihe'e
ect1ons started to throw light on the meaning "of dimplementation. -
Cathehine expressed‘empathy for other teachers in terms of the time and

structural constraints that made it difficult to accept chdnge. There

—
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'was awareness about the need to build structures of * support between
teachers, and between those fesponsible for introducing programs. In
reflective conversation with consultants and teachers involved "in the

1mp1ementatirﬁﬁ of a curricylum, Terry Carson i1]ustrated how in that

14

reflection a need was expréssed to break down .barriers between teachers

‘and the necessity for building supportive social situations (Carson,

1986). While Cétheriné and 1 did not have the opportunity to pursue
those concerns, what became appafent was that we were able to learn from
her action and her situation, and that learning could be a basis for
further  change. Thev movement from thev'praéti;a1, to -a ’broadér

understanding, but always returning to the practical as central feature

" L4

of pedagogic knowing was expressged well bj John"

I think that what happens or I'm hoping what happens. here
anyway is that the initial analysis is always related to
the specifics of the group that you're dealing with and
the content and so on, and its an analysis of whether what
we're doing is' meeting those objectives that we set out ig
the project, and I think once you can modify it by doing
this or yes, I can do that to improve or no, it's not and
~see why it's not and see what we can come up with. You
know the project itself is short term, you know it's
something you're trying for a month or two months and it's_.
done, but I think the collaboration that goes on, the
analysis that takes place as a result of that always tends
to branch out from the specifics of that particular-course
and group of students ... out to saying well, maybe I can
modify this way next year--it doesn't get 'blown up' to
cover more than the specific project and hopefully give
you time to reflect teaching in general--what I have .
learned about this that is applicable to-the art of
teaching ... looking at a more holistic view of the
resu]ti of the project ... :

: Pedagogic knowing then,'gkows.out of the situatiqn, the practical-
o -and normative concernsvof teaching, and the interest in approaching the
1ntrihsic good of pedagogy. That there is knowledge in action means

.that " action can be and ought'to be interpretedvand undersfood for what

¥ ]
’
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it is. To name such knowledge in pre-existing categeries fs to do it a

disservice, to leave out the essentia] practical 1nter§sts. Yet, it
also seems necessary to build a forum for becoming more “know1edgeable.“
and for finding a language to express what that action means. There s
a - un1queness ‘to pedagog1c knowing, but the common interest in
education a]so means that pedagogic’ knowing may speak more universallyﬂ
Recently, there has been 1ncreased 1nterest in "teacher thinking"
(Elbaz, - 1983; Connelly and Elbaz, 1980). Much in the way 1 have tried
to talk about ‘"pedagogic knowing" writers .about “teacher 'think1ng"
acknowledge the practical and normative bases of teacher thinking;
streséing the importance of the situation and the teacher's experience
of self and'others (Elbaz, 1983). And yetf and I may be unfair’here in
my estimatien,-liget a sense of a dualism that is retafned in the talk
about “the teacher as knower of the practical"- (Connelly and Elbaz,
1980, p.llO) The implicit propos1t1on appears to be that .practical
knowfng is only the property of the teacher, and it 1s still up to

researchers to theorize about the practical knowing. 'As well, "teacher

th1nk1ng" puts the idea of practical know1hg too much in the domain of

“the individual teacher.#'I am compe]led to ask the quest1on, is it on]y

th1nk1ng we should be interested in, or action?

The theme of pedagogic know1ng, I be11eve points not Just to ‘the

' teacher, but the situation, and most crucia]ly, the 1nterpretations and

understandings of action: how action speaks becomes the ground for

pedagogic knowing.‘JThus conceived, the theme of pedagpgic knowing also

. L - : ,
_speaks to. a meaning of collaboration. How can we make sense of

teaching? What does it mean to be a teacher? . How can we achieve



122

- authentic pédagogy? -Such'qUestions call out for collaborative ‘scrutfny
in action and between teachers and researchgrs.  The questiohjis raised
whether  coilaborative ‘action research can create structures and
opportynities for new languages. Can thosé 1an§uages assist in creating
change in the schools? As Schon -observed, "Wherg teachers weFe
éncouraged %o reflect-in-acfion, the meaning of}'goodtteaching' and a
'good classroom' would become topics: of urgent institutional contérn"*
(1983, p.335). THe_question of collaboration also asks then, what it

' means fqr an outside researcher to become 1nvo]ved, indeed, to ask the

meaning of research. :

The Themes of Collaboration and The Question of Collaboration

"In ré%]ecting on the 6onversations'1 was privileged to share with
Jshn and 'Cathérine, three dominant themes appeared to guide our
discussion: pedagogic hope, pedagogic being, and pedagogic knowiﬁg.
Attémpting to illustrate these themes in terms of the' conversations and.
what other ‘Writers have suggested, seemed for me at least, a return,
howeyver f%ﬁ;@hi}ous, fo'the question I am fsising about the meaning of
col1aboratﬁos: "what does it mean for an outside researcher and teacher
fo collaborate in an acﬁion research project?”

I cannot honestly say that I have this question clearly chused
_ yet; but it continues to guide my inquiry nonetheless. -Iﬁterpreting the
cqnversafiohs in terms of the fhemes’outlined above, allowed for deeper
reflection on the ﬁeaningvof co]lébqratfon. Particu]ér]y; my search for
such meaning js guided.by,assumptionsithat action research, conceived in

ways that reject a positivist approach to educational research, “and a
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”"technical rational® -app}oach to school change. may be a means to‘
: develop new ways of thinking and talking about and creating change.

The theme of pedagog1c hope shows the deep and essential nature of -
caring that is central to the teacher's task. Such hope challenges the
va]ues énd 1dea1§ of the outside researcher as well, to question ‘what
the purpose of research is, | )
| The theme of pedagogic being speaks to the 1mportance of 1ntegr1ty
~and authent1c1ty in a teacher's work . Does the outside callaborator
- have an 1nterest in support1ng the teacher in his/her quest for more
ho]1sth, ~meaningful exper1ence? Does the researcher too have a being
that is defihed by the pedagogical situation?

" The theme of pedagogic knowing raises the question of what i§
imporfant,knowledge in classrooms and 'schools, and how we can learn from
our acfions, The theme of pedagogfc knowingﬁpoints to the need for more
_ref]ective'action, but also.to‘an’appreciatioh'of‘the situation and the
persons _involved. Perhaps teacher's knowing and doing may be tacit or
‘sometimes uncritical, But the idea of pedagog{c kﬁBNing asks whether or
no£ outside collaborators can leave behind conceptua}-b]indf01ds.

| The three themes discus;ed above‘are not ‘isolated sigiposts of
experience, Theré is also an intimate relationship between them. To
Speak of pedagogic being means also to speak of pedagogic knowing. That
is, what it means to be a teacher is not separate }rom the kinds of
knowing that are 1mportant to teaching. What 1t means to be a teacher,

and what the nature is of a teacher's know]edge must be: seen in terms of

pedagogic hOpe, which prov1des meaning for our work as teachers, and
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allows. us to focus on the need for change and improvement, Pedagogic
hope provides 1ncent1ve to raise questions about teaching and knowing.

The experience of collaboration, and reflection on that experience

‘

through, conversat1ons allowed these questions to come ‘to the fore.
There are many unresolved 1ssues or tensions remaining. The final

chapter will attempt to examine the tenﬁﬁons of collaboration as viewed

s

through the experience of this inquiry.
. - . A g



. CHAPTER 6
0

+ TENSIONS OF COLLABORATION

The openness of what is in question consists in the fact
that the answer is not settled. (Gadamer, 1986 p.326).

In the precéding chapter 1 attempted to 111u§trate and interpret
the themes of a collaborative experience; I believe these themes
pointed to what our nol1aboration was about, or rather what could
further orient our co]]aborati?e research. Focusing on these themes
speaks to ‘the existential meaning of teachingQ The question of

collaboration asks whether outside researchers can share in that
,r‘\ N

meaning.

In the actual conduct of collaboration thére are still many .
questions that tug at the fabric of our understandings. In the “11ved‘
experience” of collaboration, we expenience "tensiona1ity.“ Té{a Aok i
(1985) talks about - the "tenéiona]ity" in the dialectic betwee
abstract ideas of curriculum‘and curriculum as experience, -each seeking
to inform the other. It is this sense of dialectic and tensionality
that helps me to ref]ect on both the idea and, pract1ce of co]]aborat1on.

Reflecting on the exper1ence of collaboration, there were several
“ . R

tensions in the relationships between John and Cather{ne ‘and myself,

Attempting to understand and interpret those tensions ennourages
reflection on a meaning of collabdration in action research.  Rather
than a simple recount1ng of the prob]ems that emerged in the process,’
the notion of tens1on suggests a. further search for understanding the

tension of the incompleteness of our knowledge and practices. But that

~incompleteness allows for a continued openness to the question.

/
: b}
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Tensions may be a part of the 1ife world of collaboration. Reflection
on - the .tension of collaboration draws .consideration of collaborative

action résearch as a viable, post-positivist form of educational

research. ,

Working Relationships: The Tension “of Ethical Involvement

The qugstion of collaboratign raises the question of the ethicq'
integrity ‘of action research. As Tripp warns, the greatest threat to
that .integrity is for outside collaborators "to use merely the technical
form as a means of engiﬁeering professional teacher development” (Tripp,
1984: 277; Carr and Kemmis do not discount the role of outsiders but do
consider it pr;b1ematic because the traditional educational commUnify
has tended to reflect the gap between theory énd‘_practice,- and the
interests, roles, responsibilities, and power implicit in that gap.

The 1literature Fécounting exgerientes with collaborative action
research reflects the problems with collaboration that Carr and\'Kemnis,
 Tripp, and others would alert us™to. Some writers note that the
interests of researchers from outside the schoo]s may be jnconsistent
with the more practical goals of thé teachers. Often, perceptions of
traditional roles and status of univers{?; researchers relative to
school  teachers—— seeﬁ to create: difficulties 1in establishing
collaboration (Oakes, et al., 1985; Smu¥yan, 1983, 1984). Other writers
cite };ther pessimistic‘conclusions regardiné the possibilities for
equitabie forms of collaboration, noting the ~problems of time,

work]daqs, and administrative constraints in schools (Roweton and

Wright, 1985; Norris and Sanger, 1984).
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. It is significant though, that in some of these accounts there 1is
.a1§o a realization that the meanings of collaboration and action
reseérch cannot be taken for granted. Participahts may have different
interpretations gf what is 1hvo1ved. Thus the meaning of collaboration
has to be consciously reflected on in the actual practice *of
collaboration (Smu]yan, 1984). Questions of how the research {s to be
done, what is to be done, and who is to do what task need to be preceded
with opening such quest1ons for discussion. This 1mp11es the necess1ty
for uncovering various meanings and interpretations people hold aboug
tHe proce§%, as well a§ their positions in the process. s
The projects 1 was involved with were initiated and controlled by
the teachers in the schools at all times. Nonetheless, the fact tha%b
the prdﬁegts were an aspect of the teachers' participation in a gra%uape
universitj*‘class made the independence of those projects somewhat
problematic. The course estab{ished a form of outside control, which 1
felt .made my position émbiguous: in a seﬁse, theré were expectations
built in thatlwere not enfire]y of the partjcipants’ making.. Initially,
it seemed difficult to build a common ground for discussion and fof
éstab]ishing what the form of the collaboration could take. What would
we talk about at our first meeting? - Should I ask to sit in on John 's
computer processing c]ass? What should He done with our conversations?
Qught - I, as an outside co11abor;£or, a{tempt to learn more about
giftedness, or computer processing? 'These were just a few qu??tions
that related to problem:of 1n1t1at1on and conduct of col]aboration.
g

My initial 1nterest in the action research projects was in the

action research process itself. 1 was not primar11y 1nterested 1n the



actua] content of the changes of the persons I was co11aborating with:
- John S- computer process1ng proaect and Cather1ne S, glfted program. Nhen

: ’L' 1n1t1ated conversat:ons w1th John and Cather1ne I fe1t a’ 11tt1e,

' :'frustratEd in that I was fee11ng "pulled 1nto" their spec1f1c concerns.

E‘The “what" of our d1scu§!1ons w@s not the moments of act1on research or

~the - p]an, orsthw/mbn1tor1ng, but rather what thevnature -of g1ftedness.

might be, W t prob]em so1v1ng enta11ed how one could teach w1th

F’Ld so on.

'certa1n doncepts 1n m1nd vlt became 1ncreas1ngly comme1]1ng

. for me as an outside co]]aborator to involve myse]f with the wor]d of

!mean1ng, the 11ved exper1ence of each teacher S s1tuat1on in order to
‘»understand "what“ was be1ng researched.
Part]y at 1east the tens1on I exper1enced of estab11shrng 2

k,work1ng re]at1onsh1p grew out of my des1re to 1nf]uence the outcome, if

not of John S and Catherune s act1on research pFOJeCtS, certa1n1y my own

prOJect wh1ch was to bu11d an understand1ng of co]]aborat1on.-~"From

s.'more pract1ca1 perspect1ves, John and.Cather1ne ‘saw the need for
'd1fferent k1nds of co]]aborat1on. They ewgressed the 1deas that it. mayigl

have been more beneficial for them to have. worked with ‘a collaborator :

.

1 -who was - more d1rect1y know1edgeable/jf?:ynterested in the actua] content

: of the1r action research proaects. The pract1ce of my co1]aborat1on ‘had

st111 been remote from that. on the other hand the dlstancing on my o

. part; m1n1m1zed perhaps the p0551b111ty of outside contro], and a]]owed_

;. more ref1eot1on in a general sense to occur._v

In ref]ectlng on my work1ng re]at1onsh1ps w1th John and. Catherlne, .
1t is d1ff1cu1t to descrlbe the "roles" that we played as co11aborators

tn an act1on research pPOJeCt. In1t1a11y,j as has been descr1bed'"
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earlier, the nature oflthe co]]aborat1ve re1at1onsh1p was undef1ned and
.unc]ear, and in fact, we never did reach a stage where we cou]d say
‘definitely,  "this is your role as the outside researcher.“‘or "this is

" your __role h as the teacher researcher. a.The character . of our

relationships,  such ‘as they were, evolved over the relatively short

. period of time we were able to.work together. Moreover the meaning of‘,

 the relationship probably also changed. The meaning “of  our

_ re]at1onsh1ps was defined by the context of the collaborative
_ ¥
_exper1ence, .and the content of our conversations as we reflected on

~that.

My perce1ved status as an outs1de collaborator nndoubted1y"?«

1nf1uenced the nature of the. re]at1onsh1p as we]]. WOuld' the- content

and qua11ty of conversations have been d1fferent 1f I was a teacher from

/_’the schoo]s in which John and Cather1ne worked7 Or from the same sch@o]

:district7 If 1 had been a un1Vers1ty professor wou]d John and

Cather1ne have d1sc1osed more or 1ess about their prOJects than they did

w1th‘ me? And wou]d those d1sc1osures have a]]owed for-. more cr1t1ca1

-.tinterbretat1ons? | These’ are on]y hypothet1ca‘ duest1ons, but they -do

.help to ref]ect on the relat1onsh1p in‘which I was 1nvolved as a

1'i,'graduate studen} albe1t one. w1th a professed interest in teaching. .
-~

One of the frustrat1ons 1 “d1scovered" in, rev1ew1ng the literature
was the’ ]ack of self- ref]ect1veness of outsxde--usual]y university-- A

researchers -in col]aborattve exper1ences. The “problems , of

'col1aborat1on are usual]y couched 1n terms of the teacher S experiences

and the limitations of ‘the teacher S s1tuat1on. Undeniab]y. as Fullan

LS

and Sarason and many others. have ref]ected on, the structures that ‘many -

x]
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teachers work in seem to militate aga1nst more ref]ect1ve pract1ce.
Yet, the quéstion I am attempting to raise: about col]aborataon is
whether there are also pract1ces and forms of th1nk1ng, and- ro]es and
behaviours~ which -prevent outside researchers from becom1ng more
cr1t1ca11y aware. ) . \

In the exper1ence of my collaboration there was st111 a gap, in

part ‘due to the various work1ng concerns that required cr1t1ca1

ref]ection and action in themse1ves. But that concern shou]d be more

. ,than JUSt a pract1ca1 concern about collaborat1on. Just focusing on

’

action research and collaboration as techn1ca1 problems to be sqlved may'
obscure the deeper quest1ons of the meaning of research what it is for,
and whe{her act1on research can respect and Jo1n persons of d1fferent

1nterests. The quest1on is a]so ra1sed &ﬁ to whether these 1ssues can

-~ LN

be resolved through the app11cat1on of ru]es about col]aborat1on 1earnedx

7k

form research in other s1tuat1ons or whether the very -notion of

,collaborat1on requires carefu] exam1nat1on and thought in each context.

1 Certa1n1y the question . of co]]aborat1on and the tension of work1ngw“
re]at1onsh1ps' ought to focus our concern on the eth1ca1 hqua11t1es of
| those relationships. In many [espects, the quest1on %f co]]aborat1on
raises inU sharp relief ethical issues in é!khg nosearch vjn “schools.

Especially because the research is conce1ved as a iway of  both

: encourag+ng—~*ref}ect1ve and practical m.act1v1ty,v fquest1ons - of

Al

respon51b111ty amd accountab111ty =re paramount. The "]ocus of contro]"

as Robottom et a1. (1986) discovered in an exper1ence of co]laborat1ve

P

action research, needs to be cr1t1ca11y examined. Nhether or not change

in»a;schooJ-or classroom is successfu]]y ach1eved, action re;earch as a
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-n process deals intimately with yhat people think and:‘do. ‘ In other
| words;' "being" s not separable from "knowing," ‘as ~some forms  of
research would have it.

,;Co11aborative action reSear;h, as a form of educational: research,
is also much more intrusive, énd as an intrusive form of research
demands careful tﬁought ard practice (Walker, 1983). However,/"as .an
orientation to practice, the responsibility for changing that préctice
belongs to the teacher, which ﬁakes collaboration hore problematic in
terms of deve]op1ng "poles” and bu11d1ng re]ationships that are
democrat1c in nature, respectfu] of the situation, and respons1ve rather
than dominating.
| Just - as _égtion' research 1is a way of attending to particular

“situations 'and respecting particularities, in co]]aboc‘ act‘%‘bn

_research, ethical considerations must a?so be ‘worked out in the

/','D

particular settings by the people involved, w1th an appreciation “and
kunderstanding. of .the meanings that people hold -in their situations.
Such a_perspective recognizes the inherent ambiguity'and‘complexity of
'human situation; (déVbsﬁ, et al,, 1982). It is another way of ' saying _ 
that ethics must be 1nherent 1n the . pract1ce of cdﬂ]aborat1on réphér’
than an app11ed set of ru]es about what to do.

Perhaps; ~ as teachers and researchers - iﬁterested in working
rcdllaborative1y ' in action research, we 'héye to understand the
~collaborative relationship as oﬁe that is intrinsically éthica]. .Suéh a.’
view would be critical of the domination of thebfy over practice that

the pos1t1v1st approach tends to foster. ‘A collaborative re]ationship

would have to consc1ous1y struggle aga1nst the 1nstrumenta11ty that s’



132

engendered by the desire to predict and control. The totalizing - c]aihs
_of ob3ect1f1ed knowledge may find express1on in actual relations between
. teachersgvand researchers which would inhibit co]]aborative effort.
| Col]abo at1ve act1on research as still 1ncomp]ete1y conce1ved in this -
study, ‘would reject in conCrete terms the social and technical division,
of 1abour 1nherent in the pos1t1V1st approach to research (Fr1edmann, _
1979). Rejecting the totalizing 1nf1uence of theory perhaps demands of
th;%part1c1pants in collaborative act1on research what Emmanue1 Lev1nas.
calls the' "ethical re]at1on to the other, 5 re]at1on that "is
, u1t1mate1y prior to his onto]og1ca1 re]atlon to himself or the tota11ty
of things which we ca11 thevwor1d“ (Kearney, 1984, p 57) I.kunderstand
Levinas to .be saying that what most defines our humanity is the

responsibility for others, and that this responsfbi]ity "is primary.
Lev1nas argues that the ethical ca]l to be respons1b1e to others moves
beyond the notton of attempt1ng to d£f1ne our existence in terms. of ’
finite and f1xed truths, to a greater awareness of "interhuman
re]at1onsh1ps. We requ1re Levinas proposes, | -

an ethical ‘conscience cutting through the onto1og1ca1

jdentification of truth with an ideal intelligibility and

demanding that theory be converted into a concrete praxis’

of concern for the other (Kearney, 1984, p. 68).

In the context of~thevinterest of‘my irfiquiry into co11aboration, I
find Levinas' notions particularly re]evant and thought-provoking, In
- terms of ethical relation to the other,,ievinas also posits "difference"
o as better than sameness (Kearney, 1984, p.58): the other cannot be
‘reduced to myself or to a conception posited by theory.:lThus in  the
relationship that. collaborative action research has the potential to‘

encourage, there would have to be respect for the uniqueness and’

»
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particu]arity.of the situation, an openness to others, dnd above all, an

ethical responsibility for others in the situation.

Theory-Practice~Re]ationship: The Tension of Knowing and Action

Carr‘ and Kemmis (1986) suggest 1n{their book on naction research
“that a truly adeduate educational science would be deliberately based on
practical concerns of teachers working in classrooms . Furthertrithe.
validit; Jof educatione] theory would be’ determined by the way it
actually relates to pract1ce. The content of my conversations with John
and Cetherine- and my interpretations Qf those experiences were
cha]]enged by their pract1ca1 1nterests and concerns. It is legitimate
to say that we were attempting to understand the. theor1es 1mp11c1t '1n.
their practices, and to 1nform those practices with renewed reflection.
In com1ng to terms with what action research means, a central
.prob1em .i1s an understqu1ng of the notion of a unity - of theory andn
practice,‘ or ~what may be termed "praxis.” Moreover, the problem of
co]]aboratfon revolves qround “the issue of whether teaching as a°
‘pract1ca1 -activity can be imbued with ‘greater se]fereflection, and
whether research - may be more pract1cal1y-or1ented.- The, nbtion of
~praxis, then, means/something q&1te different from the way we vusually

B

" talk about theory and practice.

-

oy . -

Praxis neans'»more than the more common word ﬁn our lexicon:
pract1ce. For me, theﬁterm practice‘denotes octivity which may be
1mbued with a certain degree of ref]ectiveness or consciousness. 1f  we
th1nk of a teacher s practlce for example, that. practice may. be- carried-‘
' out w1th a certain degree of awareness of the situation, consequences,

‘mottvot1ons and so forth. Yet, the gu1d1ng 1nterests, ends, and more

i
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universal notioﬁs may be -tacit or absent, ‘Schon (1983) con§iders that a:
great dea1 of pfactica] acfidn in professioﬁal situations';arries with
it largely tgcit‘know1edge."Practige, Srom this perspective -may be
carried out in»]argely unconscious ways; |
= §§'practite, then, we understand a pfactica] social .
activity transforming reality in obedience to practical
needs and implying a certain degree of knowledge “of the
reality it transforms and the needs jt satisfies. Yet
practice cannot explain itself; it is not directly.
theoretical (Sanchez Vazquéz, 1977, p.188).
One 6f_ the egsential'goals of action research--or at least some
forms‘ of aétién research--is that it seeks to recast practice through
conécioqsness of itself. As Sahchéz V&Squez‘ eiﬁ]ains the ‘idea of
praxié,‘there must be a unity'of.theory énd practice in such a form that .
the gdﬁs&ioﬁsness of and about pr&étice i§ a1so guidedVBy éoﬁsciousngss;
in terms of practical‘action, consciqusness about ends is a1so‘guided by
se]f—conscious actions or méans (1977, p.195);‘.As -Lawreﬁce_ Sténhbuse
expTaimed the notion of an educationai praxié, it would: bé .“the
Sdbstantive educationa] ~act consciods of itseif as theorefical A
hypotHesis" (1983, p.214). | |
 Action resear;h by teachers may be based on a reﬁqgnftion of a gap
between theory anﬁ practice. There is commonly a belief émong teh;heré
that "theofy“ which is external to their pract%ces is‘not‘ relevant. or
"practical.“ Argyri's notes,"however; that  the term. practical s
ambiguoui in usagé today--it has a/utilitarian sense, in'terms of the .
-]}near mean%-end .conéeptién of action (Argyris,"et. ale, . ‘1985),‘
Liké;ise,. Gadamer (1984) thinks”that}practice has * been devalued by |
thinking of it.in terms of the application of theory, turning practice .

*

into a technique. -
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Many writers, 1nc1ud1ng Carr and Kemmis see in action research the
poss1b111ty of recovering the notion of practice as praxis, which is an
inherently moral concept, be1ng concerned with both ends and\_means,
where practice is guided not by theoretical knowledge, but practicai
reasoning and know]edoe with a disposition to act just]y. The Greek
term that. describes this kind of reason1ng is “phronesi§

The prob]em of understanding the relation of theory and practice
seems central to-actﬁpn research, especially in' collaborative terms.
For an outside researcher coming . into a school or classroom a* possible
implication is that he.or she has to "let go" of the theoret1ca1._ That

s not to argque that the theoret1ca1 has no value or importance, but as

we have tried to understand above, it cannot 1nform practical wisdom.

_ Practical wisdom or knowledge is embedded in the practice of educatlon.
Daignault (1984) in “theor1z1ng" about action research suggests that
theory pract1ce cannot be-. 1ooked at from the idea of applying theory to

pract1ce or vice versa, s1nce they deal with very different

_ problematics: theory must account for facts in estab11sh1ng "a“ truth.

oy

while practice is inherently po]itical and must deal w1th many truths.
Thus for Da1gnau1t, ‘action is appropr1ate for 1nvest1gat1ng "po]1t1ca1
space”, and the truths we seek are necessarily moral ones, decisions
about what)ue ought to do. The. concern is about fwhat could be" rather
than the "what is". |
Similarly; in seeing “Action‘ﬁesearéh as a'Theory of the Uniquef,:
Max van Manen conceives of skifis and "pedagogic‘actionsf as not being
deriued fron theory, but from]the«practice of teaching. The relation:of

"thought-to-action" is governed not by theory, but practical wisdom (van

2

5
L]
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Manen, 1984). Praxis in this sense is orienting oneself to both the
»

actions in teaching and one's understanding of those--focusing "on the
concrete, 11ved exper1ence. ' qu ‘'van Manen, the praxis of action

research would be more “onto]og1ca1" than "epistemo1oglca1"; the prob1em_

. i¢ not to see how we can relate theory to pract1ce or practice to

theory, but rather, how we can better understand our own practice, and

our own knowledge, and be more thoughtfu] Pedagogy 1tse\f is a form of -

n*being, and by definition it deals with practical action (van Manen,

-~

1984). » ..

' Attempting tgiformulate praxis thi's way does not mean to denigrate
theory, not does our argument meah that theory» and' experience are
"dissolved" in each other. Experience by'itself may not provide the key

to understanding our situations. Thus, theory helps to reflect'.on

experience. As Henry Giroux writes, the real value of theory "lies in

'its ability to provide the ref1exivity needed tovinterpret the concrete

experience that is the obJect of research" (Giroux, 1983, p. 99) What

ithis means for co]]aborattve action research is that the ways in wh1ch

people make sense of and interpret their exper1ences createS'
gossibilitied Ffor both critical awareness.and.change. It also 'imp1ies
that we have te”pay attentton to the “theorizing" that people do in
practical situations. Bothrthe practice and the theory in this context
are open to critique, whjch‘ﬁs a‘difterent prohiem than jnst applying an
external body of theory to a percetved prob]em. ' |
From a cr1t1ca] theory perspect1ve, in which theory is imbued with

an emanctpatory goal, it is cons1dered 1mportant for theory. to have some

d1stance or space from exper1ence, in order to promote the possibility

LS

-
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for critical reflection. We can conceive of this distance as opening up
the experience and the theory to each other, and to see the dialectic at
work -1in a'dynamic way. In other words, within the lived experience of

the class or school the experience, or interpretation of that experience

.

is not necessarily frozén in time. There is a possibility of praxis,

and this fis prec1se1y where and how action research practiced

N

xcoiiaborativeiy, may contribute. In emphasizing participation and
~ coiiaboration, criticai reflection may be promoted, that is. theorizing:

abbut,and for practice. g \

The assu underlying my interest in this thesis is that theory

and practice can be combined, and that this combining is 1in fact

essential to overcoming the technical-rational view of curriculum
implementation and school change. Also 1 am attempting to avoid seeing

b ‘ '
action research as a "technique,” It is essential, 1 beiieve, fhr

A -

: practioners of action research to’ attend criticaliy to the tendency to

slip into a technital mode of thinking and doing, which I am assumhng is
’
a ‘dominant aspect of our thinking and practice in education today.

The tension between the 1dea of co]iaboration and the experience of
.colTaboration is ref]ected ~in the reiationship between theory and

practice as I experienced it in John's and Catherine's projects. My

\

understanding of John's prOJect for example, was that he wanted to
1ntroduce a more fieXib]e prob]em-soiv1ng approach in his computer‘

processing ciass. The 1mpetus for the change came from his own

[

”understandings and experiences and involved an examination of his own
ﬁ

theories about teaching, 'such as the reiative 1mportance of content and
»

process, and how: individdai students learned. These theories were
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opéned to question through his own action in the classroom, and not by
the application of theoretical know]edge.

In that situation, what could I as the out51de co11aborator bring’
From a practical point of view it bétame necessary for me to enter yntq
the actions and thinking that John, and Cafﬁerine in her project, were
engaged in, fn the éxperience of ouf collaboration 4t seemed to be
jmportant for Johh and Catherine to discuss thei® theories as reflected
in their practices. it became necessary for me to\ understand those
pract1ces in terms of the ideas set out in the action research plans, in
the context of their respect1ve s1tuat1ons and their overall ph1losophy
of teaching.

What was required from me as the outside collaborator was to work
as a participant in the research and be willing to let go 'of -my
nexternal" theoretical interests which were thé idea of collaboration
and'my practical interest in influencing the practice of collaboration.
Ih other words, my praxis could have been conceived as entering into the '
lived experience of John's Snd Catherine's situations, attempting tq
understand their theories; as well as debelqping both the idea and
practice of co11aborat§on; but co]]aborative1y;

. How does the notion of praxis spéak to the question of
collaboration? Can collaboration itself be seén as a praxig? As a
praxis, co]]abo}aﬁjdﬁ confronts us with thé quéstion of why we should
collaborate. The notion of_prax{s has a normative imperative. What .is
that shareq interest or purpose? Does the outsidé collaborator bring
theory to 'change the practice of the teacher? Isi it the teacher's

interest only to change a practice? Or dg co]]aboratbrs meet to learn

)
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A

about each other's theories .and Bractices? Carr and Kemmis suggest that A

"action research is collaborative when groups of practiongfs Jo1nt1y
vparticipate in'studying their own individual praxis" (1986, p.191). I
wonder whéther,there is not also a more communal praxis, what Gadamer

terms "social reason," a praxis which has in its heart a fundamental

concern for others.

Ep1stemo]og1ca1 Questions: The Tensjon of Nhat Knowledge Counts:

The question of what knowledge counts is in part related to the
igsué of praxis, which suggests that we need to attend to the practical
kndw]edge of teachers and others involved 1in the action researﬁh.
Attending to the péﬁctica1 suggests outside researchers need ;6 ‘respect
the situatédness of edUCationa1 problems and practices, anﬁ not to see
researkh as "context stripping" (Mishler, 1979). -

Argyris, et al. writes, "like sentences 16 a bartfcu1ar language,

A -

actions make sense in a particular.community of practice" (1985, p.25).

The question of collaboration asks whether collaborative action research.

can contribute to this task of broducing knowledge that is both situated

and has the possibility of changing‘gractices.in schools. From this

perspective objectified and generalized: forms of knowledge are_

1nadequate for understand1ng educational problems and pract1ca1 actions,
which are contextua11zed and part1cu]ar ;n nature. Whitehead (1981)
believes the challenge is to produce gducaiional theory on the basis = of
explanations for teachers' own educatiqnal ﬁractices. The form of
educational theory conceived in those terms has also been called

““theories of action":
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Theories of action are the conceptual structures and
visions that provide our reasons, for acting as we do, and
for choosing the activities, cuiiiculum materials, and

A other things that we choose in order to be effective
(Sanders and McCutxheon, 1984, p.5).

In this respect collaboration suyggests a different stanée of

outside researchers to knowledge interésts., It cannot be an indifferent
.one.'or a dominating.one of subject to bbjecET Perhaps the relation of
outside researcher and school practioner may be conceived as subjects
who standjside by side, in.co-presence, orientedlto unqerstanding and
improving educationaik practice and discovering meaning (Scudder and
Mickunas, 1985)§ The validity of such knowledge, derived in practice,
can qnly be determined by a "community of interpreters.” ‘

In Bernstein's words, a claim to validity may be thought of as "a
claim to reason that points to the possibi]ity~?6f the arguMentative
rédemption of Qa!idity c{aims thrdugh mutual dialogue and discourse”
(1983, p.192). In collaborative action research, such discourse may be
said to be founded on practical concerns and normative interests. Thus,
as much as deciding on the va1idigz\gi/5nowledge in terms of its "truth"
{n empirical terms, there may also be an appeal to ethical "goodness"
that is, how knowledge relates to the practice of pedagogy.

1 wa]ked‘intO“my coilabora;ive expériencevwith limited knowledge of
action research. My iﬁtention nevertheless to influencea pattern of
collaboration quickly Tost its imbetus in cénversationsigﬁkh John and
Catherine who were more than tolerant of my .arrbgance. In our
conversations we “discussed theories and concepts which had é direct
impact on their ‘prac&ipgs{ For example, in Catherine's »projeét we

discussed the relative merits of in-class as opposed to pull-out gifted
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programs. Catherine also shared with me some of the materials she had

developed that could be used by’ clasgroom teaéhers with “gjfted"

chi]dréh.

L4

As an outside researcher, an aspect of my col)aborafive experience
was learning from and about specific teaching experiences, and forms of

discussed educational issues f

knowledge embedded in practical, pedagogical interests. But we also
ggm/ja much  broader . perspective,
‘Significantly in both my conversations with Catherine and John, much of

i what good education might be,

oun—dlig:;jjon revolved around notions
and how this related to the interestsyqf 3
. \ u t B T ‘,

idents. Irfthe conversations

o~

- there always seemed to be this movemé e particular instances and

.more universal ideas of good education.
ATthough my collaborative experience was very "educational” in that
as an’ outside collaborator I learned a great deal from John and

Catherine in conversation, my position as a collaborator always felt

s o

somewhat ambiguous. On the one hand I am a claséroom teacher, with a
strong oriehtatdon to that vocation but also I had been enjoying a year
~ "off" at universityy soaking up some theory. Partly 1 was feeling
ambiguous about wﬁat knowledge really counts. Perhaps for a university
researcher the'epistemo1ogica1 question 1$vmore problematic.

For a university researcher the epistemological question of
co]]aborati&e]y produced knowledge in action research may be of more

concern, since he or she does not have direct responsibility for
pedagogic practice in the schools, or a direct interest 1in affecting
change in schools. In other words, there may be a greater interest 1in

‘the generalizability of knowledge created” through action research.
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‘ Additiona]ly, the un1vers1ty researcher may ‘be sublect to 1nst1tutiona1 ',} \

' and col1eg1a1 restra1nts with regard to the conduct of research and its

just1f1cat1on. At . the same t1me, most un1vers1ty researchers are also
, teachers,~ and espec1a11y in educat1on departments there is a professed
and a necessary interest in pedagog1ca1 pract1ce. ‘ |

The tension of What know]edge counts’ does ra1se the quest1on“of
h _whether know]edge deve]oped through co1]aborat1ve action research -ought
to be made pub11c. Does the outs1de researcher have any respons1b111ty

to br1rg new or dwfferent understand1ngs to bear -on the s1tuat1on? ~ In

‘these quest1ons there is a not1on that co]]aborat1on po1nts a way ‘in'i

v .

-wh1ch veducat1ona1 . research can' become - more educataona1. The

” ‘co]]aboratlve re]at1onsh1p is, also an edueat1ona1 one, jn the sense of

N educat1on as a 1ead1ng out and moving beyond, a respons1b111ty of Tall.,

1 _h;

ithe‘part1c1pants»1n a co]]aborat1ve prOJect.

»

" Reflection: The Tenszon of Awareness S B
R 1 . :

In one of h1s any e1oquent turns of phrase, Fre1re wr1tes
whe er it be P ralndrop (a ra1ndrop that\was about to-
‘fall but froze, giving birth to a beaut o icicle), he
a bird-that sings, a bus that runs, a lent persbon in.
the street:; be 1t a sentence in the, spaper, a po11t1ca1 _
speech, a 1over s .rejection, be itX¥nything, we must adopt

a critical view, that of the Yerson who: ‘questions; who
o doubts, who investigates, and who wants to 1]1um1nate the :
P very life we ]1ve (1985 p4198) ,

it

A disti gu1sh1ng feature bf act1on research from both “norma]“_

research ahd :norma1" claesroom pract1ce 1s:the greater oteéﬂﬁ%1 for B

,systematic ('nd some would say cr1t1ca1) reflect1on on know]edoe and

2

- experience. ~ Most writers 1nterested in act1on research seem to agreef

-

with Freire ,that: educationa1 practtce ought\ to be imbued with ,1b

-
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refiection. Refiection wouid mean the abiiity to sge one 's se1f as

i

teacher as both an active thinker and doer, as ‘a subject in contro] of i

the . “situation. Carr and Kemnis (1986)' also consider ) criticalt

NG

: ref]ection, whereby the teacher becomes - more aware of wider issues, as

an essentiai component of action research._ Burton (1986) considers
. »refiection to be "the soui of action,” a]iow1ng us to become more aware ‘

- of our ten51ons and critique our- impressions about what we do as

-

teachers. ) : : o f ,% u'
o Through the process of diaiogué Freire (1986) argues that people
! t

mayi become more aware of "limit 51tuations —-1deoiogies and structurai

‘ constraints--and in the process discover opportunities for change.» In

“ms.of profess]onai practice Schon (1983) taiks about the'“frames" of

& (Schon, 1983, p. 310) }'» \

by he]ping to structure observations, discover

pﬁans and observations. As - 1 have. alluded to

_evious]y, co]iaborating through the means of conversation seemed to

:promote more refﬂective~conversation as a consequence. SchonA considers

that it is 1mportant that there is a partnership between researchers and .

.‘practioners in_ order to create more reflective practice “and research*

the pOSSibility is  also created for aiternative]y

(1983, p.323). Perhaps co]iaboration may he]p to uncover knowledge and"

_.meanings that ~may'be iargeiy'tacit to‘uncover that which‘we‘ are notﬂ; o

oy L

~

; e ¥

1nterpretat1ve nature of human endeavours 11ke education. understanding

o
-

act1v1ty. when a practitioner becomes more aware of his

3necessar11x aware of. According to theorists who  stress Cthe
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is. enhanced through communication. In-ot#er words through conversation‘
1nd1v1duals may become more reflective about, the1r own s1tuat1ons.

In becoming more aware of the tacit nature of practica] know]edgeﬂ
or theory, and to be able to see that" theory in action is in a sense to
have a co versation with the situation (Argyris, et al., 1985). R1coeur
(1979) also ‘considers that action can be ajtext for 1nterpretat1on and
conversation, a conception that points to 1mportance of writing. and
sharing interpretation co11aboratdve1y.~ The ‘idea and kpractice of
conversafion'»1nh,co11aboration~-is intriguing'as_ a way of promoting
ref]ection. Aré}kis proposes- that "this. refléctive talk provides
another window into pract1ca1 reasoning" (1985, p.59). ‘

| The orientation tg>the 1ived exper1ence of the teacher, c1assroom,

or schoo] as the context’ of both the pract1ca1 action, and the pract1ca1
w1sdom or theory, forms the parameters for my current understand1ng of;,

action research and how an "outs1der" may co]ﬁaborate 1n reseag&h and in

~- resedrch and 1nnovat1on. Part1cu1ar1y in attempt1ng to define, and

&

practlce a form of co]]aborat1on, we~are required'to begin with our own

understand1ngs, to recovef, in sonse, the mean1ngs of our pract1ce, ‘as

‘ teachers.and researchers. A ‘é

. w o Y

Personal reflectimm; on the work® ih which we are involved is an

essent1ai element g,iﬁris;kind of re&earch; "...-those experiences are

Y meanvngful wh%Fh ate grasped ref]ect1ve1y (Grumet, 1985, - Pe 5)." This

a1so speaks to a rationa1e for co]]aborat1on in act1on research\ thatA

L ) o &
,);//Lhe”'re1ease of subJect1v1ty 1s med1ated by - others ' Grumet, 1981-4
. Pe 128) "The purpose of co11aborat1on 0] conce1ved dwe11s?1n the idea of

conversat1on as a mode of research pe haps what L1am Hudson means by

1
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research "as a ‘procees wherein one: person becomesivaquainted» with
others" (Hudson, 1976),  and, it should bebadded. to come fo know
ourselves better. This perspective'in research cohsiders, therefore,

v

conversation as an opportun1ty for thoughtfu] reflection oriented to B

jmproving practice (Carson” 19

Michael Po]any1, in The Tacfl”é?ﬁeﬁéion déve]ops the notion that

"we can know'more than we can tel]" (Po]anyi, 1966, p. 4) The 1dea ﬁhat
there is perhaps a great dea] of hidden, or tacit, knowledge - that is .
1mp[%§it if teachérs' theor1es and pract1ces is an important one in the
text' of action‘researeh. _Speak1ng about prectice enhances ‘what we
"lell. JCollaboration, from-this point of view, may'be'a way that we
come to knowpmore; Such knowidg,'as'has been presented’ above; is

As Schon asserte,,’ '
The extent of our capac1ty for rec1procaT reflection- in-
action can be discovered only through an action science
which seeks to make what some of us do on rare occasions
into a dom1nant pattern of practice (1983, p. 354)

%

When 1 read over our "reflections” ' in~ the form of written

, transcr1pts based on my conversat1ons w1th John and Cather1ne there is a

much more active connotatlon than the word ref]ection , somet1mes
suggests.  What we d1scussed the way we framed our observations in
blanguage was not necessar11y what we actually observed. The written
transcr1pts of our conversat1ons were partfcu]ar]y interesting in that
way: ~a text was provided in wh1ch we.cou1d~‘1nterpret our theories,
which seemed a dffferent order of ihterpretatidn from the original oral.
v conversat1on when we theorizad about our practice. |

'c:? .
Tentatively, in our conversat1ons, we entered a "hermeneutica]

«

rcircle“: ;movingjback.and forth,befween perticu1ar‘1nstances and more -
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universal notions, attempt1ng to understand and interpret, trying_ to
answer the why. " That th1s cou]d evo1ve in a fair]y short period of time

o
is @ prom1stng indicator of the value of conversatﬁon or - dia]ogue in

co]]aboration. However, the time factor and other cons1derat1ons worked

LY

agalnst. the participants taking a ‘more critical stance in these

 conversations.
| My feeling is that the tension . of reflectlon in pract1ce calls for

. much greater reflection. For example the quest1on may be asked, is
A : , v ’
reflective actidn different from an eua]uat1ve model of act1on, where we

_Judge action on the basis on1y of ‘its outcomes7 Is ref1ect1on 1tse1f a

.
Lt

form of act1on7 Does the 1dea of d1a1ogue or conversation suggest an

‘approprtate model. for co]]aborat1on !n Mction research?  Promisingly,
the co]]aborat1on I exper1enced through conversations and the
transcripts of those conversat1ons, p]us the persona] Jogfﬁa1s that we
kept, pointed fo the poss1b1]1ty of* promoting and enhanc1ng critical
’reflect1on, If thts project had extended for a 1onger time, I suspect
that the sharing in conversations and writings would have deepened. The
_ 1imit5’mof.the‘co11aborative experience may'we11 have become objects of
more critical scrutiny. | B , | - -

i | L
‘The ldea of Community: The Tension of Dialogue

The concept,of‘“paradigm"'suggests that scientists of a_ particular
persuasion have institutioha] support in a community * of ‘researchers.
'From ‘the perspective of the domlnant forms of educational science,
untversity scholars can probab]y ta1k about being part of an educattona]
science commun1ty. To a lesser extent teachers, usua]]y as c11ents,

somet imes as:participents,rmay be members of such communities. To the

1

y

4
R L
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extent that there may‘be such a community, the;question stiil has to .oev-
. posed, .is it one that will close the gap between theory . and practice,
d01ng and know1ng, and research and action7 |

The notion of community also asks whether we can deveiop a ianguage g
1mpued with practicai interest oriented to an eniightened view of”’ change
and its p0551biiities. Existing roies and traditions in education may
work against the realization of genuine action research. Coiiaboration
is g5entra] to this question. "In part, the question of coiiaboration
asks whether through open diaiogue,ian educational community based on a
normatively grounded praxis can find sustenance within existing
structures and institutions. |

Certainly in the iiterature there is acknowledgment of the
difficulty of building communities of retiective practioners.
Reflection about practice, and monitoring of actions appear to be very
difficult without support' from others (E1liot, 1976-77).‘ Carr and
lKemmis (1986) discuss the difficulty of an action. iresearcher working
alone, particuiariy iR terms of promoting reflection, and maintaining
integrity in the research process. “Without more criticai dialogue, it
may be difficuit for . teachers to become aware of “had habits" or

ideoiogicai distortions in thinking (Tripp, 1984, p.21). Ebbut (1985) n

~ considers that pub¥ic critique of research findings in teacher action

Lresearch is essential 1f it is to find iegitimacy as research another .
‘Vrationaie for some kind of. 1nstitutionai support. |

| Several commentators have noted the positive resuit; of the support
of “research teams" for individual teachers engaged in change projects.

Keiny (1985) mentions.theysupportive function of a research team for
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“individual teachers in a school renewal program. Thev actipn research
teams seemed to provide a "subsystem"™ within the larger system of the
schooi that appeared to‘nourishISOme teachers' motiratiohs,for change.
'Slm1]ar1y, Gerald Pine. (1984) suggests in a 'paper on co]laborative
action research than an act1on research group may provide a system
within a system ‘to encourage change ;n ~a school. Torbert (1978)
suggests that participants in»co]]aborative action -researph need to
seriously reflect ' on and build "liberating structures" before
discovering of ‘shared purposes can occur. From a more general
perspective, we may ask whether collaborat1on in action- research caé‘ be
a way of bu11d1ng»a “community of interpreters" whereby "truth" in
education can ﬁe.discoveredithrough dialogue and.practite. .
fhe experiehce of the graduate seminar from'whieh my . e*perience
zriginated 'provided a glimpse, I believe, of!how an action reéearch |
community might beginlto function. To be sure, there was not enough
‘time to develop deeper 1eveTs of cohmunicatiOnJ Nevertheless, as an
outside col1aborator [ eagerly anticipated and engoyed my conversat1one
with the Yeachers in the projects I have descr1bed previously. The
class itself was unique in terms of prov1d1qg a forum not only for
Atheoret1ca1 d1scuss1on, but also ways to discuss the proaects from morep
practica] perspectjves. » ' ~ ‘ : .

Collaborative -action research prevides & least a way to begih
chinking about what an educational researct xommunlty oriented' to
practical concerns might be 1ike. Paramount in su«h a concept1on is the
need to provide a forum for d1scuss1on, conversat1on and support. Would

__.an ideal mix be teachers and un1vers1ty researchers? ‘Are more forma]

< | : ¢
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'structures necessary to promote and nurture the‘oos§1b111t1es inherent
in action research? Is it possio1e to bujld genuinely’ collabonative
communities in situations often do&inated by /pdﬁeaucratic . and’
‘hierarchical structures and demands? | | |
The di]emha fqr those interested 1n fostering change ‘through
;ollaborat1ve action  ?esearch is that we work .1n institut1onsv and
structures  that, do not in rea]ity encourage se1f-iﬁft}ated_ and non--
bureaucratic innovations. Bernstein (1983) discusses ﬁhat orob]em from
a more genenal phiTosophical perspective, but I believe his insights are
relevant to the question of collaboration in- eoucationa1 action
research. Bernstein, 1iko many other thinkers, wonders _whether
Eqﬂyitions for the idea of community that would allow for dialogue can
be found in modern society. To some extent the poss1bil1tie§’¥or such
\ commun1ty "presupposes the 1nc1pionbwforms of such communal life" (1983
P.226).. ' | |
It seems relatively éasy to get éaught up in What«Bérnstein ¢a11§
'thinking in terms of a "totalizing critique" (1983, p.225) when we -
despa1r of chal]eng1ng on a -personal sca1e the 1nst1tut1ons we work in.
Such cr1t1ques, however, often obscure . the poss1b111t1es for
construct1ve and ‘progressive change within those 1nst1tut1ons (Aronowitz
and G1roux, ]987).' The Journey 1 began this year, ha]ted by detours and
m1ned with. oontrad1ct1ons neverthe]ess I believe, a1lowed a view of the
’ possib1]1ty- of a‘tomnmn1ty 1n which practioners_and resedd%%ers mi ght
find common ground through dié]ogue. As much as anything, collobonation
in action reséarch may open up awareneso‘ of possibilities_ and as

~ Bernstein contends we need
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_to sefze upon thow experiences and struggles in which

. there are still the glimmerings of solidarity and the
promise of -dialogical communities in-which there can be
- genuine mutual participation and where reciprocal wooing

and persuasion can prevail (1983, p.228),

In ‘tryjng to develop a practice of- coflaboration, we may heed
Gadamer's words when he tells us that “practice has to do with others,,‘
and codetermines the communal concerns by its doing; ... practice is
conducting oneself ahd acting in sd]idarity. Solidarity, howeJér; i§
the.. decisi?g condition and basis of all social reason" (1984, p.82).

The no{;on’.of comﬁJﬁity as a basis for research describes what .13
essentiéT]y. hﬁman in our enterprise, the concern for others“and in our
tase,‘the shared and yet to be discovered meanings of education.

| Some may argue that‘sqch a'cpnception js"a utopian nofion, that it
does notkrecognizé'the real ity of our situations in the schools.” But as
"Levinas asserés, "being utopian does not preveﬁt it from investing our
éveryday actions of .generosity or ‘good will towards the otherf (Kearney,
1984, p.68). Gadémef calls utopia “a form of suggestivenesé from afar,"
but which allows us to reflect on and critique the pfésent (1984, p.80).°
The " concerns which fuel our interest in actfon reéearch and
collaboration are of the world, but our séarch for shared purpose isv a

search for meaning that may transcend the immediate and particular.
_ 4 P
/

"Conclusion: The Tension of the Question

I héQe attempted in this thesis to reflect on experiences with both
the< theory of Qpllaboratiyé"actibn.fesearth and my experience as an
outside cq11aboratqr in tyo acfion reseérch projects. My own search'for;'
understanding wasnéenera1]y oriented by tﬁe questibh of what it means to

L]

collaborate. That s&rch took me. through some of “the literature on |
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action research’and collaboration. John's and Catherine's generosity.
and openness in conversation gave the question 1ife, and allowed it to
grow. | | “

It is difficult’ to derive conclusions about the experiences of this
past year except that, we néed to learn a great deal more. Perhaps the
value of action research is that we become more open to questions;

; guestions which point to gomethfng that is shared between us as teachers
~and university réﬁeabchgrs. Our attempfs to understand and 1mpr0§e
~ education are powgﬁ%u] iﬁcentives to conﬁinue asking the questioh about
collaboration in éétionjfesearch. j

To some extent, I fee] quite diss&tisfigd and frustrated at this
‘point in the thesﬁé; the'boint that oUght to be a conc]u;iqn, where 1
- could say "the end!" 1 wish'in some ways I could say, well, this is
what collaboration in a&tion research rea11y‘means. Moreover,vif would

be comforting to follow up with a list of recommendations for those -
interésted in pursufng co11aborati:ﬁ/action research, and a list of do's

.and don'ts.

Yet‘ I realize that would be arrogant and dishonest. Arrogant{ .

e

because my own learning and experience was incomplete, specific to <

situation, and . subject to more critical scrutiny. Dishonest, because
the situation that allowed me to‘write‘this thesis was not totally. my
own to interprét. Of course I take responsibility for» what 1 have
writtgn hefe. But I would still have to ask, what would John say about
6o1jaboration? Would Catherine have a.different view.on thé“conngt of
coT]aboration» and its meaning? What would other = teachers and,'

researchers say?:
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The question of collaboration asks those teaéhers and researchers
who ére interested in finding common ground in education to thjﬁk about
" what - it is that draws their common interest and concerns. }hat common
search is challenged to find expression in non-dominating ways 1in
dialogue or conversation. ThEough dia\ogué it may'be possible to “find
common themes: existentia® realities which speak more universa]iy about'
our concerns for children, teaching, and knowing.  Entering into a
collaborative situafion also means dealing with tensions anq' dilemmas
. that are inherent in our work as teachers.and researchers. Above all,
discovering a shared purposeris presdpposed by the Qgssibility. of

4

building an ethical engagement of responsibility and concern. for others.

)
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CONVERSATION WITH JO 2APRIL 20, 1987 NOTES & OBSERVATIONS
)1: L1ke I say, I was reading through that [the " Does the written

ast tran§9r1pts] and when you're talking you can word help to refiect
ollow a particular stream, you know its not - is there a more

really connected to what_ happened five or ten critical stange?

minutes ago, but you read through that and you - a temporal lelement
say, hey, what did | say before and you f1ip back (relate to question A
three pages and put it side by s1de and you say, I of interpretation) .
couldn' t have ... - . s

H: I ‘just want to go back’'to something you said, .
.you look upon a method of teaching as a discovery
" method as-just a technique--which has the same
' goal, to achieve a certain 1eve] of consciousness,

now I wonder though if you hadn't set your problem

at - the outset of your-project, that dis whether
students cou1dn t becoeme more: 1ndependent learners

Ji 1 th1nk that is a goal but the way I handled technical thinking
the course is a echn1gue that is used to attain
that goa]. ,

H: That is not the.same goal as atta1n1ng a
spec1f1c amount of content is 1t7 -

H: So I guess in a way, the way you are teach1ng ,

computing processing, the process is the content, process in content
. the process involves knowing the languages, ... ' : S

etc. ... so I'was critical of myself here for

seeing content ‘and process too apart ‘... just. for

argument's sake, if there was a real problem

solving approach of the kind you were talking ,

about, theoret1ca]1y at least, a student could .
" fail the course in terms of content ... but in.a -~ - :
- way the student could still have learned problem . v
: so1v1ng, then the prob]em would be ... : ' L

.9

J: How do you eva]uate? And when you ment1oped greater awaneness of

~ that -t sort of twigged my thought there, .. process -
something I hadn't t ought of before because .the” “problem of’knOW1ng
evaluation is on the endgresult which is content, = - evaluation an end
' but the student may have picked up e.pretty . result -- content’ .
/ goQd research skills you -know ... t%s‘tudent m'ay oo '
have learned: how to dig through mata 1s, where;

to look, how %o look, he may have beep . VA
.col1aborat1ng with. his friends 'in tq; class oo tu ;a. T
the point” he knows. how' to ask .questiomé-and: gékh : ey

answers through conversatwons with.his .peers, an?j;;'r‘_

still not hask covered the contefn%y@. and another . =0 0 e

thing 1 just thought-of- a'couple of .students went .. awareness - = ' *

through the work, the research, building'the .« .'z'iﬁﬁgﬁit“ :
N P R . - _.,ﬁrr‘—';__ / " ,-h{‘
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programs, but couldn't write up the results and as

a result got nothing on that component, and as far

as the evaluation is concerned its kind of tough
on the kid to-say well you got O on it because you — °
didn't proddcqﬂ@gything tangible whereas the .

student stil) ?Qggned a little bit about how to
handle a'problem'golving approach ...”

R I
H: It seems almost like there are a @uple of
levels at which you are working ... it seems to me . o
that at one level you are saying that computer content is the
processing, to go through the course successfully problem solving
you learn a problem solving approach, in a sense -approach
the conteént is a problem-solving appreach ...

RF Ya, in a standard sort of'd%&fhit on of

problem solving ... you're set with g/ problem, and
data you have to graph ... ' !

5 I
H: No, I was thinking in more of a sense that you
wauld want it to be open-ended ..., someone is
going to know how to program, you can deal with
different programs ... to be able to work beyond
fixed boundaries -so tol speak, .es.

J: Ya, yé‘;.. I think programmiﬁg by nature has
that ... o . ' . o

H: Ya ... so in.a sense'that is, you want to
teach a problem-solving-approach- ... obviously

* that involves a certain kind of content ... but

. where doeg ‘the problem come im then, by
teaching these languages-and certain approaches

.and that-ends up working against more open-ended
~-problem solving, then where do you see the,

1inkages between the two, and how do you see tbem
wark ing hand in hand., -Obviously you can't just

" _walk in and give praoblems, and. just give problems relation between
~background knowledge, how would you get them to solving
Jearn stuff and at the same time maintaina- ~ -: ,

problem-solving approach or orientation?

Jr 1'100k at' the ten group and ‘over the three ' o

years I think we:get to a point where we can open

it up and make a situagion where the student has § no

,’ ?@to analyze-a situation and apply what he knows.

Down at the ten level the student doesn't-have ~ notion of structure

- anything to-apply, so it is a-Tittle more

.

. structured, a1ittle-more rigorous ... you know 1

‘don’t want to compare it-to a math course but it .

~ 0 is almost Tike a math course ...
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H: Lots of problems ...

J: Lots of problems ... you learn how to factor a
quadratic, here are forty-seven quadratics ...

“same sort of thing, you vary the problem somewhat,
But this is the same thing you did a few days ago

~and say you have to learn how to solve a.
~ particular problem when you don't know what a.

computer. language is ... 1 think you have to
establish some sort of a base, a working base to
start from and at. the upper level once they have
got that to draw on and they feel a little more
_confident, and say "ya'l have. done somathing like

that before and all 1 have to really do.now is see-

if I 'can apply it-to fhis kind of particular

" setting" ... and-break down that big problem that

they've got and break it down into Tittle chunks
and say ya I-can build a little program that will
do that chunk:... and then tie them all together

... that's something ] don't think.we can do at

the ten lewel.,

H: It strikes me as the same problem that runs
throughout our educational system ... you know the
way'we all ask that question, "where do we start$
..« you know we got to have the basics ... and we
always find more basics to build on ... we talk
about teaching kids "how to learn" or "problem
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is process built
on knowledge?

younger studénts
need foundation

solving" but I wonder if we really know what those

terms mean ...

J: What was really brought out in this project is
_that there are individual styles in which kids
learn, ways in which one kid will perform better,
say in a verbal kind of exchange, but if you dump -
~a tutorial on them, even if they can read don't do
as well ... ' ' ' :

aN - _

Hr It sounds 11&9? as one spinoff of the action
research, you were rese{rching students in your
classroom ... as one result you weren't looking

for but certainly came to your awareness ...

J: " It became very evident as time went on ...
that these students who worked well on a verbal

" sort of basis «.. : :

"H: Obviously more so than if you had just read
about it ... about "learning styles" ...

learning style

* researching students
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Ji i ... reading aboutglearnihg_styles. and I would
have said, oh ya, learning styles ... and in most

~classroom settings theiteacher determines, the

" style ... he ts comfortable with one particular
"style presenting the ipformation becausé it works .
cwith 99.9% of his kids, or 60% of his kids maybe

... and he gets the results back that heiwants
... whereas you know there is a minority ‘in there
that can't functioniwith that particular style ...
H: In a sense we're réglly talking about teaching
in a similar way, or seding the problem in a
similar way that you see these kids using ‘the

" computer knowledge ... we haye certain notions of

teaching, and I wonder to the extent we see our !
own teaching as problem solving ... !

In terms of the.action researchki wonder if that's

% way of ... like your problem solving approach if

that'has the same problem ... rather than just
writing it up and you're done and then go back and
‘do the same thing, I wonder if we are looking at
something a little more open-ended here because if
it isn't it seems to me we end up doing the just
same things over again ... just something else
that we incorporate in our routines ...

J: 1 think the observations of the results of an
action research project, that is fairly strictly
monitored, where you are looking at each Kid +..
those sorts of things the action research model
forces you into a position where you say ya I'm
going to have to keep my eyes open and Jook at
what is happening here, more so than you would in

\a regular sort of classroom setting where you say

. the content that he didn't.:

well the quy didn't say anything for the forty
minutes so he must understand what is going on,
and you don't realize until you give him a test on
I think that opens
your eyes to what the students are doing ... it's
up to you as a teacher to take that information
and incorporate it into your teaching ... it's one
thing that this two month project-has really
opened my eyes to ... up to this point everything
has been canned, 1ike you know two months, here's
the tutorial and I want the exercises this this

“and this and I'm sure 1'd go around and help each

student, but there was not the constant monitoring

... if little Sam or Betty or Joe was sitting in
the corner going tickety-tickety-tickety and
successfully handing in assignments you assumed
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teaching as problem
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orients to watching
kids
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‘students
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that happen in class
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everything was going well ... I think opening 1t‘l
up in this fashion did allow me to catch a few

" more unconscious responses ... leading to more e
verbal intetraction with those who seemed to have
difficulties. .
¢ N .
H: . What is your thinking now about the content of : .
the project, as an approach to teaching computer N
"processing? ' ‘ L L

J: 1 think I'm going to try it again next year, awareness of what
" the next year I teach this stuff ... I think as a happens in class
¢, result of this one 1've done this way, I think I'm ‘ )
going to be able to notice some things a litt] research as finding
. quicker ... S C S the unexpected
‘H: It sounds like from doing this project re.
are a number of things you have actually learned
from doing the research that you see as problems
now ... you mentioned individual students, their
learning styles, as one example ...

J: And those sorts of things are what I'm going
to be looking for, and not sort of by prodgcts '

_that come on later down the line ... when you look “action research like
at this project, this is not something I set out problem solving but
to research, but it is something I learned as a more monitoring

* by-product, and it is something that is rather :
jmportant, to help each kid perform up to his
potential, and it is something 1'm going to be
‘Tooking for now ...

) . . -~ ’ i
H: Are you going to make any comments on the
action research process? ~ .

J: The structure of it, it may be similar to the

old probTem solving steps and that sort of thing,.

but the structure to it puts a little more ° o
consistent effort in monitoring the situation and .
reflection on what you perceive is taking place

and trying to analyze what you can do to modify it

classroom setting ... and.the idea of having

people come in and. collaborate with you is

valuable, in that when the other people in our

Bus. Ed. department sat is on the. classes a number -

of the students in my classes are also students in collaboration .
their classes ‘as well, so we can sit back and say, oriented to
1ittle Johnny is doing this this and this and I understanding
found that in my class hewworks well when 1 do individual ﬁtudents
this, this and this so there's an exchange there O ”
that is useful .o - ‘ _ i:v/”'v
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H: ... a kind of collaboration between teachers
that is really important ...

J: I Tind that really helpful, especially the
couple of circumstances under which we had share
particular students ... ‘
H: ... ya, because when I talk with you it's very
abstract in -a way, you know when you're talking
about your classroom or students ... I didn't have
as much a concrete sense of i1 ... K
J: Yes the content of the course is something
.that makes collaboration a Tittle ...

H: 'Would that kid of collaboration be more o
valuable-do you think, if there was more, sort in

intimate, like with another teacher doing similar

things, or in the school ... '

J: - There is value ta both collaboration with
another teacher in the. same school, in the sense
they share the same student, there is a shared
experience there, that should be shared, ... but 1
. Think external collaborators have a role to play
as well in that first of all, if the collaborator
comes into &-classroom setting he doesn't know any
of the students, he doesn't have a pre-conceived
notijon of what is acceptable behaviour for this -
particular student or what his past performancg is
like ... there are a dozen bodies there and you
"treat them as equals and you're not burdened with
any preconceived ideas ... collaborators that come
in externally and can,sit down and view the
responses to the instruction on a sort of unbiased
- perspective. I think there comments on their
observations are worth as much if not more than
observations that come from people who know the
students .... ‘

L

H: That.kind of collaboration would be somewhat
more systematic ... it seems to me what we have
been doing is collaborating-on our reflections ...
‘we've been sharing ideas, bouncing ideas off each
other, Jyou know, about your project and action
research <. =

4

J: That I think is valid ...

H: - It's a different kind of collaboration though
then what. you were talking about ...
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content of course is

~a’basis of
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provides unbiased
perspective
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J: ... it's a different képd of collaboration
than making a checklist and ticking of f each

student's response or.whatever ... but I think the
sort of reflecting that we've been doing ... helps
my anyway in looking at, putting some structure on

what 1 see happening ... and'I can sit down and I
can say well ['ve got sort of concrete written or
verbal responses ... (end of tape).

™~

reflections --
putting structure in
observations -- ask
John to elaborate
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CONVERSATION WITH CATHERI_'L:EF APRIL 20, 1987 % \\\\\—;//>

C: (Talking about university research) Fullan is
saying this too that®it's stopping, that teachers:

are giving 11p service to it but not really S
following through ... A : . 7~
< H: (talking about how action research is going to )

be diffeaent from past experiences) How is it
going to be different this time around ... the
‘fact that we are talking about action resedrch ...

C: There has to be some incentive for teachers to incentives for
want to change ... teachers
I think sometimes wg.are expecting too many things
from teachers and tféfe isn't enough time, 1 think
time is the big.factor, there isn't enough time to tjme
do this action researc¢h’kind of thing and it would &
be valuable I'm.sure but geachers:have to be given
more time somewhetg along the line to be able to
e Tt e 1 SR
‘K¢ That fgiseégihﬁ whole question of the cultute
of the schooT,eanq'whether it. promotes change or
not .. 0 o y
S L " o ) g .
C: (d¥scussing some of the ideas in my!proposal) . time °
_ I think that's the hhole thing.right there, if we reflection
. %. have time to ref¥est and be conscious of where the critical awareness -
improvementss neeq 16 -be that givépus a critical = ask Catherine to
awareness . . . ) elaborate - ie. what
PP Y R T Coon . does reflection mean
why;hét.se¢&action-reseaﬁch as atechnique? It s :
a teghqquf ds far‘as_l can see, \\;;

ey oy

H: Jhat'ﬁ;aegobd‘hueStion ... uh, I think on one
Jevel, I would: agree with you, or at’least with
what yourare implying, that ‘action research 1s a.
__teghmiquethat we apply, as‘long as we do that in
a ‘CONSCA OUS -WaY +.+. YOU know, as this is a . :
technique: for becoming 'more conscious and learning , T
more about our own'c¢lassrooms, so in that sense,
yeah, 1 would have to agree with you. [ guess . :
.~ where I would want e careful about it becoming .
: a technique 1;/%hﬁf;g§ba technique it tends to
- "just become tfat, just automatically ... :

C:v. ... an end in itself?
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©IH:, Yeah; and then it doesn't really promote .

" thinking anymore, i 5s,just,so?éfhing that youtdo?> 

nVﬂA‘Jike‘taking the register ... Ifm not sure ...

|, C: If's'exBrcise in itself is what you're saying,
. .it's Jjust an exercise in itself then ... ' .

“H: . the stuff we do in teaching, the actiens
we do everyday, do we always reflect ‘on them or do
we Sust do them'.., become second nature in a way.

 ...7you know you could go into a "gool teacher's’
classroom and -one of .the reasons they are talled a °

good teacher is because they have.control of the-

“classroom, right, they have discipline. ~I'm sure
if yau went into-that ‘classroom, and asked a |

" teacher like that, at least at that particular.. .

moment, .anyway, ‘she may not''be able to tell”you - -
what ‘it is that she is doing to make her class
.. ,work ... -in that sense in kind of unconscious in
" “that she has these techniques that she applies
- almost. unconsciously, almost by habit. Now I'm
. not criticizing_thatf..._l'guessuwhat»lfm saying
- is can we also became more ayare and .. for:
instance you mighiiilargue in the context of what
you're doiftg, ifi want kids to expand their» _

technique as an

“exercise inbjtself

e,

‘why action research
not a.technique

W' S

+ thinking for instance, some people say 1f‘you-have; ‘

too tight a control of the classroom that in a
sense‘itvcouldEWOrk_hgafnst‘that, ) proggammed,’
so controlled ... so many people might say, the

" principal might say, well she's doing a wonderful =

job, you know the class is quiet, the kids are,-
working etc. ... but yqu*couﬂd:a]so*Sﬁy'than,mfght

~ not “encourage a certain kind of thinking «.. im
- drder to.become aware of that you would have to .’
.. become self-critical of certain.techniques that
* ybu're applying-in thdt situation-.,. ‘ :

©C: Yes that can happen, that has happened ipthe - o
. -paking innovation
':work,for‘stuqentg>;

- ‘gifted program, where you want to expand their
ﬁhinki§g,.get into really creative’ideas.  The
" first time l—a+dprainstorming with them 1 got

.«

A . St
z/) ;
S

t" -

o

. Y 4 " h .
: 4,!!ryacarefu1fﬁpsw s and you don't-want careful L
. .ansWers ... o o . ‘
S o o ' S :
~.{further discussio about technigue ...Y - e ,»gi

H: ~I'm not sure you can have'an open*mind, that

doesn't really make sehse, but- in a sénse to/try

. to de beyond ... you don't want to put bTinders ..
<. on to.se&. only what you are looking for, you know,

S there could be'a lot more ... *

T ST e

a

J SRRt
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C: .... you're cr1t1ca11yﬁassess1ngﬁas you're critical assessing
d01n9 cen’ . N . ‘ * ’f‘é.“ . » ! IR

H: Yes, ‘that's wf you said at several points

(in our last conversation) that its pointing to S

something else, that you start” off with a narrow o ‘ “

~ question, but when you start trying to find o -
answers for it you-begin flndtng, begin seeing, e

‘other quest1ons voe " . S S _;uv

. ‘ — _'#’ ?
~C: Yes, yes, def1n1te1y, that's exact]y what you f ‘

~do, and 'l guess maybe after you said it's not ' a&g
"really. a spiraling down, it's these 1ittle ' sp1noffs - going tG‘

. spinoff, but each Tittle spinoff down cToser to ~the quest1on :

th1ng you are tryihg to so]ve oo ¥ :

Cade ¥es, thlS is where you were ta1k1ng a% i e -
the sp1noffs too and you' were saying to me yoWare T ' n
. really w1aen1ng the inquiry, because you were .
talking about the role of the.teacher in the
: c]assroom, the, teacher 's attitude tawards the -
change o', part ‘of the different proplems I was
bringing 1nto it and they are all different
‘ problems but at the same t1me they all be]ong to
the ‘major one .7 . -
et . Sy
; st

*«ﬁrv" ' . ) = | b.
T " One of tnm«thmgs% i'ﬁfydu ?d @ v«aéf 3 que fen of » - g
this question-of collabdration i v ense, and. 1"m . col borat1on TR

,»'not sure you were conscgous of that or not Soo L

M
oo
i '

VhC: YeS ves N : ; : . , ’ -
e L. it seemed 11ke your problem in: “terms of S : S rﬁ\ ’
- the-action /;esearch -was_how you could werk w1th R :

th1s part1cu1ar teacher e ‘

. C: That's rtght «e. to-get sometﬁ1ng that we ' ; = TR
‘could do together or’ that she s at 1east happy o

, w1t2/a,. / R X o L e
/ [ : . P e ‘ ’ 7

So it wasn t necessar11y the g1fted program _ S
. ..é. R R . : . Lo - ’:{ . . » ‘u 7 '_‘
3 - BT TS
C:‘ we11 it's part of the g1fted program wes ' o NN
“H: Yeah but’ the problem was in a way, it sounded T R S U<t A
like, how* you‘ceuld sort of work collaboratively = SR Y
w1th th1s teacher. D1d you ever see it that way7 ° _
'JcE‘ Yes, I d1d def1n1te1y, 1t s .an 1mportant ' co]laboratton %?' \
factor, ‘What we have done this last two weeks is = focusing on needs- &
: a]k about’ what the needs of these students are~...,of students T
? N ” . . ¥ : o
Loh o T '

s
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. H: ,@ve you seen any éhange from your original

plan to. NOW «ee? .

C: -Well, I see a 1bt,of chahge.in my attitude, : :

yes ... when I startgd out I was convinced the =~ .changing mandated
really best way to go was to have a totally in- program - not best

.class program and now I'm seeing that this is not » for situation

the best way, that I would like to take them out
eveh more often than once a week I think ... I can.

Al

. ’do that bt I was trying to work under the

~ guidelines the Yellowhead School district .bad set

up, but I'm finding there are many advantages to-

~havigg them puiled out, and ] was talking to“Joan

andashe was finding that just working in the class heed cooberation of
room was just to tonfusing ... so I don't want to classroom teacher to

S b/ 2

- go right back to a-total pull-gut program ... it's ‘get change = °
“important to have the co ef{&jon of .the classroom - o
~ teacher to get things going # . so that has been a
change ... o ' i
¢ ) mentioned the necessity and ipportance of . appointments for
 catalyst teachers.to be able to meet and discuss ~meeting '
common problems and insights, and that it had been - SR %
a difficult task with the absence of a centrat N ¢ -

office coordinator) : ‘ W k;//)% RN

- - : L
- H: 2 dpere would you say you have gained the most -

" adopted change and how it has changed her ideas

~ -classroom and the teacheér's believes that would

R

“time, that's a big adV _
. ~onlysand to work it rignt down .and have it solved

'v",ﬁa“(d15cussed what she saw to_Be.Zighﬁficant &
: :é%Out.FuﬂlanJS'ideas dbout change, particularly - '

knoWgedge from doing the action research?
_ . R , o o ) v
C: Imink the action research has-helped me go L
into one direction ... I think that has been the - action research --
biggest advantage of igacadd take one problem at a _.helped to focus
, to .do one problem action ,

and then if another one presents itself, work it'

down’ ... I think-that: as ‘been good, because 'l
‘have carried it down s ep. by step ..’ Y

. , L
. ..

he teacher believing and understanding the o )

about implementation == to look for things in the

(also discusséd hdw-she~ha§ learned and thoqght - B

about the nature of giftedness and what giftad

students are like). LU e e )
. - . N & ] . . . : N .

I

Ly e
1

Ca -



(We also discussed briefly thoughts about action L '\
resea@ch -- she has found it useful in terms that
she ‘described her experience above ~-- she feels it R

would be a useful procedure for starting off a new

program). ; . _ T ' t
H: Did you any value in co]laborat1on w1th an .~ outside :
outsider, like myself ... was that usefu]; or how . collaboration
. could it be mork usefu17 3 _ . | !

i

. C: You writing down. our conversat1on like that R )
-and br1ng1ng ‘the main points out :like you did writing convérsation

o todgy is very interesting. 1 th1nk sometimes we

taik”around in circles and never really the -main  talk around.in
points we're trying to bring out .:.-and when you circles Lo A
~get that it really helps. e AP B

. o, ’ € ®
H: Perhaps ta]king together,4~_§‘jga11y sure of :
what we want to say ... maybe 'TH dea of
conversation is like a kind of yual research ...
: because you are trying to br1n- 0 t meanings ;:.

C: ... and you feed Wt bac to ‘that person e 1
H: ... 58 it's"kind of jo nt‘1nqu1ry in a way, : .
conversation is a form of inquiry ... - E ) g
. T _ . ‘ |

‘C: And it's nice if you have a problem that you 1mpbrtance of -

can discuss it with someone ... , discussing a problem
with a person ’

R wou]d have been really® 1nterest1ng Af .

o ﬁ@had been-working-at the same level that 1 °* - need for

had, and.the same -gifted program and, talk about ¥t. collaboration with

back and forth, but tjy were so different so it others with same .

didn't really seem 1ike 1t was go1ng to be that 1nterests/problems
thwh11e i w , . _ . Fe

(D1scuss1ng notion of co11aboratlon Irene ‘

wondered whether action research could not be action reseanrch

built into the. practicum program at the as practicum

university, and have a form “of collaboration
‘between the schoo] and university.)

. : : tv_
~C: 1 thlnkgpzu have to see collaborat1on through

-~ different lights ... and the way I was thinking of need for /7

1t, if I don't have the collaboration.of a teacher collaboration at
_in twe classroom I don't have her supportn so for school level

» that reason you need the support of the classroom '
-teacher you. have to co]]aborate with her on - : v
what's going to happen ... it's nice to have: the R
collaboration of somebody from outside, jwst '
feedback of what you're do1ng, the. problems you're col1aboration as ‘«

v _ul_.:;... o . : . B N
' A e i ’
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-~ might hav

facing and the ways to solve that, and then you
need, it would be nice also, as I said, if 1 could
have collaborated with Joan ... you see it's three

different kinds of collaboration isn't.it? 1 mean

you have to think of all three of thoe ... |

H: there are different. 1eve1s of prob]ems,
different interests ... . o e

er 1t SOURdS. 11ke from what you 're saying that
you have got a “much, mare ies you're much more

critically aware of your role, that k1nd of ..

174

feedback

different forms
‘pf collaboration

o

“
s

consulting tole vv. in other words, d'm not tnylng -

v ught %11, 1" ve got.to do is.to tell
teachers® this and}the program y111 be
1mp1emented ceee R Q)ip\‘:

&

to put wqwn your mouth Jsbut initially you

c: 1 d1d that s exact]y what . thcyght oo
H: Now you kave a much more cr1t1ca11y aware 1dea
of what that role entails ... ang> oyt

e .
. s . ‘ . » .
‘Q; , , A

. S T _ ‘
C: Now 1t s more 11ke a salesman cee - *ﬁf - imnjemed;oraqé T

H: weH and a]so‘ybu re saying too that to
extend the not1ons of collaborat1on somehow as
part of th p]ementat1on ... 'that's a pretty
significant\o E§come really in your own thinking

C: Welk, I've got a c]ass,,l‘th1nk I better gol
_ € >

.salesman -\

. v
o,
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JOURNAL REFLECTIONS SHARED WITH JOHN & CATHERINE- Mar. 2/87 e
NEL ' N o Ve L RS

My intérest in this course and project is to attempt to-learn more about . -
action research in.actual practice..-More specifically, in terms of my.
‘own thesis project, 1 am interested in discovering whether or aet=action. -
research makes a difference in teachers' work--whether it can be a means v
- for changing practice, and for increasing awareness and -opening up . B
possibilities for change. ’ . : S

i)

Do

“For me, this course offers an 1nteresting§%pportun1ty for dialogue with |
some teachers who are engageq in doin§ action research projects in their
. schools/classrooms, 1 am also interested in-looking at this course as’
e an action reséarch project: the combination of practical projects with
.more traditional classroom hork, and conversations petween individual -
course members and ( ) and myself seems to be aixQ_'uevway of -
approaching the study of curriculim and school chanfev™ So-just as-
within t@e individual projects of class members- th is a centra] -
.qeest ion®ot how theory and practice can be combined; _55 effectively, in
this course as a whole the question may be posed as. to the effectiveness s
of joining."educational theory" with actual pragtice in both learning. '
about change and actually creating it. - Y ’ -

L 3

Thinking about this last point already points out one “important *
- difference between this ggurse and common university courses tha 've

been involved in, and that is its explicitly nevmative aspect.. ENggof +. °
us has some garticular and important values and interests that derive: .-
from our situations: and from the changes we wish to affect, Certainly
this is an issue that®action research addres§es=¢that.by focusing on
-theory- and practice,.action research as educational research is directed ®
~t0,improvement, and atcep;s our value interest$ as inherent in this

process. D o . . h;f:.‘?
- »n

o e . ¥ +
1 think this may also pose'a problem for collaboration.. If teachers ‘Whd
"outside" researchers work together, interests have to be made explicit -
and acceptéd by the cooperating.parties. In "traditional® edulational
research this has been a problem, in-that @fther the nature of SR
_collaboration has not been fully negotiated, or the interest of research .
¥ projects has just been assumed to be neutral, which of cgurse it is not,
or university résearchers have just assumed that their work carried .’
, intellectual and -moral weight. 1 thought that-after { )-explained
< his-and my roles as "outside" collaborators, in the action research ®. .
projects that it helped to'break down some of the barriers to beginning
a collaboration. Of course,~ the nature ofshow we can work together - ..
fully still requires conversation in each particular situation. There -

~ 4s thus an important quegtion(for an experience like this course - -. =~ '
¥ . :wrepreseats, and that is,“how explicit -and directed should thexinstructor
~  be at the outset of the course? . . . 7 e

9

It certainly appears that trust has to be established. Perhaps the
“meaning of collaboration has tp be worked out in practice,.in a setting
- of mutual acceptance and gtfderstanding-<in conversation. One of the:

problems may be -that the meaning of collaboration has been contaminated

o,
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by the nature of other contacts that teachers experiednq“rﬂﬁffﬁzmay'be? w
~ relations,of dominance, control, and evaluation. S L

SIS ‘ ' <€ S : L
In térms of looking at My own "role" as a collabgrator in some of your
projects, I realize that as a role it has to be robleMatized and
“researched", so tp speak. One of the prohlems is how to initiate .
.. ~collaboratioh, and get started,.as diqfusséh above.  Another»problem is .
.. to definggii#e role. . I'm finding that t'probaplygcannot_be’determined
_2dn advanc® of actually-workiog with people. For example, in terms of my
"6wn°1ntemesgs,}yberggueré many questions 1 wanted to ask ( ) and
C o (7 gwnenel petnayiih them. But in:actually. meeting with them, asking
. . @ setyof questions sekmed .inappropriate, and instead the conversations
?,an,seemedwas&euolve.aroundfcertéin.1§sues,gachwof us brought up, Perhaps
Y amore democratié "corversation” fitséthe idea of fcollabaratton in =
.action ‘research. While each of us haye.questions that.we hiring tg the’~&w .y
sitgﬁtioﬁ,,in conversation there seem to be mapy:quSﬁﬁohs'raisedg%s’ e
. we'«]' * S 5. ’ .y . ST . .@ . k Lo .
"..Cary and Kemmis suggest ‘one rale’ of the @tside researcher is to he a :
“erftical friepd," 1 have some.problems at the moment conceiving of.
. - that in practice,’so_| have to.Jeave it as a question, and that is,:in
.. onversations, does the digussion of issues and problems have the
- effect of;rqisiqg a renesS in-a critical ‘'sense? - :

s

A\

w*® .

tgare:hacefbeéngbgﬁ _;" ssibly interes%ihg "problems" and questions that
have energed :as this course has proeeeded: ' S

k

\ - At the outset’of an action research project, as in jhis course,
how mueh” "theory" should there be? Was there enough information about

~action-research as a model, and if it ig presented as a "fodel":does

'r‘Q‘thatleﬁhancequnderstanding‘qnd-moving”towards a practica] integratfon of
“the th%Pry‘ggg_;he change that is desired? - N '

- ="While it obviously seems necessdry to have some heory and. to. aim .

_for some $pecific process in doing action research_ there is also a

possible ‘paradox.. In one way action research may speak tg the need to

develop -an alternative vocabulary than the more technica]-rationqli§tA’

one thatgz pervades 'our culture and education. . Treating action research

then in" a strictly technical,,“@gthod“ fashion may work against the goal -

of achieving real change, to also changing the structural aspects of our ~

work. Certainly the emphasis on monitoring and reflecting are important
_,.in this context, On the. other hand, if we also want to promote "action"

" some degree of "technical rationality" 'seems to be called for. How can
, this.be balanced in action research? ", o .
- Another question that is related to the abovg is how action
research changes-us in our practice.- By this I mean does action.
~ reséarch -help us.ask questions and notice things that we may not have
. been aware of previously? Do we begin to question our own practice, or _
do we see change as something outside of ourselves --something that
“happens in_ our classrooms or to our students, or their learning.  This
: ‘ SRS SRR o ,

®
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certainly is related to the question of action research as "method" in a
ted?nical sense, or as a way of being in our teaching. :

) - How do we involve students was a question that especially came up
in our Edmonton class. This raises the question, similar to.the one ‘
-above, as to who we are doing the research for.. If it is appropfriate,

. how can studentidﬁgﬂinxo1Ved-jn monitoring and reflection? . . »

. o e v ' : .o
- The problem ef*what to,research, what to look for seems 1Mke an
jssue that may come ups 4l 'm.not sure what to think about this problem
at the moment. Whend# was describing some action research projects to a
PhD student at theswmfMgrs ity recently,*she asked me, "but what is their

7 questiop, what é¢éy§ney tn&%gglﬁp\find out?" In one respect, I can see.

", 4¥at nol havifhig a clgay quedionin doing our action research may :

" “‘obscure what it is sl dre trying to discover. On the other hand, it .

seems. that we would Bpg,.want to -have such a'tightly defined probtem that.:--
we closz offthe quedewQds and possibilities that arise in the process.

- Thisfﬁas;,npiﬁgﬁghso asks how themes an® ideas that emerge in the .
pfFocess of doing yct+og research, and also in conversation with
¢ollaborators cag;ﬁif. ted upon. _ .

o e . .v,._‘ ‘,‘ -
"There were -40me othér-questions and ideas that came up in my
conversations with: | ‘) and () but we had not agreed whether or

3§ not to dfscuds ‘these publicly. 1'd 1ike to end this summary of my .

&4 jqurna]mj&th;gwg questions though: T

f‘?'ﬂh&h&";ﬁjﬁi jtigs- do you'see for collaboration? What- specific

things woul u-1 ffgfﬁf).ahd I to bring ta your projects? o

‘ ' SRR A B 0 . o ,

\ - Thinking abaqﬁ;théiaetin;réseanch*process, do you think it is

%ignifitan}ly different. from §1her processes of implementation you have

xperienced? . = - LA 4 ' o ' -

g . B LI ' B ., a
. - \ Co 'y P . - B o ) -

Yoo -
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April 6, 1987

Dear John,

Hope you had a relaxing ho]idé&! The spring break is one thing I did
miss/ this year, as I was "slaving" away a% the university!

Enclosed is a copy of the transcript of our discussion on Marth 9, and
also a copy of the proposal 1 submitted for my research class. If you
have time, I would really appreciate your comments and suggestions.

In terms of; the transcript, I saw.several major "themes" emesging
related to™bur project. "It wo@ld be interesting to compare “notes" as
.- it were, the next tinfe we meet; I have not put niy comments on your copy,

so that you can make your own interpretations. (The transcript is not

Xhe entire conversation.) . - . . o o
The main themes, as it were, that I saw in our conversation related to.
several "tensions" or dilemmas-inherent in the question that are
dealing with. When I was struggling with how to write abq
initially wrote them as, for example, "process vs. content.
- don't really think that fairly portrays the jgga of a tensioc o
“ . relationship;-perhaps they reflecty more useFully, continuumss I would
be interested in your thinking about this tool. At any rate, some of
the main tensions I saw coming out of our discussion were as follaws: - .

1. Protess-content: I think.my own understanding of this is too
dualistic, and T feel you are attempting, in your project and teaching
.to develop a meaningful relationship between the two. 31 ‘think you are
absolutely right of course in stating that the two can't be separated. s
Byt perhaps the question is not so much of relative importances as
ultimate purpose, and also-hew-the students learn. As we suggest in the
conversation, pyoCes%(fan be taught as a kind of content, and defeat the

purpose of engenderinfg greater student autonomy. If, as you suggest .
“yourself, content is/never remembered, then what is it that is crucial?
Qur discussion about awareness, and cdming to understand how we learn,
as well as why we learn-it seems to be pointing to something.

2. Knowing-doing: At one point in the conversation you state,
_ “"but the Teel that I get. from them is that™if I create, then I know ...
whereas if I copy’l only get a peripheral knowledge of what it is that I
need to learn ...." That really struck me as a-beautiful and important.
insight, perhaps something that captures the spirit of your project.

What it sugdests to me is that knowing cannot be divorced from doing, a
and likewise, we Tearn from our doing. Am I correct in interpreting

this as related to the purpose of your project? ‘ -~

\ R ] q. ) . © g
{ .
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3, Structure-direction: I felt you were beginning to develop an
important distinction between these notions--perhaps that much of what
we do as teachers is to direct, whereas our roles ought to be to provide —
a structure wherein students could maximize their learning. Obviously,
it would be absurd to say that one teaches without “structure"--even no '
structure would be one, so perhaps the question is, .again suggested by
your project, what kind of classroom structure best facilitates student
learning, or especially more autonomous learning. Would there be room .
in such a structure for direction, for prodding students who find 1t~
difficult to cope without direction? What does structure really mean?
Is it possible to become ore aware of the various.aspects of our
classroom practices? Does action research he]p/in this regard?

4. Tedcher control-student autonomy: I'm not sure why 1 put this
as a different category than in (3) above, but I felt it was an
important tension running through our dialogue, especially in relation
to the problem you perceive: of motivating some students, and your
feeling that the “"process" approach perhaps doesn't work with all
students. I certainly don't have an answer-here--it's a frustration-l
too have experience in teaching. My thinking is that perhaps an action .

. research approach in our teaching migh® help us here: for example to
research our own teaching approaches to attempt to undertytand how that
affects how students learn. Can you‘already see how that is quite
different from attempting to apply a "model™ of learning that is not
grounded in the situation? 1 also see some of the problems you.are
perceiving as relating to the high school’s emphasis on “"content"; "it
strikes me that approach tends to stress teacher direction and control:

Kl\féorg, somethiqg your project is addressing.

L_There were sbmé other intérésting and important ideg#”that came up in
discussion: for, example;, student awareness of theA !Enﬂ~1qun1ng; is
that differgnt.from knowing why they have to do spme¥ning? -1 think you

-~

are also qu@stioning the notion of evaluation, and its purpose., When 1
® was thimefhg about this, I was.reminded about somg.of the ideas in ch. 2
in Carr and Kemmis and their critique of positivis As you brought out
" in.your preseéMation, the emphasis in positivism is On validation, and
presenting verifiable knowledge, with the goals of pregiction and
control, and this is inherent in‘'the jdea of evaluation. So in a sense,
we could argue th€t the flnner of teaching for content so that it can be
tested is”ai:positivist"\approach to knowing. On the other hand, you
suggested in‘our conversation, that there was something elsé going on,-a
#  kind of learning that needs to be made more manifest in a sensév This -
.is much more difficult to evaluate, as you point out. - C

oy
This dses relate’to the othef problem too, ‘that s how to monitor one's **fig
research in action reseafch project. Perhaps 1'11 just raise the .
question here, and ask, will testiag, esséntially for ‘content; help {ou fiﬁ'
decide on the efficacy of your approach?. Hopefully we can pursué this , ™
question more.. ' : N X



BT _ : . 182

1 believe { ) will be getting in touch with you regarding the one

" day symposium. The last I heard was that it wi1l be on Sat., April 25,
- since getting a day off from school was not practical for most people.
I' would like to meet with you and ( ) at least once before then

agan. How would Mon., April 13 be, tentatively?
on the weekend before to confir#® Meanwhile, all the best!

Sincerely, ' ¥

1'11 give you a call ™
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. S ,’k
Y . April’e, 198]
" Dear Citherine, . o : ‘_ 'y
I hope you had a wonderful time in ( ). While you were away, '
spring made at least a tentative probe. At least.there won't be any
more snow storms to drive through to ( ). E

I'd 1{ke to thank you for sharing your time with me so far, and
espectally so the last time we met, when you were struggling with the
“flue As I think you will see from some of the stuff 1 am sending you,
there are some very worthwhile ideas emerging in our collaboration.

"Enclosed are a couple of things: a copy of my proposal 1f you have_
‘time, I would really appreciate your suggestions and comments on it.
More importantly, there is also a transcript of our conversation on Mar.
9. This is not the entire conversation--1 typed what seemed to be the
most essentidl parts), which means of course that 1 already have done
some interpretation. Nevertheless, I'm sending you an unmarked copy, so0
that we may compare 1nterpretat10ns next time we are able to meet. T

Just in advance of that, I thought I would share my understand1ngs of
odpe of the main ideas that emerged in our discussions. As you can see
the transcript, we talked widely abdut several issues, not least .in
importance the nature of a gifted program. We can follow up on that a
little more, if you like., For the purpose of this letter, and to
prepare for our next meeting, I would like to highlight some important *

- points that I thought revolved around the problems of daing action

resedrth:
‘f/ .

l.. T think you rea}]y captured the meaning of the tension that
Fu]]an talks about,ﬁ’the problem of "adoption" of an innovation, vs. its
“implementation." It seems to me that your pPOJECt is really trying to

get at the heart of what 1mp16mentat1on means in practice. How we do

. the action research seems to be emergLng as a major question here.

- & . . .
2. As you can also see in the transcfipt we have some d1ffe 1ng ‘
*interpretations, of what yoy mean by * "sp1ra11ng down." At somé po;2£~\\ .
you -talk about "that as a narrow1ng. What 1 think you mean by t i .
that you are focusing more clearly on specific action steps, from the
general plan you started wwth In”other vords, I see you getting more
into the nitty-gritty- of ' 1mp1ementation » 25 mentioned above. At the
Asale tdrme how%ver I?atso see»this ‘as a 'widening! in the sense that’
ou suﬁbest yotirself: “you "see" more problems,.achieve insights, see .
f/%%he/hecesstty “for chang1ng the action steps etc. In a way this sounds.

" ‘contradictory: by narrowing down you are a]so'opening up the original "
‘question. At this po1nt I really see that as a purpose of action -~
research: to increase our insights and awareness of what we do when we

" think we are "implementing" something that seems very specific and ‘
straightforward. I think I like your idea of the "spinoffs" more than
‘the sp1ral- starting from-an initial action step/observations/ .

4 \

9 .o, ]
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. shared; how to deal with time and overwork,.etc, 1 felt

184

'reflect1ons, we beg1n other spirals that may be qua11tat1ve1y different :
from the original. So the “"narrowing down" doesn't mean that we become
. narrowels; while more questions and problems are raised, in a sense it ~
~enables us to deal with the frustrat1on of 11v1ng with plans that have
.gone awry. ‘Do.you agree7 .

3. Although we did not d1scuss this exp11c1t]y, it strikes me that

: }you are po1nt1ng to the issue of how collaboration may function in\an

' _.actin research project, particularly co]]aboration between a person in’

- your p051t1on, ‘and teachers you-are working with, There were several
references to th1s, I think, For example, how to cgordinate "pull=-out"
vs."in=-class" programs; the prob]em of teaching the curriculum vs.

" ski11s mandated by other programs; how curricular could\be altered and .

ou were
‘beg1nn1ng to ask important questions about these dimens:bzs of your .
project, and really, ]X%§ way, asking how changes could be made working
together with other teachers. In this respect, while 1 agree pull-out
seems 1ike a’Viable alternative for you, from the perspective of
"classroom prattice, does it mean the goal of 1ntegrat1ng gifted 1earn1ng
1nto the cu&r1culum7 , _ Com
When 1 was th1nk1ng about th1s 1ast po1nt I\thought about your

- presentation of Ch. 3'in Carr and Kemmis, and the importance of_ an
interpretative approach in research, It really struck from our

. discussion that you were looking for a way for teachers to understand.
_your responsibilities for implementing a gifted program, and you were

attempting to understand how you help’ teachers put it into their own

practices. " I'm beginning to wonder whether an action research project
that emphasized, as the problem how teachers ‘could work together and |
help each other understand is something that is actually implicit fh

"~ what you are attempt1ng to do: It wou]d be. 1nterest1ng for us to Qp 1ow

- this up' , L.

i

ﬂIn terms of the one day symposium, 1 be11eve it w111 be on Sat., April
25, 'For too many participants, taking a day off school was not .
-feasjble. () will probably inform you a 1ittle morg about this.
"MeanwhiTe, I would like to meet with you at least .once more before then,
-1 suggested April 13 to-( ) but that's flexible. I will give you a
~¢all on the weekend before to confirm.- Until then, all the best!

e



