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Editors’ Introduction:

GUIDELINES FOR CONTRIBUTORS TO
RESEARCH IN THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH

As many have observed, research in education and related fields has
entered an era of paradigm proliferation. Although the various para-
digms are often grounded in conflicting perspectives, we believe that the
differences need not result in the paradigm wars that characterize much
debate about the conduct and reporting of research. Rather, we think that
the field is well served by accepting an ethical imperative articulated by
philosopher Richard Bernstein, who says that we should “assume the
responsibility to listen carefully, to use our linguistic, emotional, and cog-
nitive imagination to grasp what is being said in ‘alien’ traditions” (cited
in Donmoyer, 1996, p. 20). Taking Bernstein’s words to heart, we feel it is
important to judge manuscripts according to the customs and the tradi-
tions they invoke. In that sense, we need to be willing to project our-
selves into other people’s communities in order to find out how they
structure their social lives, particularly the ways in which they inquire
into and talk about teaching and learning.

Motivated by Bernstein’s challenge to see research perspectives from
the inside out, we have made a commitment to making RTE a forum that
presents research conducted from the field’s diverse sites, methodologies,
and ontological orientations. Our effort to honor a pluralistic approach
to research, however, comes with a catch. While we see RTE as being
inclusive in terms of the types of manuscripts appropriate for publica-
tion, we also face the fact that the volume of submitted manuscripts
greatly exceeds the number that we can publish. Historically, RTE has
been able to publish only 10-20% of submitted manuscripts. Our paradox
is this: How can we be both inclusive and exclusive at the same time? On
what basis do we judge manuscripts that merit publication in RTE? How
do we both invite a diverse set of contributors and then not publish the
great majority of articles that are submitted?

We wish to address these challenges on two fronts. First we will
explain our approach to the review process. We then explicate those
qualities that we see as essential in articles that we publish, regardless of
the type of research conducted or the manner of presentation chosen.

Review Process

One way we seek to honor diversity in research approaches is to
send manuscripts to diverse sets of reviewers. We try to send every man-
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uscript to reviewers who share the researcher’s concerns, at least one of
whom is knowledgeable in the research paradigm the manuscript enacts.
However, because RTE’s audience is diverse, it is important for us to
assess how a manuscript might be read by readers who do not share the
manuscript’s perspective. Therefore, we try to include one informed
skeptic in each set of reviewers. If there are conflicting judgments, we will
pay special attention to those reviews that attend to Bernstein’s appeal to
adopt an insider’s view of unfamiliar customs,

The external reviews are critical factors in our decision to publish or
not publish a manuscript. Each manuscript goes out to three established
reviewers and one graduate student reviewer. Our cohort of established
reviewers originated with reviewers who have worked with previous
RTE editors; to this cohort we have added researchers from schools, uni-
versities, and other institutions whose expertise we value in reviewing
articles. Our graduate student reviewers have been assembled from both
self-nominations and recommendations of university advisors. (See the
announcements in this issue calling for both student and teacher review-
ers; reviewers can also nominate themselves at the RTE World Wide Web
site, also announced in this issue.) In each issue of RTE we will publish
the names of external reviewers who have recently considered manu-
scripts, as well as the RTE editorial board members, These reviewers
should represent the variety of research approaches that are reflected in
the manuscripts that are submitted for review.

General Characteristics of Publishable Manuscripts
APA Guidelines

RTE requires all contributors, regardless of the genre selected, to fol-
low the guidelines of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological
Association, Fourth Edition published by the American Psychological
Association, Washington, DC 20036. All articles should follow the APA
conventions for citations, subheadings, punctuation, tables, and other
manuscript features. Conventional research reports should also follow
the four part structure described in the APA manual. Authors of studies
that include a detailed “Context of the Investigation” should place this
fiftth section between the introductory section and the Method section of
the manuscript. Research reports in other genres and review articles
should adopt the conventions of the APA manual for manuscript features
and citations but need not use the four part structure.

The relationship of paradigm to manuscript form is, we feel, critical.
We anticipate that much of the resea rch that we receive will be amenable
to the conventional APA structure; that is, researchers will develop
research questions and ground them in relevant theory and research,
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explain the methods through which they have conducted their inquiry,
report the results of the research, and then engage in a discussion about
the import of the study. Research that does follow these conventions—
that is, that 1s predicated on the systematic collection and analysis of
data—ought to remain faithful to the APA guidelines (with the possible
2ddition of a “Context of the Investigation” section). Researchers who
ground their inquiries in other traditions should make some effort to
account for their approach and the relationship between their method of

inquiry and their method of presentation.

Style
Research reports are often criticized by the uninitiated for being undu-
ly reliant on jargon and technical language, rendering them unreadable to

all but other insiders. We do see a role for jargon and technical language
in research because they allow for researchers to convey conceptual net-

works with an economy of language- We imagine it would be very diffi-
cult for many research reports to be written without the shorthand avail-
able through jargon. Yet we also wish to discourage excessive or gratu-
itous uses of jargon that are indeed exclusive. We encourage authors to
write with the goals of clarity, elegance, and grace sO that their research
may be read with interest and understanding, and perhaps pleasure as

well.
Guidelines for S}wecific Genres

Next we pro\'ido guidelines for authors who write within the various
genres we will consider for publication in RTE. These include
Conventional Research Reports, Research Reports in Other Genres, and Review
Articles.

Conventional Research Reports

Research reports traditionally include four sections, each addressing
different aspects of the report. The four sections are the Problem
Statement|Theoretical Ouverview, Method, Results, and Discussion. In addi-
tion to these traditional sections, we will include an account of how to
provide a Context of the Investigation section.

Problem statement/Theoretical overview. In the opening section, the
author states the research problem and its importance to the field, often
explicitly outlining the research questions investigated through the
research. To articulate the context of the inquiry and to establish the pur-
pose for the study, the author situates the research problem in relevant
theory and research.

In reading the opening section of the research report, reviewers typi-

cally consider the following questions:
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Method. In the next section of the article, authors typically explain the
nature of the data that have been collected, the ways in which they have
been collected, ang the ways in which they will be analyzed.
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2. Does the author account for the sample size in terms of the research
problems? Does the author account for other traits of research par-
ticipants (race, gender, ethnicity, school success, etc.) in terms of the
theoretical framework of the inquiry?

_Does the author give a convincing account of the appropriateness of
the methods of data collection and analysis for the specific purpos-
es of the research questions investigated in the article? Does the
author provide a theoretical rationale for the particular methodolo-
gy of this research that is consistent with the theoretical overview

W

provided in the opening section of the article?

Results. In the next section of the article, the author reports and dis-

cusses the results of the data collection.

In reading the Results, reviewers t_\'pically consider the following ques-
tions:

1. Are the data reported through an appropriate set of symbols (e.g.,
numbers, words) in order to elucidate their significance in terms of
the questions under study? Is the presentation of these symbols
(e.g., tables, figures, transcripts) an appropriate vehicle for enabling
readers to see and understand the import of the data?

Does the author thoughtfully analyze the data through appropriate
and rigorous methods? Does the author consider interpretations of
the data that provide a different perspecti\'e on them? Does the
author fully account for all cases within the sample so as to consid-
er the significance of anomalous or disconfirming data?

ro

Discussion. In the final section of the report, the author considers the
implications of the research.

In reading the Discussion, reviewers typically consider the following
questions:

1. In arguing from the results, does the author stay within the limita-
tions of what the data allow? Is the final argument clearly a conse-
quence of the empirical evidence available from the research?

_Does the author ground the discussion in the theoretical framework
that motivated the research as outlined in the opening section of the
article? Does the author sufficiently extend, reflect on, or reconsid-
er the original motivating theory? To what extent does the author
consider the theoretical significance of the investigation and its

o

results?
.Does the author provide a contribution or insight that extends the

field’s understanding of some aspect of teaching, learning, or other

w

aspect of literate action?

On the whole, does the author argue from a sound, consistent set of
&

principles that are theoretically related? Does the author present this

=

argument with clarity?
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Research Reports in Other Genres

The APA-style research report has clearly been the dominant mode of
publication for empirical investigations in the history of educational
research. Recent challenges, however, have questioned the APA struc-
ture’s exclusive status in research journals. Bazerman (1988) has identi-
fied the behaviorist underpinnings of the APA publication manual, an
epistemology that is not shared by a number of modern researchers.
Researchers who ground their work in other epistemologies have made a
persuasive case that different theoretical frameworks call for other modes
of presentation. Our commitment to emphasizing the theoretical rela-
tionship between epistemology and methodology opens us up to uncon-
ventional ways of reporting research.

We are very concerned that all articles submitted to RTE be evaluated
on their own terms; that is, we believe that the APA conventions should
not govern the review of articles that are written from a different per-
spective and in a different mode, even if these conventions do provide the
rules for certain formalities such as citation style, subhead appearance,
and other features. Yet in inviting a plurality of perspectives and modes,
we risk editing a journal with no core values, orientation, or direction.
We therefore wish to establish broad principles that govern the review of
data-driven articles that are not written according to APA specifications.
Some of these principles are consistent with those elaborated in the sec-
tion on conventional research reports. Others are particular to research
reports written in other genres.

In reading research that is not reported in the APA style, reviewers typ-
ically consider the following questions:

1. Is the problem under study a worthy topic of investigation? Does
the author focus the problem so that it is amenable to investigation?
Does the author convey in some way the purpose of the inquiry?

. Does the author situate the research problem in a relevant and com-
pelling theoretical framework? Is that framework conveyed in some
way in the course of the presentation?

3. Does the author draw on a well-defined set of data for the basis of
the research? Are the performances of all participants (including,
when relevant, the researcher) accounted for in the presentation of
the research? Does the author consider the significance of anom-
alous and disconfirming cases?

4. Are the interpretations, final reflections, conclusions, and other
efforts to make sense of the data warranted by the evidence collect-
ed during the inquiry? In these final considerations does the author
return to the inquiry’s motivating theories to make sense of the
data?

- Does the genre of presentation emerge from the theoretical frame-

work that motivates the research? Is this relationship clear? Does

N

a1
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this genre pro\'ide a compelling medium for the presentation of the

research? Does the article live up to the standards it suggests—for
instance, that a narrative is riveting? Do these special criteria com-
promise other aspects of rigorous research—that is, if a narrative is
riveting, does the author sacrifice clear accounts of data in order to

achieve this effect?

Review Articles

We have identified three types of articles that fall in the category of

reviews. They are:
in which the author provides an overview of

1. Research reviews,
issues, or topics with the

research relevant to current questions,
intention of clarifying the topic’s significance or providing a new
perspective on it.
Conceptual arguments, in which the author draws on prior research
to develop theory. The research base is not comprehensive as in a
research review. Rather, the author draws on a smaller corpus of
ail, and uses it to make a theoreti-

N
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In reading review articles, reviewers typically consider the following

questions:

1. Is the purpose of the review clear?
2. Is the topic significant and relevant to the field, and does it provide
e or insights on the problem under study?
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cles we hope to publish. One concern we have is that our attention to diver-
sity will make it appear that we are trying to establish a new orthodoxy that
will exclude traditional research reports. We wish to emphasize that our
goal in explicating our review procedures is to provide researchers from
diverse sites and approaches with an understanding that we will try to
review each manuscript on its own terms, all the while trying to preserve
the core values that have guided RTE throughout its thirty-plus years of
publication.
In this issue we publish four very different research articles. Two of the
manuscripts (those by Cheri Williams and Mari M. McLean, and by
Thomas Hawes and Sarah Thomas) were accepted for publication under
Sandra Stotsky’s editorship. Although very different in topic, data source,
and research methodology, these two articles represent the sort of rigorous
approach to conducting conventional APA-style reports that we hope to
continue to publish in RTE. The articles by Susan Callahan and Timothy J.
Lensmire illustrate alternative ways of talking about research. Callahan’s
study of the state-mandated portfolio assessment in Kentucky could have
followed a conventional APA-style report, and indeed her original draft fol-
lowed a hybrid format, combining the APA structure with a narrative pre-
sentation. At the urging of one of her reviewers, however, she decided to
embrace more \\‘holeheartedly a narrative presentation for the published
version of her research. Using a story format allowed her to provide a com-
pelling account of one department’s efforts to implement the portfolio
assessment, even if this genre did present some structural problems, such
as where and how to account for her research methodology. We offer her
article as one effort to render a research report through a narrative and
encourage readers to adopt a critical, as well as open, stance in reading it.
Lensmire’s article stretches our conception of research yet further. The
initial response from reviewers was quite mixed. One reviewer, whose
opinion we regard highly, suggested that we reject it because the article
does not “report, review, or discuss” any research. But the other three
reviewers supported its publication. They felt that the article makes insight-
ful points about writing workshops and that it lives up to the standards it
suggests. We discussed this article quite a bit and decided to publish it,
even though we shared some of the reservations of the dissenting review-
er. We decided that we would ask Lensmire to explain why this article
should be considered as research, and he provided the following reply:

Dear Michael,

You and Peter asked me to discuss briefly how the work embodied in my
article is research. In making this request, you noted that, in the context of
RTE’s past, “research” has for the most part referred to empirical work, and
that the publication of my article represented a departure from this practice.

I think of my work as research in at least two related ways. First, for me,

it is a form of teacher research. As Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990) note, “The
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unique feature of questions that prompt teacher research is that they
emanate solely neither from theory nor from practice, but from the critical
reflection on the intersection of the two”(p. 6).

When I was doing the teaching, research, and writing for my book,
When Children Write, I began to question how advocates of writing work-
shops imagined and characterized the teacher and teaching in their
research reports and how-to books. This questioning of popular images of
the writing teacher was driven, in large part, by my own experiences teach-
ing children. That is, certain questions arose out of the interaction of my
experiences as a workshop teacher with workshop materials and books
meant to support and guide my thinking and teaching.

Because I ultimately decided to emphasize children’s experiences of the
writing workshop in When Children Write, I focused relatively little atten-
tion on questions of how workshop advocates imagined teachers and
teaching. I bring sustained attention to such questions in the current arti-
cle.

It is true that the article is not grounded, primarily, in my own teaching
experiences—instead, I draw on the writing of workshop advocates, edu-
cational and literary theorists, researchers of teaching and learning in class-
rooms, and others (Kurt Vonnegut for god’s sake). But these materials are
summoned in order to make sense of teaching in writing classrooms. I
think the article can be considered part of a broader teacher research effort
to better understand teaching and its complexities.

Second, my work can be considered philosophical research. I hesitate to
invoke “philosophy” because I was not trained as a philosopher or philoso-
pher of education. But if we assume Dewey’s notion of philosophy as a
form of cultural criticism—as an attempt to bring critical imagination and
intelligence to bear on beliefs and customs and policies—then my work is,
in this sense, philosophical. Dewey did not assume that philosophy and
philosophers had some sort of special access to grand, ahistorical, univer-
sal truths and goods. But the criticism he called for did involve bringing
reflection to our judgments of what we think good and bad, and evaluating
beliefs and practices against what we think desirable.

Above, I said that a goal of my work was to makes sense of teaching in
writing classrooms. Given my reference to Dewey and the sort of philoso-
phy he advocated, I should add that this “making sense” involves not only
seeking clarity, but also wrestling with what we think is more and less
desirable, what we think better and worse. In other words, if we try to live
up to Dewey’s sense of philosophical work, then we will necessarily be con-
cerned with what is good and bad in our thinking and writing about, and
our enactments of, teaching in the writing classroom.

My characterizations of my work as philosophical research and as
teacher research are certainly not in opposition. Dewey sought to link the-
ory and practice in the Laboratory School of the University of Chicago.
More recently, Berthoff (1987) wrote of approaching the classroom as a
‘philosophical laboratory,” as a site in which theory might be brought to
bear on practice even as practice corrects theory. My current research is not
always tied tightly to my own practice, but it shares this orientation.
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your response. We have developed a Readers
Wide Web site at http:/ /members.aol.com
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Tests Worth Taking?: U
for Accountability i

Susan Callahar
Northern Illinois Univ

In response to the 1990 Kentucky Edumf/on Rc’fnrn
of Education began requiring writing portfolios fro
grade students. These portfolios were intended t
ii)lpruzw the amount and kind of writing prmiu'ci’d ‘l
train teachers to assess individual student writing i
tion, and (3) to hold schools accountable for the pros
first two years of the portfolio requirement, the Dep
the accountability aspect of the assessment, stress
schools could ii\'}ivff based on their sf:m’mfsj purtm'/i
the meaning that portfolios came to have for the f
school described in this study.

[ observed the way the nine members of the Pine
preted and implemented the portfolio nssvssmmt du
rienced the assessment as a test nf their L‘mnpuh’m‘i
pressure to produce good portfolio scores but little i
lios might be used in the classroom. Consequently, w
change the amount and kind of writing produced by
teria used to assess student writing, it did not dem
writing was understood or taught.

Ten years ago few teachers had h_eard of wI
ever, portfolios are at the center of many dis
gogy, writing assessment, and curriqilum des
folios are seen as a way of encouraging proce:
student responsibility for learning. Within wr
folios are widely viewed as the most potential
and within curriculum design, portfolios are c
way to encourage faculty deveiopmeni and
\\'riting programs (Callahan, 1995). 'Tl'ns inte
encouraged many teachers and admin.istrator
without fully considering how a particular
practices and relationships that already exist
statements by many portfolio advocates, (se
Smit, 1994; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991; Wh
folio use is no longer an option for many teacl
ment.
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