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Practitioner Research

Kanneth M Zeichper

University of Wisconsin-Madison

Susan E. Noffke

University of Hinois

There is considerable justification for the belief that research methodology will
not begin to have the influence that it might have on American education until
theusands of teachers, administrators, and supervisors make more frequent use
of the method of science in solving their own practical problems.

This fourth edition of the Handbook of Research on Teaching is
the first time that a chapter has been included about prac-
{itioner research. It has always been assumed, in these hand-
books at least, that researchers do research about someone
else’s practice, despite the long history in which those directly
involved in educational work have done research on their own
practice. Rather than regard practice itself as a form of system-
atic knowing, the practitioner’s role in this view is merely to
consume the research produced by others. This same neglect of
the knowledge that educators generate in enacting and studying
their own practice has been true for most histories of educa-
tional research. According to Lagemann (1996), teachers—if
mentioned at all in these histories—are seen as research sub-
jects and consumers of research and not as producers of educa-
tional knowledge.! Despite the volume and variety of prac-
titioner research that has been conducted by teachers and
academics, Dewey’s (1929) statement about teachers’ contribu-
tions to educational research being an “unworked mine” re-
mains true in many ways 70 years later.

The little attention that has been given to practitioner re-
search in the academic educational literature, including the
handbooks, has viewed it as a form of professional development
for practitioners (e.g., Clifford, 1973; Good, 1963). The expres-

(Corey, 1953, p. 18)

sion of this perspective, which often acknowledges the high
value that practitioners place on self-study, does not generally
address the research as having implications for our understand-
ing of different ways of knowing, nor does it treat seriously and
seek to disseminate to others the knowledge produced through
research by practitioners. Yet, as Bridget Somekh notes,

If action research is not recognized as a research methodology, the
knowledge generated from action research is neither taken seriously
nor disseminated widely and effectively. The knowledge is seen
merely as an outcome of a professional developrent process, deval-
ned into something which concerns only the individual who carricld
out the action research—local, private, and unimportant. In lllns
way, the operation of power in the social system works Lo reutralize
the voice and influence of practitioners and promote the hegemony
of traditional academic researchers. (1993a, p. 28)

This century has seen several major criticisms of the involve-
ment of teachers in researching their own practices. The first
criticism is that teachers arc not properly trained {0 conduct
research and that the research they have con_ducted has not
been up to an acceptable standard (Campbell & Stanley, 1963;
Cosman, 1957; Foshay, 1994; Hitchcock & Hughes, 1995) Over
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the years, even among those who have acknowledged prac-
titioner research as a form of educational scholarship, some
have viewed it as an inferior form of research with less rigorous
standards than those of academic research. ‘

Although action research uses the same methods as regular educa-
tional research, many of the rigorous criteria applied to regular edu-
cational research can be relaxed in doing action research, {Borg,
1981, p. 249)

Instead of recognizing practitioner research as an indicator of
an emergent form-of educational science, Hodgkinson (1957)
equated practitioner research with “easy hobby games for little
engineers” and believed that “research is no place for an ama-
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Methods” They link action research to Kurt Lewin and the
process of involving social scientists in social policy in “coun-
tries whose institutions are controlled by the state, such as the
Soviet Union™ (p. 239). They also specifically note the use of
action research in Scandinavian social policy research and de-
velopment and comment: “It appears less often in countries
where social policy is allowed to drift or is planned largely
through political means, as in the United States .. ” (p. 239).
Although they comment on the connections between action re-
search and the concept of “praxis” (i.e., action informed by
reflection), on the use of observation as an adjunct to teacher
education, and note that “talented teachers sometimes claim to
have adopted such an orientation in their classroom practice,”
{p. 239) they appear quite skeptical of the usefulness of its cut-

techniques of research and that the inquiries they engage in
should be classified as “quantified common sense™ rather than
as a form of scientific study. (Also see Travers, 1958.) The sec-
ond c¢riticism, which is based on a positivist view of external
validity, is that practitioner research is of questionable vakue
because many studies do not involve the investigation of groups
that are representative of larger populations. Therefore, some
have felt that it is not possible to generalize from these smaller
examined situations and to apply the research to others.

Third, and apart from concerns about teachers’ qualifications
to conduct research, were concerns that the demands of teach-
ers’ jobs make it difficult for them to find time to do research
and that, when they do so, their attention is drawn away from
their main task of educating students, It is felt that practitioner
research is a form of exploitation of teachers that undermines
the quality of education for students.

If the teacher becomes a researcher, there is no reason why she
should not be made to become a guidance counseior, nurse, musi-
cian, or psychiatrist, in the name of professional responsibility.
(Hodgkinson, 1957, p. 77)

1t was also felt by some that practitioner research could lead not
to teacher development, but to self-delusion and to the greater
stagnation of teachers who would use their research merely to
Justify their current practices,

Teachers would have greater cause to become stagnant, if they did
incorporate action research findings into their teaching, as they
could then defend their techniques on the grounds of scientific ob-
Jectivity, saying that “this is the best way because four years ago we
tested it through action research.” (Hodgkinsen, 1957, p.77)

Despite the emergence of a context in which the socially con-
structed nature of all scientific inquiry has been recognized
(e, Harding, 1986), these and other criticisms of the legiti-
acy of practitioner rescarch as forms of educational inquiry
- have continued today while self-study research has gained in
. Popularity and while claims about its status as a unique re-
Search paradigm have emerped.

For example, Biddle and Anderson (1986), in their chapter
% “Theory, Methods, Knowledge, and Research on Teaching”
™ the third edition of the Handbook of Research on Teaching,
d_¢:8cribe trends in action research (a particular form of prac-
Uioner research} briefly in a section titled “Other Discovery

WU G m .))rau.,uu.u;v ;ua;&,luo \'.lﬂl\:l ﬁi}\;ills& [eiva vl ) i v
have been generated as yet for our understanding of teaching
by means of action research™ (p. 239).

4+ Huberman (199%6), as well, has raised important questions
about the adequacy of the evidence for many of the claims made
about the value of practitioner research and its effects cn teach-
ing practice and classrooms. Echoing the criticisms of Hedg-
kinson (1957), Huberman has questioned the ability of those
who study their own practices o rise above or bracket their
preconceptions and avoid distortions and self-delusion.

Despite these continuing criticisms of practitioner inquiry as
a legitimate form of educational research, there has been grow-
ing support for its knowledge-generating potential. In a wide-
spread shift, the conception of teachers as merely consumers
of educational research is changing to one of teachers as pro-
ducers and mediators of educational knowledge (Richardsen,
1994a), There has also been a challenge to the notion of college
and university academics as the sole producers of educational
knowledge (Carr & Kemimis, 1986). Others have challenged the
idea of applying the norms and standards of academic educa-
tional research to the assessment of practitioner research and
have made proposals for a variety of different indicators of re-
search quality. Continuing the line of argument first made early
in this century (Buckingham, 1926), Cochran-Smith & Lytle
(1993} have asserted that teachers, because of their position in
the classroom, can offer special insights into the knowledge-
production process that those studying semeone else’s practice
are unable to provide.

While in this chapter we will not examine the adequacy of
specific claims that have been made about the value of conduct-
Ing practitioner research and its impact on practice, we will dis-
cuss the general issue of the criteria that should be used to as-
sess the trustworthiness of claims made ir practitioner research.
In doing so, we will support the view of practitioner research
as a legitimate form of educational inquiry that should be evalu-
ated with criteria that overlap with, but that arc somewhat
different from, those used to assess the trustworthiness of aca-
demic educational research.

In the third edition of the Handbook of Research on Teaching,
Frederick Erickson came very close to bringing practitioner re-
search into his chapter on qualitative research by discussing re-
search collaborations involving academics and teachers: “A few
steps beyond collaborative research involving teachers and aca-
demic researchers is for the classroom teacher to become the
researcher in his or her own right” (1986, p. 157). Erickson went
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on to argue that more teachers need to take on the respensibil-
ity of conducting educational research and that supports should
be built into their jobs to make such research possible:

If classroom teaching in elementary and secondary schools is to
come of age as a profession—if the role of teacher is not to continue
to be infantilized—then leachers need to take the adult responsibil-
ity of investigating their own praclice systematically and criticaily,
by methods that are appropriate to their practice. . . . Time needs
i be made available in the school day for teachers to do this. Any-
thing less than that basic kind of institutional change is to perpetu-
até the passivity that has characterized ihe teaching profession in
its relations with administrative supervisors and the public at
large. (p.157)

KENNETH M. ZEICHNER AND SUSAN E. NOFFKE

in practitioner research, such as the relations among the partici-
pants in the research. Finally, we highlight the limitations of
our analyses and identify areas for §urther inquiry that we feel
will strengthen the contribution of practitioner research to the
general field of research on teaching.

Multiple Traditions of Practitioner Research

Many scholars (e.g., Wann, 1953; Adelman, 1993) have attrib-
wied the origins of practitioner research in education to the
work of social psycholegist Kurt Lewin and of John Collier,
US. Commissioner of Indian Affairs from 1933 to 1945. Both
men were involved in work that was outside education and that,
among other things, sought to counteract racism and oppres-

In this chapter, we take that next step and address several
specific aspects of practitioner research as a form of educa-
tional inquiry. In so doing, it is important for us to acknowledge
ihat we are ourselves practitioner researchers who have—over
a period of time—conducted research into our own work as
teachers, teacher educators, and facilitators of the practitioner
research of others (e.g., Noflke, 1994b; Tabachnick & Zeichner,
1999; Zeichner, 1995a). In the first section, we discuss the simi-
larities and differences among the various traditions of inquiry
that have been associated with this broad movement in educa-
tional research. We begin with efforts toward the scientific
study of education at the end of the 19th century and continue
on to contemporary varieties of praciitioner research. Through-
out that section and in the rest of the chapter, we limit ourselves
largely to the English-language literature on practitioner re-
search from several countties.

_ n the second section, we discuss the various motivations that

have been associated with conducting practitioner research-—
the motives of people who have conducted this research and
those of others who have encouraged them to do so. In the third
section, we consider the kinds of issues and questions that hiave
been considered in practitioner research together with the
methodologies that have been used in collecting and analyzing
data. The reader will note that although some practitioner re-
search looks very much like research conducted by academics
in colleges and universities, other seifistudies carried out by
practitioners are quite different from conventional academic
research

in the fourth section, we discuss the issue of trustworthiness
in practitioner research, and we will consider practitioner re-
search as a way of knowing the following: ‘What are the grounds
for placing confidence in the findings of practitioner research?
What criteria shoutd be used in distinguishing good work from
work that js of a lower quality? Who should make judgments
about the quality of practitioner research? Here we address the
question of whether practitioner research is a different research
paradigm {rom academic research requiring different evaluative
criteria or whether conventional academic standards should be
applied in assessing the quality of practitioner studies. We also
briefly consider some of the moral and ethical issues that arise

2 |t has been argued that the Austrian physician, social phifosopher, and poet Jacob Moreno was a pioneer in developing the idea of practiti®

research (Gunz, 1996).

SOt ] {e.o.. Colljer, 1945,

Lewin, 1946).2 While theirs was clearly an important inffuence,
we see, along with others (e.g., McKernan, 1996; McTaggart,
1991), several other factors contributing to the adaptation of
practitioner research as part of the study of educational
problems.

Forms of practiticner research today are the culmination of
long processes of evolution and contestation, which included
efforts both inside- and outside education (Noffks, 1997a,
1997b). One such influence arose from tensions within the
movement for the scientific study of education, beginning in the
late 19th and early part of the 20th century. Hopkins (1950},
for example, identified a number of curriculum study projects
in the early 1920s (e.z., in Los Angeles and Denver) as well as
others in the 1930s, including the well-known “8-year study”
{Aiken, 1942) that avidenced many of the characteristics of
practitioner research. Thus, he highlighted the benefits as well
as the tensions between the work of practitioners and the grow-
ing body of external consultants.

/ Besides the movement for the scientific study of education,
other factors affected the development of practitioner research,
such as the progressive educational philosophy of John Dewey
(Dewey, 1938; Schubert & Lopez-Schubert, 1997) and the so-
ciopolitical conditions of the time, which stimulated a greater
concern for promoting democratic means of decision making
in many aspects of life (sce Kemmis, 1980/1988}). As evidenced
by the work of 1da B. Wells, W. E. B. PuBois, and Carter G.
Woodson, as well as by that of turn-of-the-century ferninists
{see Reinharz, 1992), the idea that social research can be di-
rectly connected to social reconstruction has leng been an im-
portant paralle] to practitioner research. (See also Altrichter &
Gisiettner, 1993.)

As Anderson, Herr, and Nihlen {1994) point out, 2 number
of calls emerged during the early part of this century for teach-
ers to actively participate in research carried out in their class-
rooms in cooperation with academic researchers. This co0P
eration in educational research was, according to Buckinghaim
(1926, 1939), something that would fead to the greater profes-
sionalizaiion of teaching and to raising its status i the sociely
even though, in reality, teachers were Lo serve merely as datd
collectors for the research of university academics:

ner
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The teacher has opportunities for research which, if seized, will not
only powerfuily and rapidly develop the technigue of teaching, but
will also react to and vitalize and dignify the work of the individual
teacher. (Buckingham, 1926, p. iv}

Cooperative research activity between academic researchers
and teachers was seen as 4 way to improve the quality of edueca-
tional research and to bring it closer to the needs of the field
because of the important contributions that teachers could
make from their perspective within the classroom {Cutright &
Dahl, 1939). Despite the call for teachers to become research-
ers, the role of teachers in research was mainly to be limited
to data collectors in studies designed and controlled by aca-
demic rescarchers. The ideas (a) that teachers could indepen-
dently design and carry out inquiries on their own practice and
1) That the Tesoies of rerseeforis-eenid-hauanacaningand

racial prejudice, to reform agricultural practices, and to pro-
mote moare democratic forms of leadership in the workplace.
Building on the Deweyan idea of inquiry, but also influenced by
the mavement for the scientific study of education noted earlier,
Stephen Corey, Dean of Teachers Cotlege at Columbia Univer-
sity and head of the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute for School
Bxperimentation, and his colleagues brought the term “action
research” into educational work. The instjtute was formed in
1943 to improve the rate of curriculum change in schools and
to reduce the gap between research knowledge and instruc-
tional practices in classrooms (Olson, 1990). Corey believed
that teachers would make better instructional decisions if they
conducted research to determine the basis for those decisions
and that teachers would be more likely to pay attention to re-
search that they conducted themselves (Corey, 1953).

value for others beyond the settings in which the research was
conducted were not commonplace in the early part of this cen-
tury (Olson, 1990).

At least five major traditions of practitioner research in edu-
cation have developed during the 20th century. We will not at-
tempt to present a detailed history of those traditions in this
chapter. A literature has emerged in the past decade that does
a good job of this (e.g.. Adelman, 1993; Eiliott, 1991; Foshay,
1994; Kemmis, 1980/1988; McKernan, 1996; McTaggart, 1991;
Noffke, 1994a, 1997a, 1997b; Olson, 199¢; Park, Brydon-Miller,
Hall, & Jackson, 1993; Wallace, 1987}, Our purpose here is to
briefly identify and define those different traditions of prac-
titioner research.

First is the action research tradition that developed out of
the work of Collier and Lewin in the United States and that
was brought into schools in the United States by Stephen Corey
and others at the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute at Columbia
University in the 1950s. Second is the British teacher-as-
researcher movement that evolved in the 1960s and 1970s out
of the curriculum reform work of British teachers and the sup-
ports provided by several academnics, such as Lawrence Sten+
house and John Elliott; who were based at the University of
East Anglia, and the participatory action research movement
in'Australia that has many direct Jinks to the British movement.

Third is the contemporary teacher researcher movement in
North America that has been developed primarily by teachers,
often with the support of their university colicagues and
subject-matter associations. Fourth is the recent growth of self-
study research by college and university educators who— as
teachers and teacher educators— study their own practice, Fi-
nally is the tradition of participatory research that {a) evolved
out of work in Asia, Africa, and Latin America with oppressed
groups and (b) was then adapted to community-wide research
in North America that included, but went beyond, the educa-
tional sphere.

7 The Action Research Tradition

Although the central impulse behind action research can be un-
derstood to Jie in the efforts of many disenfranchised groups to
altain greater social justice through careful study, the first use
of the term in the United States can be found in the writings of
SQmal psychologist Kurt Lewin and U.S. Commissioner of In-
dian Affairs John Collier, who used it as a way to counteract

Corey AT TS ASSOCTAtes o Hrerstrées

lad r-nr\rg';\fivplv
T

with teachers, principals, and supervisors in school districts
across the United States in the late 1940s and 1950s on varicus
group research efforts in what was referred to as the cooperative
action research movement (e.g., Corey, 1953; Cunningham &
Miel, 1947; Foshay, Wann, & Associates, 1954). Teams of edu-
cators worked together with the stafl of the institute in ad-
dressing a OUMETOUS problems of curricutum, instruction, and
supervision. Like Lewin, Corey {1953) saw action research as a
cyclical process with zach cycle of research affecting subsequent
cycles of planning, acting, observation, and reflection. Corey
outhined the significant elements of the action research method-
ology, as follows: ‘

1. The identification of a problem arca about which an indi-
vidual or group 18 sufhcienily =oncermed to want to fake
action. ‘

7. The selection of a specific problem and theﬂ__fgg;ru;lalinnwoﬂ,
a hypothesis-er prediction that implies a goal and a proce-

"clﬁE/fc;r/r:aching it. This specific goal must be viewed in
refation to the total situation.

3. The careful recording of actions taken and the accumula-
Nion of evidence to determine the degree'to which the goal
has been achieved, .

4. The inference from this evidence of generalizations regard-
Siig The relation between the actions and the desired goal.
The coptinuous retesting of these generalizations in action
situations. (Corey, 1953, pp. 40-41)

This understanding of the action research process was generafly
simitar to Lewin’s in terms of (a) the focus on the group and
(b) the emphasis on the recursive nature of action research pro-_;
cess (Le., the need to aflow the mitial understanding of a prob-
1&m defined by practitioners €o shift to remain refevant tochang-
“mg situations): T '

Jo—y

In a program of action research, it is impossible to know definitely
in advance the exact nature of the inquiry that will develop. 1f initjal
designs, important as they are for action research, are treated with
too much respect, the investigators may not be sufficiently sensitive
to their developing irrelevance to the ongeing action situation.
(Corey, 1949, pp. 40-41)

Corey’s view of the action-research process differed from
Lewin’s in its emphasis on hypothesis formutation and testing.
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In the eyes of Corey’s students and those who followed him at
the institute, action research was increasingly viewed as a linear
problem-solving process as opposed to the recursive cyclical
process that it had been under Lewin and Corey. In the work
of Hilda Taba (e.g., Taba & Noel, 1957) and others, action re-
search lost the notion of a spiral and became a series of steps
io follow, It also became increasingly associated as a form of
in-service teacher education as opposed to a methodology for
knowledge production (Noffke, 1997b; Shumsky, 1958; Wiles,
1953).

Corey spent much time defending action research as a legiti-
mate form of educational inquiry in terms of the pesitivist stan-
dards of research that were dominant at the time, but he was
largely unsuccessful in doing so. Action research was ridiculed

the begimming of this chapter, and 1t largely disappeared Irom
mainstream U.S. educational literature until the late 1970s,
when a new teacher research movement appeared in North
America. A shift in the funding of educational research to the
federal level; the establishment of the National Institute of
Education; the disassociation of the American Educational Re-
search Association from the National Education Association
(in 1967); and an increased reliance on a research, develop-
ment, and dissemination model of educational research in the
establishment of research and development centers at universi-
ties across the country—all signaled the decline of the coopera-
tive action research movement in the United States (Noffke,
1997b).

The Teacher-as-Researcher Movement in the United
Kingdom and the Participatory Action Research
Movement in Australia

Following the decline of action research in the United States by
the early 1960s, the idea of action research in the field of educa-
tion emerged in the United Kingdom in the context of schgol-
based curriculum development in the 1960s. According to John
“Elliott {1991, 1997), who was one of the central players in this
movement hoth as a secondary teacher and as a university aca-
demic, this teacher-led movement arose in response to large-
scale student disaffection in British secondary modern schools
in the 1960s. In Ellictt’s view, it was from attempts by teachers
in some innovative secondary modern schools to restructure
and reconceptualize the humanities curriculum that the ideas
of teacher-as-researcher, teaching as a reflexive practice, and
teaching as a form of inquiry emerged.

It should also be noted that another influence on the develop-
ment of action research in the United Kingdom before this was
the Tavistock Institute of Human Relations, which was set up
in 1947 to further practices that psychologists had used during
World War 2 to train officers, reseitle prisoners, and so forth.

There were strong parallels between the work of this institute, -

which adapted those methods to deal with problems of human
relations and group dynamics in industrial settings, and the Re-
search Center for Group Dynamics that Lewin had set up in
the United States {(Wallace, 1987). Some evidence shows that
Lawrence Stenhouse, one of the major proponents of action re-

search in Britain, had been influenced by the work of the Tavis-
tock Institute (Carr & Kemmis, 1986).

According to Somekh (1998), two other influences on devel-
opment of the teacher-as-researcher movement in Britain were
the Educational Priority Areas Programme, which involved col-
faborative inguiries among academic researchers and teachers
{(Halsey, 1972), and the U.S-developed “Man: A Course of
Study” (MACOS.) social studies curriculum, which emphasized
the idea of students as researchers (Bruner, 1965). According
to Somekh, Lawrence Stenhouse was strongly influenced by
MACOS, and for many vears his university served as the British
distributor of the curriculum.

_#= The “bottom up” curriculum reform work initiated by British

teachers and later conceptualized and recorded by academics
like John Elliott, Lawrence Stenhouse, Jean Rudduck, and
make the curriculum more refevant to the lives of students, such
as (a) restructuring the content of curriculum around life
themes instead of subjects, {(b) transforming the instructional
process from a transmission mode to a more interactive and
discussion-based mode, (c) using multi-age-grouping patterns,
and so forth.

A rumber of major curricutum reform projects were initiated
in the 1960s and 1970s by Stenhouse, Elliott, and others who
used and further developed the notion of practitioner inquiry
as curriculum development. These projects mcluded the Hu-
manities Curriculum Project, which dealt with teaching con-
troversial issues (Stemhouse, 1968); the Ford Teaching Project,
which dealt with implementing an inquiry-discovery approach
1o teaching (Elliott, 1976-77); and the Teacher-Student Inter-
action and Quality of Learning project, which focused on
the problems of “teaching for understanding™ within the con-
text of a system of public examinations (Elliott & Ebutt, 1986},
All of these projects invelved universily academics working
with teachers and represented a rejection of a standards- or

DbiECfi\:fﬁgﬂﬂﬂVMMﬁMmgpmmpm s
one That1s based on a pedagogically driven conception of cur-

ricmin change that depends on teachers’ reflections about
e practice According to this view, the act of curriculum the-
orizing is not so much the application in the classroom of theory
Jearned in the academy as it is the generation of theory from
attempts to change curriculum practice in the school {Elliott,
1991). Stenhouse (1975), one of the early academic supporiers
of this movement, coined the term “{eacher as researcher” 10
signify the dependence of pedagogical change on teachers’ ca-
pacities for reflection. | T

“Filiott {[9F7) argues that action research cannot be distin-
guished as a unique paradigm of research in terms of dgta-
gathering methods. He argues that what distinguishes action
research from other forms of educational research are its trans-
formative intentions (i.e., to change praciice} and the method-
ological principles such intenticns imply. He summarizes the
methodology of action research, as follows:

Tt is directed towards the realization of an educational ideal (¢-E.
as represented by a pedagogical aim}, .

1¢ focuses on changing practice ¢ make jt more consistent with
the ideal,
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It gathers evidence of the extent to which the practice is consis-
tent/inconsistent with the ideal and secks explanations for incon-
sistencies by gathering evidence about the operation of contextual
factors,

It problematizes some of the tacit theories which underpin and
shape practice (i.e., taken-for-granted beliefs and norms), [and)]

It involves practitioners in generating and testing action-
hypotheses about how to effect worthwhile educational change,
(p. 25)

The efforts of John Elliott, Peter Holly, Bridget Somekh, and
many others at the University of East Anglia led to the estah-
lishment and development of the Collaborative Action Re-
scarch Network. This network has sponsored conferences and

published many accounts of action research and many works
that have furthered dicouce cRsabout-action . A1

and educational circumstances had already established the con-
ditions for the further development of practitioner research in
Australia:

Itis ... wrong to see the development of participatory action re-
search as a missionary venture in which the gurus, who had come
to see the light in a far couniry, now brought the news to a waiting
population. It is clear . . . that there was, both socially and educa-
tionally, a milieu already oriented toward teacher participation in
the production of educational knowledge. (p.135)

Grundy (1997) identifies a series of political, social, and educa-
tional conditions that had fostered a receptivity to the idea of
teachers as producers of educational knowledge. Among those

i Ara e ynalil

were three prodects in the 19

(Sra s we s oy vivg

ology {e.g., Edwards & Rideout, 1991; O’Hanlon, 1991). More
recently, the group has played a central role in establishing the
journal, Educational Action Research, which provides an inter-
national forum for reports of action research and for the ex-
change of ideas about action research.

Stephen Kemmis, who had spent some time with Elliott and
his colleagues at the University of East Anglia, took action re-
search with him to Australia, and, together with Wilfred Carr,a
British educational philosopher, developed an epistemological
basis for action research in the critical theory of Habermas
(Carr & Kemmis, 1986). This view of “emancipatory” action
research that is based in critical theory effectively challenged
other models of action rescarch as conservative and positivis-
tic. As in the United Kingdom, Kemmis, Robin McTaggart,
and others at Deakin University were able to build on a strong
movement among teachers for school-based curriculum devel-
opment and a context for grassroots involvement in policymak-
ing (Grundy & Kemmis, 1988). Using ideas later articulated in
Becoming Critical, teachers and other staff members developed
a methodalogy for wse in various action research courses and
projects (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988a, b). This model, which
was conceptualized as a series of recursive cycles of plan, act,
observe, and reflect, has a clear definition of the aims of the
research process, as follows:

Action research is a form of collective self-reflective enquiry under-
taken by participants in social situations in order to improve the
rationality and justice of their own social or educational practices,
as well as their understanding of these practices and the situations

in which these practices are carried out. (Kemmis & McTaggart,
1988, p. 5)

Although a number of projects of the critical emancipatory
type are described in various publications (e.g., Kemmis &
Grundy, 1997; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988a; Tripp, 1990),
there js some question as to the degree to which the teachers
throughout Australia who became engaged in action research
1905( on the critical-emancipatory purposes that Kemmis and
his colleagues emphasized in their work at Deakin (Grundy,
_ 1982). As was the case in the United Kingdom, academics like
€mmis and Tripp (who had also spent time in Britain) worked
hard 1o legitimate dction research as research within Australia.
_Gn.mdy {1997y argues, though, that various political, social,

Schools’ Commission: The Innovative Grants Project, the Lan-
guage and Learning Project, and the Curriculum Development
Center. Those projects, as well as (a) changing conceptions of
in-service teacher education at the state level and {b) a growth
in practitioner research in tertiary institutions, stimulated a lot
of school-based curriculum development and evaluation and
teachers studying their own practices in Australian schools,
Grundy argues that, although the tradition of Australian partic-

-Ipatory action research developed with a direct link 1o the Brit-

ish teacher-as-researcher movement, it eventually developed its
own practices and epistemology that distinguished it from Brit-
ish action research.

The North American Teacher Research Movement

In the 1980s, a new movement for teacher research emerged in
North America in response to several factors. Anderson et al.
(1994) argue that this movement was not derivative of the Brit-
ish teacher-as-researcher movement or a reemergence of the co-
operative action research movement of the 1940s and 1950s.
They identify many influences on the development of this move-
ment, including (a) the growing acceptance of qualitative and
case-study research in education that more closely resembles
the narrative forms of inquiry used by practitioners to commu-
nicate their knowledge; (b) the pioneering work of many teach-
ers of writing such as Nancy Atwell (1987), who conducted case
studies on the teaching of writing; (c) the increased emphasis on
action research in university teacher education programs {e.g.,
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Zeichner & Gore, 1995); and
{d) the reflective practitioner movement that was inspired by
the work of Schén (1983) and that sought to reclaim teachers’

knowledge as valid. hm
¥ Cochran-Smiith and Lytle (1993) also discuss other influences
on teacher research in North America, such as the National
Writing Project; the Breadloaf School of English (Goswami &
Stillman, 1987}; the National Council of Teachers of English
(supporter of many teacher researchers in English-Language
Arts education} (e.g., Mohr & Maclean, 1987); Patricia Carini
and the teachers at the Prospect School in Bennington, Ver-
mont, who developed methods for documenting the progress of
children’s learning (e.g., Carini, 1975); and the North Dakota
Study Group on Evaluation guided by Vito Perrone (e.g., Per-
rone, 1989).




304 KENNETH M. ZEICHNER AND SUSAN E. NOFFKE

This teacher research movement followed a number of years
of “interactive research and development” and other forms of
collaborative research among university researchers and teach-
ers (e.g., Jacullo-Noto, 1984; Oja & Smuiyan, 1989; Tikunoff &
Ward, 1983) that involved teachers in some aspects of the re-
search about their practices but that was not a process fully
owned by the teachers. This collaborative research, like the re-
search stimulated by the work of Lewin and Corey, involved
callaboration between professional researchers and the teachers
whose practice was under study. Practitioner research was not
then considered as a process that could be identified primarily
as the propertly of individuals who were not professional re-
searchers by vocation (McTaggart, 1991).

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) describe the different varie-

of teacher

ment has not been included in mainstream academic publishing
outlets, although some, such as Grimimett and MacKinnon
(1992), have described and analyzed practitioner research
within conventional academic publishing outlets. In the aca-
demic world, few journals (such as Language Arts) and certain
publishers (such as Heinemann, Stenhouse, and Teachers Col-
lege Press) have regularly published practitioner research. Sev-
eral new journals (e.g., Teacher Research, the National Educa-
tional Association’s Teaching and Change, and Network, the
clectsonic teacher research journal based in Toronto) focus ex-

. clusively on practitioner research.

Much practitioner research, however, still remains as part of
a fugitive literature that is accessibie only locally (Richardson,
1994b). BEven here, norms and circumstances often discour-

e DTyt rrreemeraed der-thesubs
research in North America. Rather than outlining a series of
phases or steps of the research process, a practice that was
commen in the British and Australian action research move-
ments and in the cooperative action research movement in the
United States in the 1950s, Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993)
define teacher research very broadly as “systematic intentional

inquiry by teachers about their own school and classroom

s, M-__r_".—.m_——__
WoTR 1D, 23= 24 They owthfe TWO TiEjor Categories of teacher

“Fgsearch: (a) conceptual research, which is theoretical and phil-
osophical, and (b} empirical research, which involves the col-
lection, analysis, and interpretation of data gathered from
teachers, schools, and classrooms.

In the category of empirical teacher research, Cochran-
Smith and Lytle include (a) journals that provide accounis of
classroom life over time {e.g., Streib, 1985), (b) oral inquiries
that consist of teachers’ oral examinations of their practice in
a group setting {e.g., Kanevsky, §993), and {c) classroom studies

* that represent teachers’ explorations of their work using data

based on observations, interviews, and document collection

(e.g., Bissex & Bullock, 1987). Under the category of concep-

tual research, they inctude teachers’ essays and books that

represent extended interpretations and analyses of various as-
pects of schooling. These essays include the works of teachers

like Gallas, (1994, 1995, 1998), Hawkias (1969), Kohi, (1967),

Kozol (1967), and Paley (1979). '

The category of classrcom studies includes work that most
closely resembles the earlier cooperative research studies in the
United States, British action research studies, and traditional
forms of academic educational research. Cochran-Smith and
Lytle (1993) argue that it would be a mistake to limit the con-
cept of teacher research to the category of classroom studies,
as many have done, because this limitation does not enable us
to benefit from much of the empirical and conceptual work
conducted by teachers. Cochran-8mith and Lytle, as well as
Anderson et al. (1994), essentially argue that practitioner re-
search represents a different paradigm of research from aca-
demic research, because it gives us access to insider or local
knowledge about educational settings. This point of view has
important implications for how we think about the epistemol-
ogy of practitioner research, which is the subject of a Jater sec-
tion 1n this chapter.

A large part of the research that has been conducted by
North American ieachers within this teacher research move-

Zeichner, Marion, & Caro-Bruce, 1998}, A number of teacher
research networks like those in Fairfax County, Virgima; in
Madison, Wisconsin; and at the Cooperative Research and Ex-
tension Services (CRESS) center sponsored by the University
of California at Davis have deveioped listings by research topics
of the abstracts of studies condncted within their networks. In
some cases, like the Madison, Wisconsin, school district, those
abstracts have been made available on the Internet. The CRESS
Center has also published a language arts journal (Visions and
Revisions: Research for Writing Teachers) and a math journal
(Translation, Rotation, and Reflection) that provide a forum for
the work of teacher researchers. Much practitioner rescarch
that is done by teachers in North America is not published any-
where but js shared orally at several regional and national
teachsr research conferences that occur on a regular basis.

The Tradition of Self-Study Research

Although many of the reports of practitioner research have in-
volved the work of elementary and secondary school teachers
and other stafl members who have studied their practice, there
has also been a growing tradition of research in which college
and university faculty members conduct research on their own
practice. This research tradition recognizes the fact that we are
all practitioners in some sphere of our work {Somekh, 1995). It
rejects the ideas that the only role for academics is 1o generate
theories for others to consume and that academics should have
a monopoly on knowledge production in education. There has
been growing dcceptance of self-study research within colleges
and unijversitics, especially within the teacher education com-
munity.

Although there have long been calls for this kind of research
by teacher educators (e.g., Corey, 1955) and college and unive{-
sity faculty members who have conducted inquiries on their
own teaching practice (e.g., Duckworth, 1987; Lampert. 198_5)!
recently there has been a tremendous growth in the pubtication
of self-study research (e.g., Feiman-Nemser & Featherstone,
1992; Loughran & Russell, 1997, Richardson, 1997. Rus;;e]] & _
Korthagen, 1995; Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1991). Tberg have
also been calls for the academy to recognize the Jegitimacy
of high-quality self-study research in tenure and promotion
decisions (e.g., Adler, 1993). In 1992, a special interest .&_’TOUP-
Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices, was formed in the
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American Educational Research Association. Just 7 years later,
it has become one of the largest interest groups in the associ-
ation.

The self-study research conducted by college and university
faculty members has used various qualitative methodologies
and has focused on a wide range of substantive issues, For ex-
ampie, some studies in this genre nse narrative life history meth-
ods and describe the connections between teacher educators’
life experiences and their current teaching practices (Cole &
Knowles, 1995; Zeichner, 1995a). In this form, the self-study
research most closely resembles the essays and narratives that
are commonly found in the North American teacher research
movemert, and it parallels developments in life history research
generally (e.g., Neumann & Peterson, 1997; Thomas, 1995). Al-
though research in this genre seldom follows the pattern of the

with other social issues and problems, such as land ownership
and use, environmental contamination, unemployment, crime
and drugs, and so forth. Torres (1992) argues that the develop-
ment of the ideas of liberation pedagogy and popular education
are responsible for the origing of participatory research in Latin
America. According to Reason (1994), participatory research
has the following double objective:

One aim js to produce knowledge and action directly useful to a
group of peaple through research, adult education, and sociopoliti-
cal action. The second aim is to empower people through a second
and deeper level through the process of constructing their own
knowledge. (p. 328)

The explicit aim of p ,,,l,-,,g,i Lesearch go to b & B
more just and humane society, and the research process pro-

acliCn Tesearch cycles common in the US. cooperative action
research movement and in the British and Australian teacher
researcher movements, some studies, many emanating from the
University of Bath and Kingston University in the UK, have
connected action research and self-study (e.g., Lomax, 1997).
Some self-study research involves inquiries about (a) the use
of particular instructional strategies (e.g., Grimmelt, 1997;
Moje, Remillard, Southerland, & Wade, 1999; Richert, 1991;
Teitelbaum & Britzman, 1991) or (b) the implementation of
particular educational philosophies in teacher education pro-
grams (e.g., Carson, 1997; Macgillivray, 1997; Maher, 1991;
Richardson, 1997). Many recent studies focus on the struggles
of teacher educators with issues of race, class, and gender (e.g.,
Cochran-Smith, 1995, Lima, 1998; Martin, 1995) and with work-
ing within institutions that do not place a high value on the activ-
ity of teacher education (McCall, 1996),

Self-study research has found its way into the academic jour-
nals and into a flurry of recent books. Some journals, like
Teaching Education, have actively recruited and published self-
studies on a regular basis. Two teacher education Journals, Ae-
tion in Teacher FEducation {(Manning & McLaughlin, 1996) and
Teacher Education Quarterly (special issue, 1995), have recently
published special issues on self-study research.

The Tradition of Participatory Research

Although much of the research in this tradition has taken place
in Third World countries in Latin America, Africa, and Asja
(e.z., Fals-Borda, 1988; Fals-Borda & Rahman, 1991; Freire,
1982; 'Fandon, 1988), similar ideas and practices have devel-
oped in North America, Europe, and Australia with groups that
share characteristics of oppression and domination experienced
by many Third World peoples (e.g., Park et al., 1993; Stringer,
1996). According to Hall (1993}, the International Council for
f‘%dult Education’s Participatory Research Project in 1977, which
1s based in Toronto, was the means by which an initial sharing
of methods and practices of participatory research occurred in
North America. Other accounts discuss the role of the High-
lander Center in the United States in developing and dissemi-
nating information and strategies for conducting participatory
research {Horton, 1990, Noffke, 1997a).

This research tradition has been closely associated with adult
education apd literacy movements, although it has also dealt

/

vides a framework in which people who seek to overcome op-
pressive situations can come to understand the social Torces
operating in a situation and can gain strength to engage in col-
lective action (Park, 1993). This broad scope of participatory
research, which leads to an examination of issues within a s0Ci-
ctal framework, is very different from the individual and group
foci in other traditions of practitioner research {Brown & Tan-
don, 1983),

According to Gaventa (1991), three strategies of participa-
tory research have emerged in the North American context.
They are as follows:

1. The reappropriation of knowledge—gaining access to
knowledge and skills normally considered to be the mo-
nopoly of a knowledge elite. This includes what Gaventa
refers to as community power structure research in which
communities of people gain access to such things as court-
house records about property transactions, housing codes,
land and mineral ownership, government records about
company finances, and so forth {e.g., Adams, 1975),

2. The development of the people’s knowledpe—the produc-
tion and reclaiming of the common person’s knowledge
and wisdom. An example of this strategy is the housewife
researchers who analyzed and documented the health £X-
periences of people in the community in the vicinity of
Love Canal, which resulted in a campaign to clean up toxic
waste dumps (Levine, 1982).

3. Popular participation in the social production of knowl-
edge. This strategy involves forms of democratic participa-
tion and control in defining problems to be studied, setting
research priorities, and in determining how the results are
to be used. One example is the case of relatively powerless
groups in Appalachia demanding a voice in the allocation
of public research funds. (Gaventa & Horton, 1981)

Although a numerous research methods are used in participa-
tory research, a general structure of research in this tradition
and a set of assumptions are shared by researchers. A key
concept in this research is that the subject-object relationship
between researcher and researched typical in conventional
academic research is turned into a subject-subject relationship
(Fals-Borda, 1991; Freire, 1982). Although often an outside
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person intervenes to mobilize and organize a community for
investigation and action, the people in an area being studied
assume active roles in the investigation and do not serve as pas-
sive objects of study. Typically, ordinary people engage in activi-
ties like making up questionnaires and interview schedules that
are commonly reserved for technically trained personnel.

Hall (1993) points out that participatory research is based on
the epistemological assumption that knowledge is constructed
soctally through a process of dialogue and that the issues stud-
ied and ways of studying them should flow from those involved
and should promote dialogue within the community of re-
searchers. The first step in the process is the definition and
exploration of the problem to be investigated. The outside re-
searcher typically acts as a discussion organizer, a facilitator,

and as a technical resource person.
Tl Lose foutaida gl oo

are to be collected and analyzed. Participatory research draws
upon a wide range of research methods used in the social sci-
ences, including field observation, archival and library research,
persenal histories, interviews, and observations. The specific
methods that are selected in particular projects take into ac-
count the technical and material resources of the community
and traditions within the community of communicating and dis-
seminating knowledge (e.g., Hinsdale, Lewis, & Waller, 1995).
Hall {1993} describes the selection of approaches according
to their potential for drawing out knowtedge and analysis in a so-
cial and collective way. He identifies a number of research meth-
ods not typically found in conventional academic research, in-
cluding

Community meetings, video documentaries, community drama,
camps for the landless in India, use of drawing and murals, photo
novels, sharing of oral histories, community surveys, storytelling,
shared testimoenies, and many more. (pp. 4331-4332)

Gaventa {1991) argues that once people begin to view them-
selves as researchers who are able to investigate and change re-
ality for themselives, they will invent indigenous ways of gather-
ing information from the power structure, what he cails “guerrilla
research” methods, One example that he gives of this phenome-
non is a situation in Appalachia, where coal miners needing
information about their employer gained a great deal of useful
data by monitoring garbage cans at company headquarters. The
data assembled in the research, by whatever methods, serve as
topics for collective reflection through dialogue within the com-
munity -of researchers and provide researchers with ammuni-
tion for improving their material conditions.

Those who are engaged in participatory research are typi-
cally very critical of nonparticipatory research and often argue
that it serves the dominant groups in a society by monoepolizing
the development and use of knowledge to the disadvantage o
the communities in which research takes place, thereby ex-
ploiting those communities (Reason, 1994). Participatory reg
search aims to democratize the political economy of know-
ledge production and to empower oppressed groups so they
take effective actions toward improving the conditions in their
lives.

These five traditions of practitioner research—action re-
search, the teacher-as-researcher and participatory action re-
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search movernents in Britain and Australia, the teacher research
movement in North America, self-study research, and partici-
patory research—reflect a variety of personal, professional, and
political motivations for conducting research. The next section
of this chapter will ook across those five traditions and will
discuss the various motivations that have stimulated prac-
titioner research in education.

Frameworks of Purpose in Practitioner Research

But can you expect teachers to revolutionize thesccial order for the
good of the community? Indeed we must expect this very thing. The
educational system of a country is worthless unless it accomplishes
this task. (Woodson, 1933/1977, p. 145)

Fhis quote represents the thoughts behind but one of the man

frameworks of purpose in practitioner research. At its core,

practitioner research shares with other forms of educational re-

search an emphasis on developing and deepening the under-

standing of educational practice. Yet practitioner research is»

both about changing practice as a result of study and about
il =

‘Changing practice to understand it. As noted earlier, to some,

dipecially those wriling in the British action research tradition,

its claim as a distinct research paradigm is based to a Jarge ex-
tent on its potential for changing practice (Elliott, 1997). The
nature and extent of the change intended, though, is a contested
area that varies not only across but also within traditions of
practitioner research. Through changing practice, teachers and
other educational practitioners become producers, as well as
mediators and consumers, of knowledge. For many advocates
of and participanls in practitioner research, the concept of
practice as knowledge production is essential in that it can both
embrace the value of individual development and move beyond
the local and private context to contribute more broadly to edu-
cational and societal improvement.

Fischer (1996) notes that teacher researchers often pursue
their own interests in their classroom. He suggests the following
categories for understanding the many kinds of reasons one
might engage in practitioner research:

(a} an interest in knowing more abeut how students jearn; () want-
ing to try something new, to innovate in a curriculum area; (c) a
desire for change in one’s teaching ; and (d) a search for connections
and meanings in one’s work. (p. 39)

Such motivations are simifar te those outlined by Zeichner
(1997), who highlights the various kinds of questions that pre-
service and in-service teachers in Madison, Wisconsin, have
pursued. These include guestions that are designed ’

1. To improve practice (e.g., how can T hold better discussions
in my classes and have a more learner-ceniered classroom7):

2. To better understand a particular aspect of practice (e.g-
do I conduct my classes in a manner where students feel

free to express different opinions and cven 1o disagree

with me?);
To better understand one’s practice in generai (€.g What
is going on in my classroom?) (a specific question
emerges later);

3.




. jTo promote greater equity (e.g., how can I help the girls in
my math class feel more confident about their abilities in
math and to participate more in class activities?); and

5. To influence the social conditions of practice (e.g., how
can I get the school district to reallocate funding to
support teacher-initiated professional development work?)
{(Zeichnes, 1997, pp. 10-11).

In addition to identifying examples of the various starting
points for practitioner research in - their respective contexts,
both Fischer (1996) and Zeichner ( 1997) depict practitioner re-
search as a recursive process that often shifts in focus and that
is connected to the dynamics of the school year. This depiction
comtrasts with linear- models of the action-research process,
models that are often described in the literature.
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to much of the work in the current traditions of North Ameri-
can teacher research and self-study, a major purpose for en-
gaging in practitioner research has been to gain a better under-
standing of individual students’ tlicughts and actions (Banford,
1996, Gallas, 1998; Osborne, 1997) or teachers’ experiences with
particular educational innovations (Griffiths & Davies, 1993).
This purpose recognizes the inherent process of generating and
examining theories that are part of educational practice (El-
lott, 1991; Handal & Lauvas, 1987; Posch, 1993). In some ways
resembling the early child-study movement or case study ap-
proach, practitioner research brings us very close to everyday
classroom experiences. Assuch, the research (e.g., Short, Schroe-
der, Laird, Kaufmann, Ferguson, & Crawford, 1996; Stefly &
Hood, 1994) offers great potential for building a case-study lit-
erature in education, as has been done in ather professions.

The closeness af 4] he relaticmebin batane Lo 3

tice implied by the term “practitioner research” Serves as a
reminder that the work of education takes place in a complex
social context. As Kemmis and McTaggart (1988a) emphasize
in their definition of action research noted earlier, the focus of
this version of practitioner research is not only on advancing
understanding and practice, but also on improving the situation
in which the practice occurs. Although we will differentiate the
motivational structures of practitioner research in terms of the
personal, professional, and political, all three dimensions are
inherently political because they involve issues of power and
control (Noftke, 1997a). In practice, those dimensions are inter-
woven categories rather than orientations belonging to a partic-
ular tradition of practitioner research. The separation into cate-
gories is thus a construct for illuminating emphases rather than
a typology for identifying the worthiness of purposes or tradi-
tions.

In this section and the next, an important caution must be
understood. Practitioner researchers, like many traditional re-
searchers, do not always report their reasons for engaging in
inquiry. Their purposes often must be inferred from the topics
of their research (addressed in the next section) and from the
tone of their presentation. As with other analyses of prac-
titioner research, we still rely too heavily on works written by
academics, which set out theoretical or conceptual frameworks
derived from social science theories or which comment on what
has been gleaned from studying practitioners, often using tradi-
tional research methods, Althou gh we recognize this weakness,
we hope the present work represents a continuing step in recog-
nizing practitioners’ vojces in research on teaching.

rd
Up Close and Personal: Seeing Children, Seeing Oneself

The personal dimension of practitioner research is evident in
several ways, First, much of practitioner research involves the
careful study of the participants in educational practice, very
often involving the students or children—what and how they
learn, The research is personal, because it represents not only
the search for general principles or theories of school curricu-
lum or classroom instruction but also the search for under-
Starding ang improving one’s everyday practice.

_From the work in the 1950s at the Horace Mann-Lincoln In-
Slilute at Teachers College (Foshay et al, 1954), through the
Work of the Ford Teaching Project (Elliott & Adelman, 1973),

IVIATy PIACTITIONGT TescalChers Nave expressed concern about
both the current educational context and children’s lives. As
teacher researcher Barbara Morgan noted in the 7994 Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education:

I think that those of us who tend toward the silent “making do”
often do not effectively resist the stupidities of policy and instita-
tion. Fo act in this way harms children. However safe we keep them
for the time they stay with us, we cannot protect against damage
done by schooling. We must enter the conversation because we are
closest to the children, and we have the possibility of bringing the
children’s voices into the conversation too. We have not spoken
enough. We need to speak not as “raw data” but as analytical
women (and men)} who have rigorously considered their cnviron-
ment and are ready to add new interpretive frames (Threatt, Bu-
chanan, Morgan, Strieb, Sugarman, Swenson, Teel, & Tomlinson,
1994, p, 230).

Morgan’s clear concern with the lives of the children in her ‘

classroom is strongly linked to a commitment 1o the potential
within teachers for creating new ways of sharing their experien-
tial knowledge with others. The care and nurture of students s
integrally connected to the perception of self as teacher (Nias,
1989). Although Morgan’s research experience is personal and
valued in its individuality, it is also part of an overall political
strategy (Noffke & Brennan, 1997) embedded in her classroom
practice. As practitioners change their practices and document
what they do, they live out as well as problematize particular
orientations to the Iarger social order, including ethical stances
on how one should “be” with children in the classroom, and
the uneven distribution of knowledge and privilege in society
(Griffiths, 1994; Maher, 1991), Although not all teachers em-
brace a social transformation orientation, all practice embodics
a political stance, whether directly or tacitly (Noffke & Bren-
nan, 1997).

A second aspect of the personal dimension is a heightened

self-awareness by the practitioner, including the clarification of

e,

assumptions about education and the recogmition of contradic-

dens tetween-espoused- fdeas and actual classroom praciices,

ﬁwm' Teaching Project (Elliot,

1976-77) and in subsequent projects in the United Kingdom,
parallels early practitioner research in the United States (Shum-
sky, 1958). Particularly noteworthy here is that currieulum and
pedagogical theorizing are being examined in light of the prac-
titiamers’ experiences (Fecho, [996). Along with this examina-
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tion is a strong emphasis on what one is actuaily doing, rather
than intending to do, in P-12 as well as in university classrooms
(Peterman, 1997). The personal, in this sense, encompasses
both individua! classrooms and the theorizing of individual
practitioners.

A third aspect of the personal in the practitioner research
literature is the examination of the impact of the research
process on the practitioner fe.g., Dadds, 1995; McNiff, 1993,
Noffke & Zeichner, 1987). Resonating with the work of Lewin
and others, the focus of practitioner tesearch often shifts from
classrooms, teachers’ theories, and children to changes in teach-
ers’ basic orientations to practice. Motivations for engaging
teachers in research have ranged from creating a greater recep-
tivity among teachers (© traditional academic educational re-

pob (Tilunoff & Ward 1983} to egcouraging changes in

Hollingsworth, 1994; Miller, 1990), or is supported through
group meetings with other practitioner researchers (Caro-
Bruce & McReadie, 1995; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Ev-
ans, Stubbs, Frechette, Neely, & Warner, 1987; Marion, 1998).
Some of this collaborative inquiry by teachers takes place in the
context of teacher study groups (e.g., Saavedra, 1996) or teacher
networks (e.g., Watt & Watt, 1993). Questions about “who
owns the process” (Johnston & Proudford, 1994) are vital in
evaluating the purpose of the research. An understanding of the
legacy of Lewin’s work in action research is crucial to evalu-
ating whether the personal dimension——the focus on children
and self-—is also a means to changing the practitioner through
involvement in participatory processes (Noffke, 1997b}. Partici-
pation, a key aspect to many forms of practitioner research, has

teachers’ belief structures and practices, to having practifioners
offer contributions to existing lines of theory production in the
field (Johnston & Proudford, 1994). Although seme attention
has been devoted o this personal and often transformative as-
pect of practitioner research, the impact of such efforts on prac-
titioners’ basic belief structures and concepis of self has been
largely unexamined in the literature.

One exception is the growing salience in the self-study tradi-
lion of narrative, life history, and autobiographical research
(Cole & Knowles, 1995; Elijah, 1996), which illustrates how
practitioner research often fosters reexaminalion of tacit views.
Although such explorations offer many insights into the role of
the personal in change processes, the role of teachers’ cultural
identities in the transformation of practice has been largely ig-
nored and is clearly an area in need of study.

Another exception is the recent effort to study the impact
of conducting practitioner research on teachers’ professional
development in North America {c.g., Richert, 1996, Troen,
Kamii, & Boles, 1997; Zeichner, 1999; Zeichner, Marion, &
Caro-Bruce, 1998) and the United Kingdom (e.g., Dadds,
1995). Richert (1996), for example, concludes that participation

. in a 6-year teacher research project sponsored by the Bay Re-

gion 1V Professional Development Consortium in California
had many important effects on teacher researchers, including
the following:

1. 1t resulted in a renewed feeling of pride and excitement
about teaching and in a revitalized sense of seif as teacher.

2. The rescarch experience reminded teachers of their intel-
lectual capability and the importance of that capability to
their professional lives.

1 The research experience allowed teachers to see that the
work that they do in school matters.

4. The research experience reconnected many of the teachers
to their colleagues and to their initial commitments to
teach.

S. The research experience encouraged teachers to develep an
expanded notion of what teachers can and ought to do.

It is important to note that practitioner research does not
always, nor perhaps even often, occur in isclation. Many prac-
titioner researchers work in collaboration with children (e.g.,
Gallas, 1994; Stumbo, 1992). Much work is also “facilitated”
by others, often those in universities {e.g., Dockendorf, 1993;

a very strong impact on the acceptance of mnnovation and the
SoToven M NS Y W Py I 10072 Esggriqnv 11

a context in which practitioner research is seen as a strategy for
school improvement (Calhoun, 1994; Sagor, 1992), the potential
for administrators to manipulaie the goals of practitioner re-
searchers needs to be examined.

Finally, a related purpose for engaging in practitioner re-
search within the personal dimension highlights the fine line
between research and learning. Perhaps because of the frequent
focus on individual teachers in their classrooms, some prac-
titioner research is dominated by psychological, rather than so-
ciological or anthropological, frameworks. Although this work
strongly emphasizes research as “gystematic inquiry made
public” (Stenhouse, 1983, p. 183), it also focuses clearly on re-
search as an individual learning process for the researcher (e.g.,
McNiff, 1993; Winter, 1989). The work is particularly interest-
ing in its focus on the vatue of experiential knowledge. Yet it is
also important in highlighting the difficulty of articulating the
relationship between the personal and social spheres, which is
integral to educational practice, and the absence of discussions
of identity (NofTke, 1991).

Considered together, these four aspects of the personal em-
phasize the ways in which many forms of practitioner research
have as their central purpose the improvement of practice (E}-
liott, 1991) and the ways in which the personal aspects form an
integral part of that process. As will be seen in a subsequent
section, judgments about the quality of the research have 10
take into account the practice as well as the study of practice.

Knowledge and the Profession of Education

Closety related to the focus of practitioner research on individ-
ual improvement of practice is its connection to the overall edu-
cation profession. This linkage can be seen along three strands:
(a) as a contribution to the profession’s “knowledge base,”
(b) as a means of professional development, and (c) as an en-
hancement of the profession’s status. This professional dimen-
sion of practitioner research has a tong tradition. Corey (1954}
emphasized the potential of practitioner research for helpirllg
teachers better understand what they are accomplishing in their
classrooms. In the Ford Teaching Project, much attention was
paid to creating better congruency between teachers’ belicfs
and practices as they articulated and problematized previously
tacit theories. Teachers generated and tested hypotheses and
then sought alternative explanations for what they carefully ob-
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served. T those efforts, they also considered how such activities
contributed to the overall education profession. Practitioners’
descriptions of teaching technigues represented substantial
contributions, not only as research findings but also as material
for further reflection by other practitioners. Both Stenhouse
(1975) and Elliott (1991) have highlighted the vital role for
" teachers in the articulation of curriculum theory and the contin-
uing efforts for its development in practice.

Tn Australia as well, considerable attention has been paid, at
least at the level of academic writing, to practitioner research
as a form of knowledge production, Building on Lewin’s em-
phasis on action research as contributing to both the generation
of theory and the improvement of the human condition, Carr &
Kemmis (1986), writing from a critical social theory perspec-
tive, shaped a claim for action research as a distinct form of

egucationai research. In a framework where all forms of knowl-

edge production are seen as TepTesclUNE particurs TSt
some teachers, administrators, and researchers have developed
projects that embody a transformative and emancipatory the-
ory and practice, rather than ones that appear to scek only the
accumulation of knowledge (Kemmis & Grundy, 1997).

Such efforts in the United Kingdom and Australia contrast
strongly with the early Interactive Research and Development
in Teaching projects that emerged in the United States during
the same era. With a purpose of bridging theory and practice by
uniting university researchers and practitioners, those projects
used smpirical analytical methods and focused attention pri-
marily on teaching techniques. Rather than shifting the base of
educational knowledge to include moral and social issues, the
projects intended to create opportunities for practitioners to
2dd to 2 narrowly proscribed knowledge base for teaching
{Jacullo-Noto, 1984; Tikunoff & Ward, 1983). In some ways,
that same accumulative stance toward knowledge is evident in
the early work of Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993), but with
significant differences:

Research by teachers represents & distinctive way of knowing about
teaching and learning that will alter—not just add to—what we
know in the field. Furthermore, we have argued that, as it accumu-
lates and is more widely dissesninated, research by teachers will rep-
resent a radical challenge to our current assurnptions about the
relationship of theory and practice, sehools and universitics, and
inquiry and reform. (p. 85}

Although practitioner research is accepted as an emergent form
of creating knowledge, the purpose here is to challenge, rather
than reinforce, existing forms of knowledge.

Others emphasize practitioner research less as a contender in
the knowledge production arena and more as a potential re-
source for professional development and educational manage-
ment (Dadds, 1995; Lomax, 1996; O’Hanlon, 1996; Richard-
som, 1994b; Zuber-Skerritt, 1996). Although the potential of
practitioner research to contribute to edncational knowledge is
not discounted (see Whitehead, 1993), there is more emphasis
on its impact on building collaborative professional comrmuni-
ties {e.g., Troen et al., 1997) and on informing educational pol-
icy {e.g., Atkin, 1994). Although this focus can be seen as
connected to the earlier era in the United States when action
research was considered more a means of staff development

than as a means of producing knowledge, a significant differ-
ence is that, in the contemporary era, the role of practitioner
research in enhancing the status of the profession is emphasized
more strongly (Sagor, 1992). Constructed in this way, prac-
titioner research highlights the need to examine the meanings
of professionalism in educational organizations in light of the
interests they represent (Popkewitz, 1994).

As in the personal dimension, struggles over the meaning and
status of the profession and professional knowledge occur in
political contexts and are representations of various politi-
cal, economic, and social agendas. In many ways, the current
movement in North American teacher research is a clear ex-
ample of contestation, through research, over the meanings of
schooling in the lives of teachers and their students. For
example, Wagler (1996) focused his attention not on the individ-
nal classrocom level, but on ways in which school districts and

: ionanstitydi ter support networks of

innovative teachers. Along similar lines, Russell (in Gitlin, Bring-
hurst, Burns, Cooley, Myers, Price, Russell, & Tiess, 1992) not
only highlights her own voice in educational discourse, but also
documents her efforts to establish “professional dialogue ses-
sions” involving teachers and administrators throughout her
school. :

The self-study tradition focuses beyond individual class-
rooms. For example, some self-study research is related to the
status of teacher education and teacher educators in university
structures, particularly those at research universities {e.g.,
McCall, 1996). By the same token, the British literature on
teacher rescarch has long been concerned with issues of profes-
sional accountability and autonomy (Elkiott, 1991).

Taken together, all of these efforts are an attempt to extend
practitioner research beyond the classroom and point to what
Lawn (1989) referred to as the “schoolwork research” potential
within practitioner research. Rather than relying on external
analyses of their work contexis, practitioner researchers di-
rectly study and seek to influence aspects of the social and insti-
tutional contexts in which they work.

The Political Dimension of Practitioner Research

Although this section outlines aspecis of practitioner research
that assert a social justice agenda, we assume that all forms of
educational research embody particular siances, either to main-
tain existing lines of power and privilege or to transform them
along more just and caring lines. Works that are silent on issues
of racial equality, for example, assumc political positions as
much as those that explore the meaning of such issues. Works
that take unproblematized stances toward the tole of teachers,
the nature of the curriculum, or the processes of learning are
likewise political and representative of particular educational
positions. Efforts to make schools fulfill their functions more
efficiently in relation to given social and econormic structures
are no less political than those that chailenge the form of these
structures and their relationship to educational work.

in the participatory research tradition, an overt agenda of
social change is integral to the research process. This agenda is
explicit in its commitment to econemic and social justice issues
in both the larger social context and the research process itself.
If the political is conceptualized in terms of power issues, then
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a major political focus in this tradition involves shared power
over knowledge issues. The research, therefore, s *from” and
“wilh,” rather than “on,” and has full participation by those
affected by the research process. Participants” knowledge is val-
ned and developed, it uses skills appropriated from dominant
groups, and it is then transformed to serve the interests of the
larger community {Gaventa, 1991; Park, 1993).

Such agendas are present in other practitioner research tradi-
tions, albeit in different forms. For example, an emancipatory
agenda often framed by critical social theory is advocated in
Australian participatory-action research (Atweh, Kemmis &
Weeks, 1998; Carr, & Kemmis, 1986; McTaggart, 1997). The
British teacher research tradition has a strong political agenda
to shape and retain control over the profession (e.g., Elliott,
1991). Finally, as noted earlier, some efforts in both the self-
study _and_the research traditions within North American

research efforts for both personal development and collective
political struggle in the new South Africa, asks fundamental
questions important to the overall issue of purposes in prac-
titioner research:

Finally, then, under new conditions of possibility we must still con-
test the purposes of action research: Whose problems do we try to
understand? Who speaks to and for whom? Who writes and who is
written? Who, in the end, benefiis? {p. 25)

Although the individual, classroom-focused nature of much
practitioner rescarch is necessary for social transformation, it
may not be sufficient. Collaborations may be needed that pro-
vide individual teacher researchers with potentially greater le-
verage to challenge institutional and social structures (e.g.,
Hursh, 1995, 1997).

teacher research focus on classroom change and embody a ped-
agogy explicitly tied to developing more humane and just
teaching.

Several practitioner research projects have directly addressed
issues of gender and schooling. Some projects have been
foundation-funded or university-based efforts {Chisholm &
Holiand, 1986; Johnsion & Proudford, 1994; Kelly, 1984;
Lock & Minarik, 1997; Tiess in Gitlin et al., 1992; Whyte, 1986)
that link teachers and researchers in efforts to uncover and ad-
dress gender differences in student success. Others have sought
ways to understand and change practices that promote racism
in education (Donald, Gosling, Hamilton, Hawkes, McKen-
zie, & Stronach, 1995; Krater, Zeni, & Cason, 1994; Lyman,
1996) or ways to help their pupils understand and challenge
social class inequalities (Sylvester, 1994). Some practitioner re-
searchers have focused on teachers’ growing awareness of racial
identity and of the important role their understanding of cul-
ture plays in learning (Cochran-Smith, 1995; Mclntyre, 1997;
Miller, 1996; Murphy, 1591). Still others have taken on work
aimed at creating more inclusive schools (Taylor & Parmar,
1993). This growing literature is sfill a smali part of practitioner
research reports, yet it bears much promise for creating educa-
tional practices that will make students’ experiences in schools
more just and equitable.

Open debate about the political agenda questicn in prac-
titioner research has been limited, at least in public arenas.
Whatever forums for discussion of issues of politics in prac-
titioner research emerge, teachers’ personal commitment to the
children in their classrooms represents a version of the political
located in the private, rather than public, sphere. Although
much has been written in the academic literature on the ten-
sions between personal and social aims in practitioner research
(e.g.. Weiner, 1989; Zeichner, 1993}, commentators on prac-
titioner research often have not sought to reconcile the tensions
between calls for social action beyond the classroom and what
many practitioners see as the site of their struggle in the class-
room (Griffiths & Davies, 1993). It may be, for example, that
the individual nature of some forms of pfactitioner research,
and the frequent focus on individual children or on children as
individuals, may help frame research politically in ways similar
to other kinds of political movements in the public sphere be-
yond the classroom.

Melanie Walker {1995), writing about the potential of action

Praciifioner TCScalCnels e
sources and supports. For example, much of the recent work on
critical race theory (e.g., Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995) could be
very useful to practitioner research groups. Also, the emerging
community emphasis in some recent teacher research in North
America (Banford et al., 1996; Burch & Palanki, 1993; Shock-
ley, Michalove, & Allen, 1995) and the work in the participatory
research tradition of practitioner research may be useful in ex-
ploring social justice issues more collectively. New ways to com-
municate about research are still very much needed—ones that
recognize and value multiple ways of knowing and forms of the-
orizing and that assume all educational work, whether in class-
TOOmS OF Upversity research centers is a form of practice with
political implications.

Vision and Voice: The Nature of Practitioner Research

Last vear, T noticed that the children in my class were creating
groups segregated by gender, and I wrote about it in my journal 45
I wrote about other issues and events, What I did nof do last year
was to start out by saying, “I’m going to study gender issues in my
classroom,” and to limit my observations and notes to that (Strieb,
in Threatt et al., 1994, p. 237).

I am struck by how hard it is to tatk about teacher research apart
from the students we teach. This is what makes the teacher part of
teacher research so important and also what makes it so hard to
figure cut how to deal with the big questions of time, support, pur-
poses, and audiences for this work. (Buchanan, in Threatt st al,
1994, p. 237)

These comments by teachers about their work as researchers
give small insights into what it is like to do practitioner re-
search. Questions about the research areas addressed, the
methods used to pather and analyze perspectives on practice,
the forms and spheres of communication used to share re-
search, and the kinds of claims made on the basis of research
need an exhaustive review far beyond the scope of this chapter,
especially given the range of traditions and the varied purposes
for engaging in the work. Asking questions about the nature of
practitioner research is like asking similar questions about other
branches of the methodological families of education research.
The topics, the procedures for data collection and analysis, and
the forms of communicating the research are wide-ranging.
Beginning with the early work of Corey (1953) in the United
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States, the nature of action research has been tied to its search
for legitimacy in the academic world. Initially conceived as a
cyclical process, the research gradually became seen as a more
linear, problem-solving, or learning process. Yet even during
that era, there were signs that the metheds of data colleciion
and analysis were expanding to meet the demands of the kinds
of questions that practitioners were interested in studying (Fos-
hay et al., 1954). The inability of accepted research techniques
to address the questions most directly tied to practice may have
contribuled to the decline in action research in the United
States noted earlier. Despite this decline, many reports of col-
laborative action research presented in the Corey and Foshay
volumes use a relatively high degree of narrative and first per-
son voice.

By the time the British teacher research movement emerged,
great changes were under way in academic educational re-

these forms of practitioner rescarch lays out a cyclical process
of problem identification, planning, observation, action, and re-
flection, it may not adequately describe how practitioner re-
searchers actually engage in the process (Elliott, 1991). For ex-
ample, research topics often emerge over time and are refined
and redirected as the process takes place, often in response to
the context of the practice, thereby resulting in a messier pro-
cess than the various conceptual models suggest (Burnaford,
Fischer, & Hobson, 1996).

Although reports hy practiticners outside North America
were-difficult for us o access, we can note that in the United
Kingdom and Australia attempts have been made to include
both conceptual and empirical studies in the same publications.
This trend is also evident in several North American publica-
tions (e.g., Anderson et al., 1994; Carson & Sumara, 1997;
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Goswami & Stillman, 1987; Hol-
lingsworth, 1997 Noffke & Stevenson 1995- Wells 1097}

structing new boundaries for research acceptability (Carr,
1995). The growing acceptance of a search for meaning and for
mdividual cases, rather than for predictability and control, as
well as the growth in classroom-based research by academics,
may have created a context more conducive io developing new
research techniques and forms of communication. Although
not excluding surveys and questionnaires as sources of data,
praciitioner researchers used examples of children’s work,
teachers’ journals, transcripts of class sessions, and classroom
photos. These new sources of information were chosen 1o re-
spond directly to teachers’ concerns. Also evident in the publi-
cations of the Collaborative Action Research Network and the
more recent volumes of Educational Action Research is a mix-
ture of project reports, essays, conference talks, and articles
examining aspects of the development of the field itselfl (e.g.,
Edwards & Rideout, 1991; O’Hanlon, 19%1). In those publica-
tions, the growih of new forms of research (e.g., Griffiths, 1994)
and an expanding international voice are evident. Educational
Action Research displays a clear ecumenicism in the inclusion
of examples from a broad range of practitioner research tradi-
tions, In additicn, examples in the literature come from higher
education, health-related cocupations, and other contexts be-
yond P-12 education.

In Ausiralia as well, the literature includes compilations of
historical documents related to the development of the field in
a variety of contexts (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988k), works
documenting specific projects (e.g., Bunbury, Hastings, Henry,
& McTaggart, 1991), and works showing a growing connection
to international projects (e.g., McTaggart, 1997). In the latfer
works, there has been a turn to identifying the projects as “par-
ticipatory action research,” thus showing a strong affiliation
with the participatory research tradition. As in the United King-
dom, the research techniques suggested in the Australian litera-
ture reflect a predominance of qualitative data gathering meth-
ods. In contrast to much British and North American work,
the Australian Hterature places a greater emphasis on critical
collaborative reflection as the primary means of data analysis,
Cl(.)sely following a suggested framework for sociopolitical anal-
¥sis _(Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988a). Taken togethes, the works
originating in the United Kingdom and Australia contribute
strongly to a widely based discussion of purposes and processes
M practitioner research. However, as clearly as the literature on

In some parts of the North American traditicn of teacher
research, considerable efforts have been made to generate re-
search techniques that, although modeled on qualitative meth-
ods, attempt to respond more directly to the needs of prac-
titioners in classrooms. Many issues of the journal Teacher
Research, for example, include discussions of particular tech-
niques, and practitioner research handbocks contain detailed
descriptions of research methods adapted for classroom use
{e.g., Anderson et al., 1994; Hubbard & Power, 1993).

Although methodological issues are salient in the works, even
more prominent is the subject matter of the research. As in the
earlier Ford Project in the United Kingdom, pedagogical and
curricular jnnovations best characterize much of the work.
North American work often focuses on innovations in literacy
education or on inquiry-oriented approaches to teaching in
different subject areas. Perhaps because of this focus on specific
intended changes in individual classroom practices, academic
social theory seems to play a much smaller role in analysis here
than in other traditions.

Practitioner research has been related to academic educa-
tional research and theory in several ways. For example, Troen
et al, (1997) describe three patterns that emerged in their anal-
ysis of teacher researchers’ work in collaborative Inquiry semi-
nars in Brookline and Boston, Massachusetis. Teacher research-
ersin one group began their work by consuiting the academic
educational research literature and used concepts and ideas
from this work in their research plans.

Teachers in this group found that the ideas that they encountered
in books and-journal articles resonated with their intuitions about
students” and teachers’ intellectual lives. The ideas seemed to ex-
plain some of the puzzles the teachers had been wrestling with re-
garding children’s approaches to learning and performance on cer-
tain classroom tasks. It gave them a language for talking about
something they had secn. The teachers suspected the ideas, now
articulated and named, had powerful implications for their design
of curriculum and their teaching practices. (Troen et al., p. 22)

A second group of teacher researchers began answering their
research questions by working in their classrooms and system-
atically collecting data and refiecting on it. Those teachers de-
liberately -avoided consulting the academic literature at the
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onset, because they wanted to listen to and learn from their
students and to think about what it meant before connecting
their research to the work of academic rescarchers.

Their strategy was to collect their data and 0o do a preliminary anal-
ysis of it before consulting the research literature. They approached
the research literature with findings in hand, looking for corroborat-
ing evidence and langnage 1o use in discussing their work, (Troen
etal., 1997, p. 22)

A third group of teacher researchers focused their work in
the classroom and school almost exclusively and selected their
teaching colleagues as the audience for their work. Those teach-
ers deliberately bypassed the academic educational research lit-
erature because they felt no need to connect with it.

KENNETH M. ZEICHNER AND SUSAN E. NOFFKE

This brief overview was intended to sketch out some of the
ways in which practitioner research varies both within and
across traditions. In the next two subsections, we attempt to let
practitioners’ voices form the basis of the description, along
with comments by others who have noted patterns in the ltera-
ture. Although we touch on several traditions, we focus primar-
ily on the teacher research movement in North America. Here,
it is important to remember the earlier characterization of prac-
titioner research as a fugitive literature, This characteristic of
the research may benefit practitioner researchers, because the
external imposition of forms and standards of quality (ad-
dressed in the fourth part of the chapter) may be less likely to
occur and the sources for further clarification remain close by.
For the purposes of this chapter, however, this characteristic is
presented.asa I\n;nf of tenann

More often than not, they found it unhelpful and even demeaning
and offensive, as much because of the style in which it is written as
because of what it had to say. (Troen et al., 1997, p, 22)

Generally, little interaction has occurred between the teacher
and academic research literatures in North Ameérica (Zeich-
ner, [995b), although the three patterns noted in the Massachu-
setts teacher research groups have been described elsewhere
(e-g., Fischer, 1996). It is more likely that one can find teacher
researchers citing academic research in their work than that
one will find academic researchers citing teacher research. This
pattern is beginning lo change, however, as more teacher re-
search is finding its way into journals and books.

The self-study research tradition in many cases shares with
the North American teacher research tradition an individual
focus. There are, however, several differences. Perhaps because
of their greater proximity to academic debates about research
methodology, some self-study researchers emphasize research
techniques less and personal-autobiographical methods more.
Because of the position of many self-study researchers as both
teachers and teacher educators, the examination of their prac-
tice often raises issues refated to university structures {Adler,

1993). Frequently, those practitioners problematize their own--

assumptions, as well as the potential for the imposition of their
beliefs on preservice teachers (e.g., Ahlquist, 1991; Gore &
Zeichner, 1991; Macgillivray, 1997; Zeichner, 1995a).

As noted eartier, participalory research often involves the de-
velopment of research strategies by the participants themselves.
Those strategies include developing ways to gather specific in-
formation and finding means to communicate the research that
fit the particukar context in which the research has been carried
out. In some works, the reporting takes forms such as songs,
poetry, festivals, drama, and storytelling to comunicate the
research to those inside the situation. Although written and
published texts are sometimes produced in the participatory re-
search tradition {e.g., Hinsdale et al., 1995), those texts are not
always the primary focus. Rather, social transformation is the
central concern in much participatory research, and the results
are reported in forms other than the typical academic report.
In most cases, the focus and processes of the research are devel-
oped collaboratively by all participants. In a few cases, the re-
search resembles other forms of academic gualitative research,
probably a reflection of the researcher’s need to negotiate the
study in relation te academic requirements (e.g., Mclntyre,
£997).

Although more places have been created for practitioners to
share thetr work, and both of us have collected practitioner re-
ports not published in academic sources and have sought out
those collected by others, practitioners have done much work
that is not widely available beyond local sites, In addition, (see
Cochran-Smith & Lytle’s 1993, typology), some research is pro-
duced in forms that cannot be easily circulated. Many prac-
titioner researchers strongly feel that the central focus of their
studies lies in the practice within classrooms and communities
and in the production of alternative forms of communication
rather than in the creation of documents for publication. We
hope this more in-depth look at the voices from one tradjtion
will enable subsequent analyses to expand to works from other
places and traditions, thus adding new dimensions to our un-
derstanding of practitioner research.

Closely Watched Children

From the earliest work on practitioner research, a strong em-
phasis has been placed on the valuable insights to be gained
through the careful observation of classroom practice by those
most “inside” it. Much work of the Ford Teaching Project in the
United Kingdom in the 1970s, for example, involved teachers
analyzing transcripts and photes of their classes to understand
how students actually worked through attemnpted curricular in-
novations (Elliott & Adelman, 1973). Cochran-Smith and Lytle
(1993) highlight the strong classroom focus in much of the
teacher research work in North America, including a focus on
individual children’s learning, single class experiences, chil--
dren’s conceptual development and relationships, and docu-
mentation of long-term reflections on teaching and learning. A
collection edited by Wells (1993) also focuses on efforts 10 €X-
amine in detail the process of working through an inquiry ap-
proach to teaching and learning. The progressive nature .Of
many of the changes in practices being studied is fairly consis-
tent. Many studies address pedagogical innovations connected
to a developmental approach to curricufum (Kliebard, 1995)
and framed in a version of current constructivist theory (Rich-
ardson, 1997). )

This link to developmental and constructivist academic theo-
ries might lead one to conclude that practitioner research fre-
quently consists of studying the implementation of academic
reformers’ ideas. Indeed, many reports, aithough carefully de-
tailing the many pitfalls of a particular approach, seem not 1o




PRACTITIONER RESEARCH 313

critigue fundamental assumptions. However, as Tomlinson (in
Threat et at., 1994) notes:

For many years [ studied and thought about how students learn.
Over time, 1 gave very Jittle thought to the perceptions the students
had about their own learning. What I have learned from the teacher
research T have been a part of has created much pain for me.
Through interviews with students eligible for special education ser-
vices, ] have gained new insights into their feclings about themselves
and the message the process of special education has sent. {p. 235)

For many researchers, such clear struggle with the contra-
dictions in their practice has its roots not in the academic litera-
ture alone, but in the ‘confrontation with the evidence elicited
through careful attention to students.

As evident in Brankis’s (1996) report of research, important

others make connections to the academic literature {e.g.,
Brankis, 1996).

Tn a recent volume of Teaching and Change, Kochendorfer
(1997) analyzed the 73 reports of practitioner research that the
journal had published. He classified the studies in terms of
“what it was the investigators wanted from their research”
{p- 157). In many cases, studies sought a “quantifiable answer,”
wanted to determine the “effects of change,” or formutated yes-
no research questions about the use of particular instructional
strategies (p. 158). More than half the reports were of that form,
which serves as a good reminder that some practitioner re-
search misrors traditional process-product research and uses
quantitative rather than qualitative methods.

The nature of practitioner research varies not only across but
also within traditions. The process-product research orientation
frequently found in some North American works contrasts di-

differences exist petween practilioNeT [esEdrch and tIdUTTIOTET
research development dissemination models:

At frst 1 felt compelled to read everything that was even remotely
related to the topic of using journals in a classroom. However, after
some experience, 1 became more selfish and discriminating. 1 was
drawn to those pieces of research that were done by teachers. There
was such a personal element to their writings. ‘Their investment in
searching to make a difference for their students was so inspiring. I
found a camaradesie with those authors. Those researchers have a
story to tell. Their motivation to change their teaching and invelve
students intimately in the learning process was evident. {pp. 20~-21)

What is evident here is that the sharing of practitioner research
serves a function perhaps quite different from that of academic
writing. It supporis classroom practice directly through the
substantive detail of the work and the development of support-
ive networks. Academic reports can be seen to support practice,
but in different ways. First, the practice supported is the process
of research and not necessarily teaching. Second, although the
intention is often to influence classroom practice, the practi-
tioner is not the primary audience. In contrast, the sense of fel-
low practitioners as audience is carried through much of the
practitioner research literature.

Also common in reports of practitioner research is the use of
details of classroom conversations {Maher, 1993; Gallas, 1998)
and students’ work as sources for analysis (e.g., Brankis, 1996;
Gallas, 1994). In many cases, much space is devoted to the pre-
sentation of excerpts from classroom life with Jess, but often
still significant, attention to critique or connections to academic
theory and research. This practice may be a function of the
intended audience—the community of other practitioner re-
searchers, as well as the focus on the rich understanding of the
participants in practice.

Many handbooks for practitioner research (e.g., Altrichter,
Posch, & Somekh, 1993; Anderson et al,, 1994) present fairly
standard methods of qualitative data collection, including ways
to record and coilect classroom events and artifacts. However,
thgy include caveats about the need to adapt the strategies to
fit into the routines of everyday practice. Hubbard and Power
(1993), for example, present clear methods for data collection
aﬂf;l‘ analysis as well as ways to connect with “distant feach-
. T;? —the writings of others who have wondered about similar
da&gzMaﬂy practmoner-resegrch accounts share details about

2., Hammatl-Kavaloski, 1996; Hindley. 1996), whereas

rectly with the more personal and TaITaI Ve STYIE TOUTe T Ot
ers. In the United Kingdom, the works presented in the Collab-

orative Action Rescarch Network publications frequently have
a very different tone and focus from those in the Bath area.
Articles presented in Educational Action Research represent a
broad range of practices from different fields and countries and
show a mixture of narrative, commentary, and methodojogical
discussions. The influence of a particular university or a partic-
ular funded project, such as those of the National Writing Proi-
ect, may play a major role in the nature of the work that is done
(Kennedy, 1996). As much as practitioner research may draw
on or resemble academic research in its written form, the rela-
tionship between fhe two groups of researchers is sometimes
unclear. As Threatt notes:

Despite my excitement at having other people to talk with, people
with unique perspectives and interesting and sometimes valuable
information, in some ways, at this point, those relationships seem
i me to have a colonial flavor to them. The more friendly and
equanimous the relationship, the harder it is for me to explain that
feeling and perspective. . . . But it seems to me that someone else is
having the discussion we need 1o have for ourselves and Lhat some-
one else benefits in an economy that rewards their making sense of
our work. {Threatt, et. al., 1994, pp. 231-232)

Although the focus on practice and improving the lives of those
in schools s a very salient aspect of practitioner research, this
form of research raises questions of voice much in need of ad-
dressing.

Who Gets to Tell the Story?

As with the participatory research tradition, the authorship of
the story of practice is a major issue in the teacher research
tradition in North America. As noted earlier, much practitioner
research appears as individual narratives (Gallas, 1994), collec-
tive stories of practice (e.g., Marsella, Hussey, Emoto, Kaupp,
Lee, Soares, Takushi, & Ushijima, 1994), essays (c.g., Turchi,
1996), or aral inquiries {Anderson, Butts, Lett, Mansdoerfer, &
Raisch, 1995). (See Cochran-Smith & Lytle’s 1993 typology.)
Such reports have several different functions. For example, they
allow various audiences to hear teachers’ stories. In this sense,
they might be seen as teacher narrative studies (Neumann &
Peterson, 1997; Thomas, 1995), which use the forins and stan-
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dards of that genre. Yet one could argue that those pieces, writ-
ten perhaps out of a strong sense of growing identity as a prac-
titioner researcher, are qualitatively different. Vida Schaflel
{1996) describes the way she “rethinks” her practice through
her research, as follows:

Without learning there can be no growth, and without growth there
can be no change. This holds true for both the siuvdent and the
teacher. 1 see myself more now as a facilitator rather than as the
purveyor of knowledge. I am constantly collecting data in my class-
room while T analyze niy own teaching and learning, T view children
in a more holistic and developmental way than I did previously. T
am more conscious of “process” and see “product™ 4s being mukti-
dimensional and multifaceted. I am not the same as 1 was before.

- KENNETH M. ZEICHNER AND SUSAN E. NOFFKE

The breadth of the social vision that sustains practitioner
research is sometimes unclear. Whereas some works seem to
speak to individual practitioners involved in similar work, oth-
ers appear to work toward more collaborative actions (e.g., Git-
lin et al., 1992; Wagler, 1996). In the later works, the enhance-
ment of professional practice is integrally tied to structural
changes in the work of teaching (Lawn, 1989). Some, but by
no means all, appear to embody social critique. As Gitlin and
Thompson (1995) have noted, though, the meaning of politics
varies considerably, even in those versions of practitioner re-
search that accept it as a major goal.

As with academic research, it remains to be seen whether
the various versions of practitioner research will recognize and

£

(p. 30}

The conscious recounting of change in practice and the self-
reflection on her role as educator can be seen as signs that the
intended andience for such narratives may be a significant fac-
tor in why such narratives differ from others in the qualitative
research literature,

A recent issue of Teacher Research {Power & Hubbard, 1995)
explores this topic of audiences. Although much practitioner
research focuses on other teachers as the audience, other as-
pects are identified. First, teaching narratives need to be seen
against the backdrop of years of course work in preparation for
teaching that included “research that didn’t speak to real stories
of classroom }ife” (p. iii). As is still the case in much teacher
education, this audience of teachers has been largely ignored
by academic educational research (Zeichner, 1995b). Second,
and perhaps similar to other narratives, some of the reports
seem to deliberately altempt 1o give the audience insights into
the more difficult aspects of educational change, thereby almost
conveying a message of shared struggle and risk taking.

Change is not easy. Tt is lonely being a majority of one and it is hard
working against the grain. The need to connect with other educators
is essential for me. . .. 1t is difficult not to do what 1 believe; for to '
do otherwise. | would not be true to myself. (Schaflel, 1996, p. 31}

The personal narrative in this sense may be scen as an attempt
1o form a collective identity and a sense of shared struggle. Yet
the telling of the story by the author may have the additional
function of developing a strong sense of identity with that prac-
tice. As in participatory research, the description is affirming
and potentially makes (be eritiquing and buiiding of collectivi-
ties more possible.

Practitioner research reports, whether narratives, plays, oral
inquiries, poems, or the many other forms of representation
emerging in the literature, might be compared wsefully to testi-
mony. As in the work of Menchu (1983), there can be a direct
connection between the recounting of stories of experience and
the struggle for empowerment. As Benmayor (1991} notes:
““Testimonial’ speech acts help foster strong peer identification,
bonding, and a sense of coliective” (pp. 161-162). In the lit-
eralure on participatory research, as well as in the Lewinian
tradition of action research, this aspect to sharing one’s work is
very important. Arguably, the reports of practitioner research
taken together represent the struggle for a “pedagogy of hope”
(Freire, 1992).

G tha adh hatisy e nosier 1hi ey N ENToNen partictpd-
tion in their research communities. For example, as Labaree
{(1992) outlined in his work on the professionalization of teach-
ing, the enhancement of the authority of teachers through
means such as forming practitioner research groups could in-
crease the isolation of teachers from the communities they seek
to serve. (See also Zeichner, 1991.) A major question for all
forms of practitioner research is whether researchers will con-
tinue to find ways to address the unexamined assumptions and
tacit beliefs the different research traditions embody. The artic-
ulation of such a process of self-critique may begin to form a
core of ideas around which an understanding of trustworthiness
in practitioner research may be developed.

Practitioner Research as a Trustworthy Way of Knowing

I don't think we've done enough work in explicating or validating
the ways in which we teachers already inquire and make scnse in
our classrooms or the ways in which we already communicate what
we know. I do not happen to agree that we are a “less thecretical”
group. Our “theoretical discussion” is carried out differently, more
embedded in tnaterial from the contexts in which we work, in de- _
scriptions of the classroom dynamic, in what we do and say.
(Threatt, in Threait et al., 1994, 232-233)

In the decade since the last Handbook of Research on Teaching
was published, the area of what is usually called validity has
been greatly contested in educational research. Clearly, much
of this current incarnation of the handbook is devoted to emer-
gent debates in this area, For practitioner research, the current
research context offers much in the way of intellectual resources
for thinking about the issue of quality in practitioner research.
We have chosen the term frustworthiness as an alternative 10 the
term validity for its invocation of knowledge in relational ierms.
As Lincoln (1995) argues:

Just as the naturalistic/constructivist paradigm effectively broug_hl
about the irrelevance of the distinction between ontology and epls-
temology, so too does this paradigm and interpretive social science
in general bring about the collapse of the distinction between :,:tem-
dards, rigor, and quality criteria and the formerly separate consider-
ation of research ethics. In effect, many of the proposed and emerg-
ing standards for guality in interpretive social science are also
standards for ethics. {pp. 286-287)

e need

For us, the idea of trustworthiness better captures 1 gt
orn

for practitioner research to justify its claims to know 10
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of the relationships among knowers and knowledges. We agree
with Fenstermacher (1994), who argues that the claim to have
generated knowledge through practitioner research does not re-
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tential for colonization (Carr, 1995). The section ends with some
tentative conclusions that are about issues of quality in prac-
titioner research and that are based on our analysis of the litera-

lieve us of the obligation to show the justificafion or warrant . ture and thé tremendous diversity of motivations, along with

for our claims. Uncritical acceptance of all knowledge that is
eneraied through practitioner inquiry without any attention to
research quality will serve only to undermine the acceptance of
practitioner research as a legitimate form of knowledge genera-
tion in education. The comments in this section are directed to
practitioner inquiry where researchers have chosen to make
their research public so that others may benefit from it. When
practitioner researchers choose to make their inquiries available
to others, their work becomes a potential source of knowledge
(a) for other researchers and practitioners, {(b) for the curricu-

research forms within the practitioner research umbrella.

Academic Sources for Thinking About Issues of Quality
in Practitioner Research

The quality of fundamental rescarch and the quality of action re-
search are judged by different criteria. The value of the former js
determined by the amount of dependable knowledge it adds to that
already recorded and available tc any people who want to familiar-
ize themselves with it. Conversely, the value of action research is
determined primarilv by the extent to which findines lead ta im.

& = e & i e pPToTICOS T TCTeTO PTG DT O

grams, and (c) for educational policymakers. We recognize that
some practitioners choose to engage in rescarch primarily as a
professional development activity and do not wish to make
their work public. The following discussion about research
quality is not intended io apply to those cases.

When practitioner inquiry is conducted in a P-12 scheol con-
text, it seems to us that P-12 educators should be the ones who
have the most to say about the criteria and procedures that are
used to determine the quality of practitioner research studies.
Much practitioner research, however, is conducted within the
context of award-bearing courses and degree programs in col-
leges and universities, a situation that necessarily involves aca-
demics in assessing the quality of practitioner research. In this
chapter, we generally support a situation in which a democratic
negotiation of both the criteria and procedures is used to deter-
mine research quality and to broaden the way in which the
academy thinks about the issue of research quality, including
ways of addressing trustworthiness that originaté outside the
boundaries of conventional academic educational research,

Practitioner research is always deeply contextual. Its claims
on truth are integrally related to its realization in practice. For
many practitioner researchers, the justification of their labor is
as much in the lives of those who practice as it is in its accep-
lance by those outside the situation, We have chosen to present
this portion of the chapter in sections that reflect the juxtaposi-
tion of knowledge communities that kave an impact on the un-
derstanding of practitioner research as a trustworthy way of
knowing. In the first section, we frame important trends in the
understanding of issues of validily and trustworthiness in aca-
demic research against the backdrop of the historical siruggie
of practitioner research for acceptance as a legitimate way of
knowing. In this way, potential rescurces from academic edu-
cational research for thinking about issues of quality in prac-
titioner research are identified and assessed. The second section
traces developments in the exploration of those issues within
the practitioner research literature itself.

The question of trustworthiness in practitioner research is
not z{ straightforward one. As will be seen, it matters by whom
and lfi criteria are to be developed or allowed to emerge. As
was .di.scussed in the earlier description of the uses of data in
Participatory research, this process, to many praclitioner re-
Searchers, is one that is fundamentally grassroots and collective
In nature. Academic theory and frames can be useful (see
Walker, 1995}, but they must also be seen in terms of their po-

provement of the practices of the people engaged in the research.
(Corey, 1953, p.13)

Stephen Corey, one of the leaders in the cooperative action re-
search movement in the United States in the 1950s, spent a lot
of time trying to legitimate action research within the academic
community by developing alternative versions of standards of
validity (e.g., vertical instead of horizontal generalization). He
argued that those standards were more appropriate to the
different purposes of action research. As the paper by Hodg-
kinson (1957} discussed earlier indicates, Corey and others were
not very successful in convincing the educational research com-
munity in the United States of their point of view. Researchers
continued to judge the quality of action research as inferior re-
search by the prevailing positivistic view “that research should
be modeled on the natural sciences, using quantitative methods
in controfled experiments whose ultimate aim was to establish
broad generalizations” (Wallace, 1987, p. 101). For the most
part, there was acceptance of practitioner research as a profes-
sional development activity of benefit to its participants, but
not as a knowledge production activity that could be of benefit
to others. Despite pressures to evaluate the quality of the re-
search by positivisi criteria, there was also some ambiguity
among mainstream educational researchers about the grounds
for placing confidence in an action research study:

Are we to judge accerding to how much the teachers change, how
much the pupils change, how classroom practice is altered, or how
good the statistics are? Ordinarily in true research, validity and re-
liability can be used, but the reports never seem to mention how
valid or reliable an action research study was. What are the grounds
for placing confidence in action research? (Hodgkinsor, 1957, p.78)

Before the emergence of qualitative forms of research in edu-
cation on a wide scale, the standards of internal and external
validity outlined by Campbell & Stanley {1963) served as nearly
universal benchmarks to assess the worth of a piece of educa-
tional research. Internal validity refers to the credibility of infer-
ences that experimental treatments cause effects under cerlam.

Well-defined circumstances. External validity refers to gener-

nlfzing theeffects ohserved Tmder Experimental conditions to
otiier populationsand comeRs. T T

~—Whenmeducational vesearch enfered the so-called postpositiv-

‘ist era and when alternative forms of qualitative and critical
inquiries hegan to gain acceptance within the educational re-
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search community, much artention was focused on reconceptu-
alizing the notion of validity and on finding ways to establish
the trustworthiness of inquiries for those alternative research
methodelogies. Very little of this discussion, -however (see
Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Watkins, 1991; Whitehead, 1989; Win-
ter, 1987, for exceptions), included practitioner research. There
were several responses to the task of developing standards to
assess the worth of alternative paradigm research. One response
exemplified by the work of Denzin (1989) was to show how
different research paradigms (or, as he called them, “methodol-
ogies™) were able to minimize the threats to internal and exter-
nal validity that had been outlined by Campbell and Stanley

{1063} . TIc SHOWEd TNAT CACIT UoSIEn (oBrs oy
observation) has different strengths and weaknesses with re-
spect to minimizing the threats to validity.

A similar tact was taken by Goetz and LeCompte (1984},
who developed analogs Jor conventional types of internal and
external validity and for construct validity, which they argued
were more appropriate for ethnographic research, They added
a set of global criteria for determining a study’s validity, such
as clarity— the degree to which it is casy to figure out what the
study is about and why it was designed in the way it is—and
credibility— the degree to which the results are believable. Den-
7in as well as Goetz and LeCompte focused on adapting con-
ventional notions of validity to encompass alternative research
paradigms but did not break away from them completely.

A somewhat more radical position about establishing the va-
lidity of educational research was taken by Erickson (1986} and
Lincoln and Guba (1985). As Eisenhart and Howe (1992) point
out, the work of Erickson, Lincoln, and Guba reflects a deep
skepticism (in the case of Erickson) and an oufright rejection
(in ihe case of Lincoln and Guba) that conventional notions of
validity can be applied 1o alternative paradigm research that
falls outside the bounds of positivist experimental designs. Er-
ickson’s (1986) ideas about validity place a lot of emphasis on
the way the story is told and the qlfﬁ%w
pﬁiﬁ?&‘féﬁrﬁﬁﬁﬁnﬁﬁw_’ﬁiﬁk‘son adds another dimension
of validily that 15 cencerned with meeting criteria of quality
{c.g., clear, appropriale, uscful) with regard to different audi-
ences, Including teachers.

Lincoln and Guba {1985} take a more radical turn than Br-
ickson; they advocate for the development of an entirely differ-
ent set of standards by which 1o judge the quality of “naturalis-
“tic research ” In fact, they propose that, because of the different
ontological and epistemological basis of naturalistic research,
the term validity should be abandoned altogether and the term
rrustworthiness substituted instead. Lipcoln and Gubka (1985)
define trustworthiness as foilows: '

The basic issue in relation to trustworthiness is simple: How can an
inquirer persuade his or her audiences (including se}f) that the find-
ings of an inquiry are worlh paying attention to, worth taking
account of? What arguments can be mounted, what criteria in-
voked, what questions asked, that would be persuasive 01 this 15
sue? (p. 290 '

Lincoin and Guba {1985} go on to propose various standards
of trustworthiness that they feel are appropriate for naturalistic
inquiry. For example, in relation to the criterion of truth value,

they argue that the main issue is being able to show that the
researchers’ interpretations of data are credible to those who
provided the data. They provide an alternative to a conven-
tional view of external validity, similar to what Stake (1995) has
termed naturalistic generalization. They arguc that the establish-
ment &F external validity in naturalistic inquiry is an empirical
matter to be largely determined by those who wish to apply
the findings of research to other settings. The potential users
of research must determine for themselves whether their own
contexts are sufficiently similar to the context of the research to
make the transfer of results possible and reasonable. Despite
the break from the conventional standards of Campbell and
Lincoln and Guba (1985), their emphasis on the re-

searcher not influencing or manipulatimg the CORdItons i (Nt
research to apy great extent limits the usefulness of their ideas
for establishing the “trustworthiness of practitioner inquiry
where such interventions are at the very heart of the research
Process.

Another response to reconceptualizing the idea of validity in
the postpositivist era of educational research has been to pro-
pose a set of general sta across-allforms-of-edu-—
“ational research. This approach is taken by Eisenhart and

“Howe (1992) and by Eisenhart and Borko (1993), who define

41l research studies as arguments open to public scrutiny and
debate.

The validity of educational research, regardless of the specific de-
sign used, can be determined by how carefully the study is designed,
conducted, and presented; how sensitively it treats human subjects,
and how well it contributes to important educational issues, includ-
ing debates about educational theory and practice. (p. 93}

Fisenhart and her colleagues go on to claborate a set of five
general standards for determinigg the validity of educational =

M ,
tesoarch. They argue that these five standards set broad bound-

e within which to determine the validity of research using
different methodologies, and the stapdards do not determine
the specific strategies and techniques for researchers to us
within the different methodologies. Tnstead, {hey recognize th
need for developing design-specific standards that are sub
sumed by the five general standards and that articulate th
different kinds of knowledge, technical skills, evidence, and s
forth required in the different research forms.

First is the issue of the fit between research questions, da
collection procedures, and andlysisTec Hiques, Here the 0.
e Tt the data collectioh and analysis technigues be sw
able for answering the research questions posed and that ¢
research questions should drive the data collection and n
vice versa.

Research studies gua arguments have questionable validity whe
methodological preferences or matters of convenience, rather tha
research questions, drive the study design. Validity requises ¢
gently developed designs. (Eisenhart & Howe, 1992, p. 658)

‘The second standard states that the data col:iectﬂigg_gggiu_a_g .
ysis techniques used must be competently applied in "2 It
Bi-Jes [ sense. Here :

§

- se. Here there is reference to the vari
guidelines that have been developed on how research 1ms
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ments should be designed, how sampling should be done and
interviews conducted, and so forth. Eisenhast and Howe (1992)
argue that

1t is incumbent on educational researchers who wish to demonstrate
that their techriques have been competently applied, to locate their
work in the historical, disciplinary, or traditional contexts in which
the methods have been developed. {p. 659)

The third proposed standard states that educational research
studies must be judged against a background of existing theo-

_retical, subsiantive, ogkgpiplimf;jl_nractigal knowledge. According

to this standard, for research to be considered valid, it must be
built on some theoretical tradition or it must contribute to some

wostantiveanpractical arca, This standard calls for researchers

U
Jraird
-

within this genre. It seems unlikely to us that one broad set of
discipline-specific standards within these five general standards
could be developed to encompass all of the different traditions,
forms, and motivations. None of whal is discussed by Fisenhart
and her colleagues addresses the specific situaticn of research-
ers studying their own practice or the case of openly ideological
research that seeks to promole greater social justice.

VALIDITY AND ADVOCACY

Other radical breaks from conventional notions of research va-

lidity can be found in the feminist and critical-emancipatory
work of Roman {1989), Roman and Apple (1990), and Lather
(1991). Those works come close to addressing the issue of the
trustworthiness of some aspects of practitioner research, al-

to make explicit their own personal interpretations, a stance
that directly contradicts the call for researcher neutrality in pos-
itivist and some new paradigm research such as “naturalistic in-
quiry”

The fourth standard proposed by Eisenhart and Howe (1992)
concerns both external and internal value constraints. Initially,
with regard Lo external value (whether the study is worthwhile),
the researcher must show how the rese is important for in-.
forming and impro ifig ed ce. They argue that,
FRFOUEN Tesearc y be well designed and conducted in a
technical sense, this criterion alone 15 insufficient. To be consid-

problems that arise for practitioness, and it should be accessible
to the general education community. This approach means that
the research must be communicated in ways that are under-
standable to and debatable by various audiences. With regard
{o internal value consiraints or research ethics, Eisenhart and
Howe state that the ethical dimensions of how the researcher
interacts with the other participants are cruciat for establishing
the credibility of research studies. They refer to such elements
of human subjects protection as confidentiality, privacy, and
truth tetling.

The fifth and final standard, comprehensiveness, brings to-
gether the first four standards in a holistic way and refers to
three things: (a) having the overall clarity, coherence, and
competence of the research; (b) balafiting the overall techni-
eal-quatity of the research with the risks to participants, and
(c) being alert to and able to use knowledge from outside a par-
ticular perspective and tradition in which one is working as well
as o consider various explanations for what is discovered in
a study.

. These five standards for determining the validity of educa-
tional research are proposed as a unitary construct that must
be considered together. Eisenhart and Howe (1992) state that
the standards have been formulated ir a way that can encom-
pass—without undue constraint—the specific standards and
norms of particular research designs. The implications of this
work for determining validity in practitioner research have yet
to be explored. To do so would require taking each of the five
Slande_lrds and developing their meaning with reference to the
paradigm of practitioner research. That task is complicated
by the existence of the five different traditions of practitioner
fE:search described earlier, by varying motivations for conduct-
ing practitioner research, and by the diverse research forms

thougn the Ty A i TR cer ralatinne and

encouraging research that promotes greater social justice from
the perspective of academic researchers. Their work does not
explicitly acknowledge practitioners as producers of their own
knowledge on their own. Neither Lather nor Roman Hnk their
proposals to the tradition of participatory research, which,
among all of the traditions of practitioner research, comes clos-

/est to their proposals.

Both Lather and Roman question the ways that conventional
academic research perpetuates and reinforces power relations
in the wider society. They call for a democratization of the re-
search process, where decisions about (a} what to study, (b} how
to study it, and (c) what the relations are between researchers
and other participants must be worked out with greater respect
for the voices and interests of all pasticipants. Adoption of thetr
proposals would result in an ethical standard for judging the
guality of educational research, in part, according to the pro-
cesses used in doing the research. Lather {1986) calis for an
interactive and dialogic research process where meanings are
negotiated, a process very similar to what is advocated in the
tradition of participatory research.

Both Roman and Lather criticize the call for researcher neu-
trality that was commoniy advocated in the naturalistic re-
search community, and they call for a more explicit political
stance by educational researchers and for educational research
that is more openly committed to building a more just social
order. This view of research as praxis is very similar to the
emancipatory intent in participatory research.

Lather (1986, 1991), in particular, gives a lot of attention to
addressing issues of what she calis empirical accountability, the
need to offer grounds for accepting or establishing the trustwor-
thiness of a researcher’s description and analysis. She argues
that a lack of concern for data credibility in praxis-oriented re-
search will serve to decrease the legitimacy of the knowledge
generated and warns that, if we do not develop agreed-upon
procedures for determining the credibility of this research, “our
theory building will suffer from a faifure to protect our work
from our own passions and Jimitations™ {p. 69).

Lather proposes systematic attention 1o iriangulation and re-
fexivity as well as an emphasis on face validity and catalytic
validity. With regard to the process issue of triangulation—a
method for bringing different kinds of evidence into_relation

—with o another so that they can be compared and con-
wFasted — Lather proposes an expampm
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inition of multiple measures to include the criteria of multiple
data sources, methods, and theoretic: schem‘:i:pglms)pectlves
“The issue of trignipitation is a standard of quality that has been
a central part of the teacher-as-researcher work in Britain (e.g.,
Elliott, 1991) and is usually discussed as an important featurc
of practitioner research in most practitioner research method-
ology books (e.g., Altrichter ¢t al., 1993). It has also been a
standard of validity that has been frequently identified for qual-
itative research {Erickson, 1986).

In her discussion of construct validity in educational re-
search as praxis, Lather (1991) emphasizes the importance of a
self-critical attitude on the part of researchers about how their
own preconceptions are affecting the research, She calls for dis-

now commonly viewed as a central part of the process of de-
termining the quality of a piece of research.

New paradigin inquiry is not, and never will be, second-rate conven-
tional inquiry. It is scientific inquiry that embraces a set of three new
commitments: first to new and emergent relations with respondents;
second to a set of stances—professional, personal and political —
toward the uses of inquiry and toward its ability to foster action;
and, finally, to a vision of rescarch that enables and promotes social
justice, cormumunity, diversity, civic discourse, and caring. {Lincoin,
1995, p. 277-278)

ISSUES OF QUALITY IN NARRATIVES
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preconceptions as well as a respect for the “experiences of
people in their daily lives to guard against theoretical imposi-
tion” (p. 67). Lather {I991) also discusses the importance of
reconsidering the concept of face validity. In research as praxis,
face wvalidity is addressed by feeding the descriptions, the
emerging interpretations, and the conclusions back to research
participants and by refining those fmdmgs in light of the re-
searchers’ reactions.

Fmaily, given the emancipatory intent of praxis- orlented re- -

lidity be addressed. She defines catalytic validity as Tthe degree
G wiiioh the research process reorients, focuses and energizes

participantstoward-enowing realify in order to transform it”
{p.768). This aspect of validily proposed by Lather is highly
similar to Freire’s (1970) notion of conscientization (critical
consciousness), and is another link between praxis-oriented
research and. the tradition of participatory research. Despite
similarities between the praxis-oriented and emancipatory ap-
proach to educational research advocated by Roman and Lather
and practitioner research, there is no discussion in their work
of practitioners as producers of their own knowledge indepen-
dent of professional academic researchers. Although Lather’s
proposals about establishing the credibility of research address
research that is emancipatory in intent, not ali practitioner
research reflects this metivation. The situation of establishing
the credibility of research, where practitioners produce knowl-
edge about their own practices and the situations in which they
practice, requires attention to the specific conditions of prac-
titioner research.

Although efforts {o establish criteria for the validity of quali-
tative or for praxis-oriented educational research do not explic-
itly address the situation of self-study, they do contribute to cre-
ating a climate within the educational research community that
is more receptive to alternative forms of research that fall out-
side the dominant research paradigms. Because many of the
emerging criteria for determining the quality of new paradigm
rescarch address the quality of relations among the participants
ins the research, this body of work {see also Altheide & Johnson,
1994; Altrichter, 1986; Erickson, 1989; Lather, £1993; Lincoln,
1995; Maxwell, 1992; Mishler, 1990; Reason & Rowan, 1981)
has contributed to a situation where the boundaries between
epistemological and ethical issues that are commonly experi-
enced in discussions of positivist research are beginning to
break down. The ethical dimensions of the research process are

Another line of work that addresses issues of quality in educa-
tional research concerns narrative inquiry. Because of the prev-
alence of narrative inquiry in some forms of practitioner re-
search, these discussions are relevant to the task of developing
ways to assess the quality of practitioner research. Here, as in
discussions of trustworthiness in qualitative research, there has
been much debate between advocates and critics of narrative
inquiry about what makes a good piece of research. Advocates
of narrative inquiry, such as Connelly and Clandinin {1990),
argue that we have to move beyond the epistemic warrants of
reliability, validity, and generalizibility in the conventional sense
to judge the worth of narratives and propose several alternative
criterta including verisimilitude, plg}lﬂb_illty, transferablllty, and
twilgi_gy_gf_aﬁ_dy (See also Polkinghorne,
1988.) Their work echoes Bruner (1986), who argued that good
narrative leads to * g@od_gt‘gges believable though not necessar-
1ly true” (p. 13). Barone (1992) proposes aé :Eﬂ_LtX compel-

lingness, and moral persuasiveness as criteria to determine the

worth of educational stoties. Finally, Van Manen {1990) focuses
on the degree to which narrative descriptions are animating
and evocative,

Phillips {1994) questions the sufficiency of using such criteria
as these in determining the quality of research, and he argues
that narrative researchers need to deal much more thoroughly
with the issue of truth. He also argues that, because narratives
often have important practical consequences (e.g., using them
in the formulation of policy), they must be much more than
accessible, compelling, and morally persuasive descriptions.
Acknowledging Geertz’s (1973) point that even a paranoid’s de-
lusion and a swindler’s story sometimes have coherence and
hang together, Phillips proposes what he sees as a number of
epistemically relevant tests that couid be applied to narrative
inquiry to avoid problems of outright lying and sclf-delusion.
In the end, Phillips is quite skeptical about the epistemical re-
spectability of narrative as a knowledge-bearing or explana-
tion-giving genre of research in education. He feels that pronar-
rative educational researchers often tend to have sociopolitical
rather than epistemic grounds for their eathusiasm.

O'Dea (1994), while agreeing with Phillips that narrative re-
searchers cannot afford to skirt the issue of truth, feels that
Phillips’s critique “somewhat misses the mark by holding up
empirical quantitative truth and its attendant virtues, reliability,
validity, and generalizibility as the hallmarks of epistemic re-

_spectability”” (p. 162). She argues from the perspective of liter-
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purposes and nature of narrative research and proposes a no-
tion of artistic truth grounded in the idea of authenticity, in
being true to oneself, Here, there is the requirement that the
researcher honestly take account of what actually occurs in a
situation and that she or he also exercises existential freedom
in questioning his or her adherence to norms, roles, and atfi-
tudes perpetuated by external society. This self-critical attitude
is the same kind as that advocated by Lather (1986, 1991).
While O'Dea’s arguments are compelling and persuasive, she
does not provide much guidance in helping us judge whether a
narrative study is, in fact, authentic in the literary sense that
she defines it.

Fenstermacher and Richardson (1994), in commenting on
Phillips’s (1994) position, make an tmportant distinction among
(a) the narrative itself (the outcome of the narrative method,
written or spoken), (b) narrative inquiry {ways of constructing,
remembering, or eliciting a story), and (c) narsative use {as de-
vices to promote change in practice). They argue that such ana-

—arycriticism that these.criteria are simply not relevant to the  search. Because practitioners conduct sell-study research for

different reasons, Anderson et al. (1994) suggest that the spe-
cific purposes for conducting practitioner research should in-
fluence the way in which validity is defined.

1f the purpose of practitioner research is lo produce knowledge for
dissemination in {airly traditional channels (e.g., dissertations, jour-
nals), then the criteria for a “valid” study may.be different than the
criteria of practitioners who organize their research around specific
problems within an action context. (p. 29)

Adopting this notion of different conceptions of validity for
different kinds of practitioner research would also mean that
different kinds of journals would use different criteria in judging
the quality of research. For example, the National Education
Association-sponsored teacher research journal in the United
States, Teaching and Change, would use different standards for
assessing the quality of research from those used by the Har-
vard Educational Review. This position does not imply that the

Iytic distinctions help us to see the need for different lorms of

warrant with regard to narrativé inquiry and to see that episte-
riicWATTant 1s not atways called for in reading or using stories.
With regard to narrative as the product of narrative inquiry,
Fenstermacher and Richardson believe that there are ways of
judging the quality of narratives independent of epistemic war-
rant. They discuss several literary criteria such as helievability

and the power to convince or to evoke support—criteria similar

cussed above. In considering the process of narrative inquiry,
Fenstermacher and Richardson identify several examples of
work on narrative method (e.g., research techniques), examples
that they feel enhance the epistemic warrant of certain elements
of narratives, while they admit that such research methods can-
not guarantee their truth in a way that would satisfy Phillips,
Finally, in terms of the use of narratives, Fenstermacher an
Richardson point out ways that render truth unimportant or
irrelevant in retation to other literary criteria such as believabil-
ity. They conclude that only certain elements of narrative may
be warrantable in the traditional scientific sense. They agree
with O’Dea’s general thesis that certain elements of guality in
narrative are more suited for evaluation by literary criteria.

Sources of a Concept of Trustworthiness from within
Practitioner Research

There have been several efforts by academics involved in sup
porting practitioner research (and sometimes involved in con-
ducting it on their own practices) to propose a set of criteria
for. determining the truestworthiness of practitioner inguiries.
One of the most comprehensive discussions of this issue within
the academic literature on practitioner research is by Anderson
et al. (1994), who share many of the political motivations of
Lather and are advocates of practitioner research with a critical
spirit. Anderson et al. {1994) argue that, because of the dual
goals of understanding and improving practice, academic con-
ceptions of validity are of limited use to the practitioner re-
searcher. They call for a different conception of validity that
responds to the purposes and conditions of practitioner re-

atalltUgiay Ol Lth:Ult_y UsCld Wililill dll dbdubluib LULITCAT dlic SUTLIC=
how superior to those used in the school setting.

Anderson et al. {1994) suggest a set of five criteria for as-
sessing the validity of practitioner research. Much of what they
propose is highly simijar to Lather’s proposals for research-as-
praxis and draws on some of the ideas set forth in discussions

‘of the validity of academic qualitative research. They do reflect,

however, a distinctive quality that is consistent with the specific
situation of insiders generating knowledge about their own
practice. The intent is that practitioner researchers will draw on
different aspects of those crileria, depending on the motivation
for and circumstances of their research. The five criteria pro-
posed by Anderson et al. (1994) are as follows:

1. Democratic validity—the extent 1o which the research is
done in collaboration with all parties who have a stake in
the problem under investigation, and multiple perspectives
and interests are taken into account.

2. Outcome validity—the extent to which actions occur that
lead to a resolution of the problem under study or to the
completion of an research cycle that results in action.

3. Process validity~-the adequacy of the processes used in
the different phases of the research such as data collection,
analysis, ete, This validity includes the issue of triangula-
tion as a guard against viewing events in a biased way. It
also goes beyond research methods to include several gen-
eral criteria such as plausibility.

4. Catalytic validity—1aken directly from Lather’s (1991)
work. This validity describes the degree to which the re-
search energizes the participanis to know reality so they
can transform it. :

5. Dialogic validity—the degree to which the research pro-
motes a reflective dialogue among all of participants in
the research.

Anderson et al. (1994) discuss the issue of generalizibility. Like
rany who have writlen about this issue in relation to qualitative
and interpretative research, they essentially adopt the notion of
naturalistic generalization or transferability advecated by Stake
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(1995), where those who wish (o use the research also make
judgments about the similarities between their own context
and that of the research. Anderson et al. (1994) argue that this
conception of the usefulness of research beyond the context
in which it was conducted fits well with practitioner cultures,
where stories are shared regularly among practitioners as part
of an oral craft tradition.

The tentative validity criteria proposed by Anderson et al.
(1994} draw heavily on postpostivist discussions of validity in
academic research and seem broad enough to encompass all of
the different traditions of practitioner research and motivations
for conducting practitioner research discussed earlier. However,
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the situation or after a single action research cycle that does
not resolve the concern. Here the trustworthiness of an action
research study would be assessed according to whether or not
the research was prematurely aborted.

The fifth standard concerns the representation of multiple
perspectives data sourees in the research, the criterion of trian-
gulation discussed earlier in relation to Lather’s (1991) work.

The sixth criterion for determining the validity of action re-
search requires that there be a constant dialectical interplay be-
tween the researcher’s values and actions where the values in-
form the actions and vice versa. This is yet another point where
the neutrality of the researcher and the idea of the detached

1o T VPIE - l-‘nllnﬂger&

searchers who are largely P12 teachers, a situation that is in-
consistent with the goals of Anderson et al. to further democra-
tize educational research. Anderson et al. (1994) imply that
evaluative criteria used in the world of P-t2 teachers might be
different from those used in the academy They mention {wo
examples of very broad criteria that teachers regularly apply in
their work with their students: (a) rigorous vs. sloppy work and
(b) analysis vs. mere opinion. But they provide no discussion of
the issue of how P—12 teachers might go about assessing the
quality of practitioner rescarch.

Another exarple of an attempt by a university academic to
propose a set of criteria for assessing the validity of practitioner
research is found in the work of Stevenson (1996). Drawing on
the Deakin University definition of action research cited earlier
as encompassing the three-fold purpose of improving (a) one’s
practice, (b) one’s understanding of that practice, and (c) the
situations in which those practices aré carried out, Stevenson
proposes a set of 10 criteria that address both the quality of the
process of generating knowledge and the quality of the actual
changes or lmprovements in one’s practices and the situations
that result. Consistent with much of the work on validity in
academic qualitative rescarch, those criteria go beyond the
epistemological issues of drawing inferences from data and gen-
eralizing research to other settings to include attention to issues
of ethics, relationships, and politics.

The first criterion requires that the researcher articulate the
rationale for and educational significance of the study in a way
that connects it to his or her own value commitments and to
experiential or theoretical knowledge. The purpose here is to
establish the worthwhileness of engaging in the particular piece
of research.

Second, the researcher must be able to articulate and justify
his or her own intentions and beliefs, a criterion similar to much
of the validity literature in qualitative research that challenges
the idea that the researcher must remain neutral, Asking for
researchers to remain neutral in a research form that is based
on commitment, intervention, and action does not make much
sense.

The third criterion proposed by Stevenson is identical to the
idea of democratic validity proposed by Anderson et al. (1994).
Here, there is a requirernent that the research be genuinely col-
Iaborative in that all parties who are affected by the research are
included in the research and their perspectives are respected.

The fourth criterion addresses a problem discussed in the
literature as “arrested action research,” where the researcher
aborts the project before actualiy taking any action to change

The seventh criterion examines the degree to which the re-
search has been systematically conducted (also see Whitehead,
1989) yet is responsive to evolving understandings and circum-
stances in the research. This standard would place a positive
value on a very common occurrence in action research: the
changing of the research question or focus over the conrse of
the research.

The eighth criterion refers to the degree to which the research
has been transformative, thus leading to a change in the re-
searcher’s understandings, actions, or situation. This standard is
identical to the notion of catalytic validity propesed by Lather
(1991} and by Anderson et al. (1994).

The ninth criterion requires that the researcher make the
results of his or her research public and engage in a dialogue
about it. .

The tenth and final criterion addresses the issue of the exter-
nal validity or transterability of the research to other setiings.
Here, like most scholars who have examined this issue in rela-
tion to nenexperimental research methods, Stevenson (1996)
adopts the idea of “naturalistic generalization” proposed by
Stake (1995) and asks for action researchers to provide suffi-
ciently rich descriptions of their contexts so that others will be
able to draw analogies to their own situations.

In proposing these 10 criteria for the assessment of the valid-
ity of action research, Stevenson acknowledges the limitafion of
university researchers formulating criteria for determining the
quality of action research whea so many of those who conduct
action research are Kindergarten through Grade 12 educators.
While not providing any specific suggestions for how to deal
with this problem, Stevenson (1996) argues that

Practitioners must be a central part of the dialogue on standards
for the research they conduct and be allowed to formulate criteria
for sound action research that is grounded in their own experiences
of action research practice. (pp. 9-10)

Another limitation in Stevenson’s proposals is that they are
aimed only at the action-research tradition and possibly the
British and Australian teacher-as-researcher traditions, and
they are less applicable to the other traditions. For exarmple,
much teacher research in North America does not follow the
improvement-oriented, action-research spiral characteristic of
the action-research tradition. The goal is often a deeper under-
standing and fuller documentation of current practices, and
there is not always an immediate motivation to change practice
or even answer a specific research question. Despite these limi-



tations, Stevenson’s work joins the work of Anderson et al.
{1994) as one of the few attempts to develop a comprehensive
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shares with several others who have written about determining
the quality of action research.

- conceptualization of validity specifically for practitioner re-
search.

Another effort to develop ways to assess the frustworthiness
of practitioner research comes from the field of adult education.
Jacobson (1998), like Stevenson (1996) and Anderson et al.
{1994), argues that criteria for the integrity of practitioner re-
search must rest both on the quality of the actions taken by the
researchers on the basis of their data (see alse Lomax, 1994;
Munby, 1995) and on the quality of the data itself:

The data itself must faithfully represent actions in their contexts,
collected through procedures which make it possible to distinguish
what is actually happening {rom what I see happening. Further-
more, data needs to be thorough, based on a variety of sources and
probing for meanings associated with actions. . . . Conclusions
which are drawn from the data must be applicable to practice and
must lead to actions that are critically responsive; that is, re-
spondmg to what is bappemng and at the same tlme questlomng
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Power is an issue, too, for there is a shared concern about “outsid-
ers” enforcing unnegotiated and inappropriate criteria on teacher
action research {Clarke, Dudley, Edwards, Rowland, Ryan, & Win-
ter, 1993; Lomax, 1994). In an essentially democratic research
methodalogy sueh as action research, it is incongruous to rely upon
one, sole arbiter of worthwhileness, so the monolithic validating
voice of the academy does not sit comfortably, even though it is an
important voice, and one which may thoughtfully enhance the de-
bate. (Dadds, 1995, p. 112)

Under the concept of democratic or multiple perspective vali-
dation, the quality of a practitioner research study is deter-
mined through a process of negotiation in which the different
purpases and audiences served by a piece of research are taken
into account. Members of the various audiences served by a
research study would contribute their perspectives about the
worthwhileness of the research, (See also Gitlin et al., 1992.)
In addition to including the academic examiner, any research

be Justlﬁdb]e grounded in the research rather than n 1he comforiv
able routines of teaching. (Jacobson, 1998, pp. 12-13)

Jacobson (1998) developed these ideas about defining the qual-
ity of practitioner research while working as an English-as-a-
second-language (ESL) instructor at the university level. After
presenting his ideas, he goes on to analyze his own practitioner
research in relatjon to them, One additional issue emphasized
in Jacobson’s perspective on the quality of practitioner research
is that the conclusions reached in a study be consistent with the
nature of the data.

Probably the most extensive discussion of the issue of trust-
worthiness in the practitioner research literature is Dadds’s
(1995) analysis of the validity of three action-research studies
completed by Vicki, 1 of 27 teachers enrolled in Dadds’s ad-
vanced diploma course leading to a master’s degree at Cam-
bridge Institute of Education in the United Kingdom. Dadds
frames her analysis of this one teacher’s research as part of her
study of her own practice as a tcacher educator. It is her hope
that this self-study will help her better understand the learning
of the teachers who take her course and will help her improve
the course to support teachers’ action research.

In framing the discussion of Vicki’s research, Dadds pro-
poses the concept of the democratic -validation of teacher
action-research studies as an alternative to a situation where
the academy is the sole arbiter of worthwhileness. This position
stems, in part, from Dadds’s discomfort in using only academic
criteria to assess the action-research projecis of the teachers in
hier classes.

Many of the teachers’ research studies {or academic assessrnent
were generating practical processes and outcomes in school of
which I had little previous understanding and which our validation
criteria failed 1o capture. (Dadds, 1995, p. 112)

Dadds’s position also is a consequence of her general concern
about issues of power in validating action research, one that she

completed #s part 0] award-beating cOulses al CoNeges o anl-
versities could include the teachers’ colleagues, her students,
and the researcher’s own validation reflections,

Dadds (1995) offers a discussion of her developing ideas re-
lated to five broad areas within which discourses about the va-
lidity of teacher action research could be conducted within a
democratic framework. She prefers the use of the term valuing
rather than validation because of the more visible positive re-
spect and regard for teacher knowledge that she thinks it pub-
licly conveys. In this discussion, Dadds argues that action re-
search needs to be assessed in relation to (a) the knowledge that
is generated by the research, (b) the qualify of The Text that is

“produced to represent 1he research, () thie impact of The 1&-

search on the Tesearcher’s practice or sifiafion or w both, {d) th the‘

‘rmpectof the researcti on the Teséarcher’s professional lear ning

and growth, and (e) the qua]lty of the coliaboration 1 the re-

seamh‘_

" For each of these five areas, Dadds (1995) offers her thoughts
about criteria that could possibly be used. For example, with
regard to the quality of the knowledge produced through action
research, she considers,-among other things, the originality of
the knowledpe in relation to the context of the study (i.e., the
degree to which it provides the researcher and others with new
insights about their situation), the degree to which multiple per-
spectives have been taken into account in constructing the re-
search knowledge, and the contribution of the research to oth-
ers’ thinking outside of the situation.

In her analysis, Dadds (1995} makes an important distinction
between the research and its representation in textual form. She
argues that much of the complexity and richness of action re-
search is often not arficuiated in the texts that teachers submit
in their college and university courses. She raises a number of
important questions about the representation of action research
that challenge the academy to rethink its approach to vali-
dation, an approach that usually requires a written research
report,

1f we confine our view of “text” to the more conventional academic
research genre ... we may ignore the appropriateness of other
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formis of communication, written or spoken, that may have greater
potential for shaping and cormmunicating meaning, for putting the
action in action research, for acting as catalysts for institutional ac-
tion and change. (Dadds, 1995, p. 132)

Dadds raises the possibility of the production of different texts
for different audiences, something that Vicki does do in the case
cxample, but she worries about the demands this activity makes
on busy teachers. Dadds is more inclined to have the academy
broaden its view of what counts as legitimate ways to represent
action research to include ways of commuricating research that
are more relevant to school contexts.

In her discussion of the practical validity of action research,
Lyadds suggests that “good arguments which gather dust may
be fess helpful than shaky arguments which oil the wheals of

range of issues concerning feacher research in North America,
including issues of quality (Threatt et al., 1994).

While it is not possible for us to offer any firm resolutions to
many of the debates now in progress concerning the basis for
determining quality in practitioner inquiry, we can offer a few
conclusions based on our assessment of these debates in rela-
tion to the nature and purposes of practitioner research. First,
it is clear to us that. whatever criferia eventually emerge to de-

ne quality in practitioner research, they will need to reflect
fhe different forms and multiple purposes associaied with this

‘Tescarch genre. In many cases, this means taking into account -

that most of those who do practitioner research are aiso, full-
time teachers. The idea of applying conventional notions of re-
liability, validity, and generalization to Judge practitioner re-
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putposeiul action™ (1995, p. 135). She argues that the determi-
nation of practical validity cannot be divorced from consider-
ation of the ethical or moral validity of the work. It is not so
much a question of whether practice was affected by the re-
search as it is of whether these changes are desirable within
some ethical or moral framework. She argues that we cannot
remain ncutral in the validation process. Also, like many of
those in the postpositivist literature on research quality, Dadds
argues that the quality of relations among al} of the participants
in the research needs to be considered as part of this moral and
ethical analysis of the research.

In summary, Dadds, like most of those within the prac-
titioner research literature who have addressed the issue of de-
termining research quality, believes that criteria, standards, and
validation processes need to be developed that are more con-
gruent with the nature and purposes of practitioner research
than are traditional practices in the academy. She further ar-
gues that, given the diversity of this research genre, attempts
to develop a comumon set of criteria for the entire practitioner
research community are probably misguided.

The efforts of Anderson et al. ( 1994}, Dadds (1995), Jacobson
(1998), and Stevenson (1996) to discuss the issue of establishing
the trustworthiness of practitioner research, as well as Eisen-
hart and Howe’s (1992) attempt to propose a set of general cri-
teria to provide the basis for generating quality criteria in dif-
ferent research genres, all make important contributions to
creating-a situation where practitioner researchers can talk to
each other and to others about the quality of research that they
do. However, as we have alluded to several times throughout
this chapter, there is a serious ethical issue involved in position-
ing university academics (however well Intentioned) as the sole
determiners of standards of quality in a field of research where
the majority of the researchers are P~12 educators, The sileng-
ing of P-12 educators by academics has been a serious problem
in educational research and teacher education for many years
(Bvansetal., 1987; Zeichner, 1995b). It is inexcusable to perpet-
uate this situation in practitioner research where the intent is to
democratize the research process. P-12 educators need to as-
sume a cendral role in formulating and applying standards for
assessing the quality of their own work. This role is likely to
assume a form that is very different from the academic accounts
summarized in this chapter. One example of the interactive and
relational nature that this discourse could assume is a recent
dialogue among eight P-12 teacher researchers about a wide

forms of this research. (See also Altrichter, 1993; Brennan &
Noftke, 1997; Chaudhary, 1997; Feldman, 1994; Noffke, 1991.)
While in some circumstances it may be appropriate to apply
criteria of validity or trustworthiness or both that are adapted
from those used to evaluate conventional academic research,
there wi[ll be circumstances where the use of aesthetic, liter~
ary, educational, or n_loral criteria ?vﬂi be mosm
Firthermore, alternative criteria will need to take into _ac-.
count the very diverse contexts associated with the different
traditions of practitioner inquiry. These contexts include such
things as teachers participating in teacher-initiated research
groups, teachers enrolled in school district professional devel-
opment programs, teachers enrolled in gradvate university
courses, and teachers who are writing master’s papers and PhDD
dissertations. Assessing the quality of a practitioner research
doctoral dissertation will certainly need to be different from
Judging the quality of a proposal to present research at a prac-
titioner research conference or from making decisions about
whether to archive particular research studies in a local data-
base. The idea proposed by Eiscnhart and her colleagues to
apply and adapt one universal set of general criferia to assess
the merit and worth of diverse forms of research remains to be -
tested, but we are fairly skeptical about the usefulness of this
approach with regard to practitioner inguiry.

While academic researchers need not necessarily be involved
in assessing school-based practitioner research that is not di-
rectly connected to a college or university setting, much prac-
titioner research is done by P-12 teachers who are enrolled i
award-bearing courses and degree programs. It is in those situa-
tions where we think the democratic negotiation of quality crj-
teria suggested by Dadds (1995} offers much promise.

Given the development of new forms of representation of
practitioner inquiry (i.e., we cannot assume @ writteq report as
the product of research), criteria for Jjudging the quality of re-
search will need to take into account different forms of repre-
sentation in addition o the conventional research report. The
different forms might include educationat action, oral presenta-
tion and structured discussion, drama, still photography, film,
short story, and poetry {e.g, Lomax & Parker, 1985; McNiff,
Lomax, & Whitehead, 1596). We also need (o tzke into account
the particular audience to which the representation of the re-
search Is directed. Communicating findings to academic re-
searchers, P—12 teachers, policymalers, and the general public
or o some combination of the above suggests the need for
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different strategies for representing research. It is probably im-

———————— —portant in-all contexts, though, for the researcher to make fully

change their situations will need to be valued for these transfor-
mational qualities (see Lomax, 1994; Northfield, 1996) in addi-

iransparent the processes used in conducting the research {Lo-
max, 1994).

Also, as we have noted repeatedly throughout our analysis,
the question of who determines the trustworthiness and quality
of research is a matter of great importance in a field like prac-
titioner research, where many researchers are P-12 educators.
In cur view, those educators must have a say in how the issnes
get resolved with regard to their own work and in practitionet
research generaily, even when the assessment is situated within
the context of award-bearing courses and degree programs. It
is ethically questionable to have academics debate the issues
only among themselves and then seek to impose their resolu-
tions on P-12 educators.

Ways must be found to include the voices of P-12 educators
in the development of ethical guidelines and standards, This
may involve the publication of their opinions about practitioner
inquiry (e.g., Threatt et al., 1994). In other cases, the meetings
of groups such as the annual International Teacher Research

tion to the attention that is given o The warrams forclaims
to know.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we first provided a framework for understanding
the various traditions of practitioner research and their varied
purposes. We have done so with the recognition that this is a
small ssep in working toward addressing the many issues this
form of research represents. One jssue that needs to be ad-
dressed in the future is the development of a dialogue across
the various traditions of practitioner research. Currently, there
is very little reference in work within one tradition to work from
the other practitioner research traditions. This jack of cross-
reference is particularly true in the case of participatory re-
search, which seems to have been ignored by many who have
written about practitioner research, even by those who appear
to share the emancipatory political perspective that is central

Conference, which 1s held 1 conjunchon Wilh Rnuar ATeTIean
Educationa] Research Association {AERA) meetings, can be
used for this purpose. In one case several years ago, the U.S.
Department of Education organized a meeting of P-12 educa-
tors and university academics from across the country to dis-
cuss a variety of issues related to teacher research, including
issues of determining research quality. More of those kinds of
efforts are needed to reach out and bring P-12 educators into
the public dialogue about research quality. It is imporiant to see
that such educators are well represented among those who
review practitioner research for presentation at regional and
qnational conferences, including AERA, and for publication in
journals and books.

Finally, it is critical that P-12 educators be well represented
on the panels that make decisions about the funding of prac-
titioner research initiatives by private entities such as the Spen-
cer and MacArthur Foundations and by public funders such as
the U.S. Department of Education. These organizations have
funded and continue to fund practitioner research while involv-
ing P-12 educators in funding decisions.

From the discussions reported above about validity and
trustworthiness in educational research in general, in qualita-
tive research, in narrative research, and in ‘practitioner re-
search, it is clear that the ways that eventually emerge to deter-
mine the quality of practitioner research will have a strong
moral and cthical component that includes attention to the
quality of relationships among the participants in the research.
The relationships include those between researchers and their
students as well as those among all people affected by a re-
search project. The criteria that emerge will also need to ad-
dress both how the research was done and what the quality of
its representation is.

Finally, because knowledge generation is only one of several
potential purposes of practitioner research, criterta 10T ds-

SCREIAE 1ts quality will fiecd i Take iato account the_transior- _

fifative impact of the research on the rescarcher’s understand-

ings, actions, and stluations. Practitioner Tegearch that Helps—

¢ Tesearchers o gam new and deeper insights into their practices,
to improve the learning situation for their students, and to

v aZins t;u;yu:u;_r " PUSS PN FEIECTY ] sipwy much can be oained by

Jooking at literature across the various traditions when examin-
ing pencral issues related to practitioner rescarch, such as issues
of research quality and the legitimacy of claims to know. This
cross-fertilization of ideas could be useful as it furthers our un-
derstanding about the methodological aspects of conducting
and representing practitioner research.

A second focus in this chapter has been a discussion of
the different purposes associated with practitioner research

_grouped under the broad categories of personal, professional,

and political. We analyzed the different reasons people engage
themselves in or are engaged by others in practitioner research,
ranging from an interest in betier understanding one’s own sti-
dents and improving one’s teaching, to generating knowledge
about teaching and schooling that can be shared with others, to
improving the various sociat and institutional contexts in which
their educational practice is embedded.

A third emphasis in the chapter has been to discuss the na-
ture of practitioner research by focusing on the teacher research
tradition in North America. While we hope this analysis has
captured some of the omportant similarities and differences be-
tween teacher research and other forms of research, much work
in relation to other practitioner research traditions is clearly
needed.

Finally, our discussion of issues of quality in practitioner
research in this chapter has drawn on literature from different
traditions of practitioner research as well as on literature about
the quality of academic educational research. We have sup-
ported the idea of democratic negotiation of both the criteria
and the procedures used in determining the guality of research,
We have made a number of general assertions about the issue
of quality in practitioner research on the basis of our analysis
of both academic and practitioner research literature. We are
aware that this discussion barely begins to scratch the surface
of what needs to be done to collaboratively develop ways in
which the quality of practitioner research can be determined in
different contexts. We hope, though, that we have ouilined some
of the major issues that will need to be resolved in this work.
We also hope that our efforts will encourage similar efforts by
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those in the various practitioner research communitics and will
stimulate academic researchers to recognize the great potential
of practitioner research to inform the development of academic
educational research and theory.

In this chapter, we very briefly raised a variety of specific
issues that need further inquiry and discussion. For example,
constructiens of the political dirnensions of practitioner re-
search need to be understood in ways that help in seeing not
only the political platforms embedded in programs and policies,
but also those platforms embodied in classroom practice. Ways
need to be found to bridge the current divide between academic
discussions of critical and emancipatory goals for practitioner
research and practitioners’ discussions of the classroom as a

practitioner research in the public dialogue about research
quality. The potential influence of electronic media on the avail-
ability and discussion of practitioner research is a relevant area
for further study.

Yet another issue that merits further attention is the expan-
sion of our analysis that has emphasized practitioner research
conducted in the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom,
and Australia to include the growing attention to practitioner
research in other European countries (e.g., Brezmes, 1997,
Brock-Utne, 1980; Gémez 1996; Ruiz de Gauna, Diaz, Gonza-
lez, & Garaizar, 1995; Mayer, [997; and Schindler, 1993), in
Latin America (e.g., Barabtarlo y Zedansky & Poschner, 1998;

Dinan & Garcia, 1997; Fals-Borda, 1997; Fosas, 1997, and
r‘grqlrﬁ 1004Y _an Africa {r o Davidoff Iulie Meerkotter &

SHE OOt Rl

Another important issue that merits further study is the effect
of externa!l funding on the nature of practitioner research. As
private foundations such as Spencer and MacArthur and public
agencies such as the US. Department of Education become
more involved in funding practitioner research, we need to ex-
amine how this involvement helps shape both the nature of
the studies and the ways in which they are represented to the
broader public. In doing so, we need to investigate the extent
to which the external funding of practitioner research serves to
legitimate or challenge particular educational, social, and eco-
nomic policies.

Another related issue that needs further analysis is the way
in which the linking of practitioner research to school improve-
ment efforts by administrators and government officials influ-
ences the nature and impact of practitioner research. What hap-
pens to practitioner research when the focus for the research is
provided by a larger educational reform effort instead of being
generated by practitioners within their own classrooms? It is
important to investigate the degree to which the increased use
of practitioner research as a reform strategy by administrators
and government officials signals a use contrary to the intentions
of many practitioner researchers-—one of regulation and con-
trol rather than of discovery and enhancement (Johnston &
Proudford, 1994),

Closely related to the increased availability of external fund-
ing for practitioner research and the efforts to tie it to broader
institutional reforms by administrators is the increased use of
practitioner research in preservice teacher education programs.
There has been very little investigation of the purposes toward
which this work has been directed and the research foci and
methodologies used by prospective teacher practitioner re-
searchers. There has also been little study of the smpact on
learning to teach of the introduction of practitioner research
into teacher education curricula.

New ways of understanding and valuing the knowledge of
practitioners are clearly emerging, a situation in a sense signi-
fied by the very inclusion of this chapter in the handbook, but
as we have stated repeatedly throughout the chapter, much of
the research of P—12 educators remains very difficult to access
beyond and even at the local level. Much effort needs to be de-
voted to figuring out ways to make this research available to
others within and beyond the local communities in which it has
been conducted (see, for example, Somekh, [993b) and to in-
ciude the perspectives of P12 educators about the process of

Robinson, 1993; Walker, 1988, 1993; 1995; and Zeichner,
Amukushu, Muukenga, & Shilamba, 1998), and in Asia (e.g.,
Chaudhary, [997; Chuaprapaisiip, 1997; and Phaik-Lah, 1997},
While some of this work has been written in or transiated into
English, greater effort needs to be devoted to studying works
that are not available in English and to analyzing how cultural
conditions influence the processes and outcomes of practi-
tioner inquiry.

A final issue that deserves study is the organizational context
needed to support practitioner research. We need close investi-
gation of the conditions that facilitate and obstruct the ability
of educators to conduct research on their own practice. Ques-
tions about the importance of research groups and external fa-
cilitators to the research process, and of ways in which to lessen
the inevitable tensions between teaching and researching are
but a few examples of the kinds of issues in need of further
study, We hope that this first chapter on practitioner inguiry in
an American Educational Research Association Handbook of
Research on Teaching wili stimulate further work on these and
other issues.
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