YHAMPEBUBAHE KBA/IUTETA OBPA3OBAHA Y OCHOBHUM LLKOJTAMA

Cnasuna [leBkymnh
VHCTUTYT 3a Neflaromika UCTPaXKMBaba,
beorpap

METOJO/JIOIKU ITPUUCTYIIN ITIPOYYABALY
KBAJIMTETA PA3PEIHE K/IIIME

ITocne Bue oy 40 rogyHa npoyvaBama GpeHOMeHa paspeiHe KIMe, MOXe ce
pehn Jja MocToju ONIITa Car/TACHOCT MCTPaXKMBaYa 1 IPaKTU4apa OKO BaXKHOCTI
NO3UTVBHE paspefHe K/IuMe 3a IIMPOK CHEeKTap KOTHUTUBHUX, COLUjATHUX U
eMOILVIOHA/THNX JICXOfia y4yema. CHa)KHY IOZIPIIKY OBOj TBPAMY Iajy pe3ynrarn
OpOjHMX eMIMPHjCKUX MCTPaXKIBamba Koja Cy M3BefIeHa Ha Pas3ININTIM HIBOVIMA
IIKOJIOBaba, Ca Pa3/IMYUTIIM MHCTPYMEHTVIMA U Y Pas3/INYUTIM COLVIO-KYITYPHUM
cpennuama (Fraser, 1987; 1998; 2012; Freiberg & Stein, 1999; Mucherah, 2008;
Roeser, Eccles & Sameroft, 2000; Walberg & Anderson, 1968). Maxko y nureparypu
He IIOCTOjM jeffMHCTBeHa JepMHMIMja OBOT KOHCTPYKTa, HUTU YTBPHeH cKym
[MeH3Mja Koje ra 4iHe, paspefHa K1muMa Hajuerhe je ogpehena momohy moperna
¥ KBa/INTETa MHTEPIIepPCOHATHNX OffHOCA M3Mel)y HacTaBHUKA M yYeHMKa, HadMHa
Ha KOj! je OpraHM30BaHa HACTaBa, Kao U CTI/IOBA MIOHAIIakha HACTaBHMKA.

Y oBOM papy #aT je KpaTak Iperief, pasnMIuTUX MeTOOMTOMIKNX IPUCTYTIA
npoyuaBamy paspenHe Knume. Llnmb HaM je [ja, carieffaBambeM OCHOBHMX ITPEIHOCTH
¥ HeJlocTaTaKa CBAaKOT Off IPUCTYIIA, YKaXKeMO Ha TO y KOM cMepy du Tpedaso fia ce
kpehy Oynmyha ncrpaxusama kako Ou ce peHOMeH paspeiHe KIMMe MOTrao dosbe
pasyMeTH M y CKJIajy ca CaBpeMeHMM TeOpPMjCKMM II0OCTaBKaMa yHampehusaTn.
[IpoMuiybama O pasIMYUTIM METOMONOMIKUM IIPUCTYNIMMA OBOM Hpodnemy
IOCedHO Cy 3HauajHa, MMajyhy y BUIY UMbeHMIY [a Cy MCTPaKMBamba paspenHe
K/MMe y OCHOBHMM 1Konama y Cpouju penatusHo ManodpojHa (Bumu: Sevkusic,
Andelkovi¢ i Milin, 2014).

KBanTUTaTHBHM PUCTYNIN

JlBa HajsacTyI/beHMja KBAaHTUTATMBHA IPNCTYNA IIpOyYaBamy paspefHe
K/IVMe IIPefiCTaB/bajy (a) AMPEKTHO HocMarpame 1 (2) IpoydyaBame Heplenija
y4YeHMKA 1 HaCTaBHMKA. Y IICUXO/IOUIKO] JIMTepaTypy, OBA METOHOJIOIIKA PA3/IMKa
je TpemnosHaTa Kao 0djeKTMBHM HacmpaM cydjekTBHOT mpuctyma (Jessor & Jessor,
1973).
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IIpycTyn [MpeKTHOr IMOCMaTpama YK/bydyje TEXHMKE KOje IOofpasyMeBajy
CIo/balllibe II0CMaTpade KOju CUCTEMATCKY KOJVPAjy paspefHy KOMyHUKaLUjy U
npyre porabaje y yumoHmim npema mpetxopHo pasBujeHoj memu (Rosenshine
& Furst, 1973; Flanders, 1970; Good & Brophy, 1970). Oncexxan mperen
OIICEepBAIMIOHNX TEXHMKA [0 CefaMIeCceTVX TOfiHA IIPOIUIOr BeKa M HUXOBY
KIacu@uKalLMjy Ha KaTeropujanHe CUCTEMe U CUCTeMe 3a IPOLieIBambe a0 je
PoseniajH, ykasyjyhu Ha Terikohe npuimkom crenmduKkoBama IOHaIIaka Koja
Tpeda ga dyny ykbydeHa y cucteM Kareropuja (Rosenshine, 1970). Kareropujanun
cucTeMu Cy QOKyCUpaHM Ha Crenyu@uyHa, PelaTMBHO O0djeKTMBHA IIOHAIIAbA,
Ha IIpUMep ,HACTABHUK [IOHAB/bA YYECHIYKY UJiejy” VU ,,HACTAaBHMK ITOCTaB/ba
eBaJIyaTMBHO IUTame’, a 3aJaTak IocMaTpada je fja OeleXXy y4ecTasocT OBUX
porabaja y onpehenuM BpeMeHckuM mHTepBanuma. CucTeMM 3a IpOLelhIBambe
yK/bY4yjy Mame crennduyHe ajreMe, Ha IpuMep ,jacHoha mpepmaBama’ mmm
SIIPY>Kabe IOMONM YYeHNKY , ¥ 3aXTeBajy Off IOCMaTpaya 1a IIPOLeHN y4eCTaIoCT
noHamrawa Ha ofpeheHoj ckamm (Ha mpuMep, KOHCTAHTHO-IIOHEKa[—HUKAJ).
Y HOBMjUM cTypujaMa O KBAIUTETY paspefHe KIMMe II0jaB/byjy ce CIOKeHUje
TeXHIKe ¥ IIPOliefiype AMPeKTHOT II0CMATpPamba, 3Ha4ajHo yHanpeheHe c 0d3upom
Ha IBJXOBE METPMjCKe KapaKTEePUCTHKE, A/l je CYIITVHA IPUCTYIIAa OCTa/Ia MCTa
(Midgley et al., 2000; Mucherah, 2003; 2008).

JemaH dpoj ayTopa paspenHy KIMMy fedUHUIIE KA0 Pe3yaTaT MHANBULYATHUX
U YAPY>KEHMX OllaKara 3HAuajHUX aclleKaTa pa3peHOT KOHTEKCTa Ofj CTpaHe
K/py4HUX aKkTepa (Moos & Trickett, 1987; Adelman & Taylor, 1997; Fraser, 1987;
1998; Fraser & Tobin, 1989). ¥ cknapy ca oum oppebemeM, pasBujeHu cy dpojun
MHCTPYMeHTH (YIIMTHMIY, CKajle IIPOLIeHe), KOjIMa Ce VICINUTYje KaKo YUYeHUIIN 1
HaCTaBHUIIM JOXKVMB/baBajy OHO IITO ce jenraBa y yunonunu. Jajyhu odyxsaran
Iper/ief;, MHCTPyMeHaTa 3a IIPOLieHy KBa/MTeTa paspefHe KIMMe 3aCHOBaHMX
Ha caMo-u3BelITaBamwy, Ppejsep je 3ak/pyuno Aa je To OOIACT IEFATOLIKIX
UCTPaKMBamba Koja, BEPOBATHO, MMa HajBehy dpoj BammaypaHux u podycTHUX
nHcTpymeHara (Fraser, 1998: 8). V Behunm mHcTpymMeHara O MCHUTaHMKA
ce Tpaxu fia, Ha cKaayu JIMKepTOBOI THIIA, NpOILEHE paslInduTe AVMMEH3uje
paspenHe KnuMe. [JMCTMHKTMBHA KapaKTeplCTNKa BehnHe MHCTpyMeHara je fia,
nopez Gpopme KojoM ce UCIIUTYjy HeplLenije ,aKTyanHe (JoXXNUB/beHe) KIIMe,
uMajy u GopMy 3a Mepembe Iepleniyja ,npedepupane” WIn upeanHe KInMe.
Mapa cy ajremMu cnu4HM y iBe GopMe, JOHEKIIEe je pasIudnuTa MHCTPYKLHja 3a
maBame ofiroopa. Ha mpumep, ajreM y ,akryannoj” ¢opmu - ,Iloctoju jacan
CKYI IpaBuIa Koja yueHnuu Tpeda aa ciene’, y “npedepnpanoj” popmu rmacu —
»Ipedao du fa mOCTOjM jacaH CKyII IpaBuIa Koje ydyeHuim tpeda fa ciepne’.

Ha ocHOBY Mera-aHanm3e BeIMKOT dpoja MCTPaKMBamba PaspefHOT KOHTEKCTa,
Opejzep HaBoAYM 12 pasnMUNTUX IPYIIAa UCTPAKUBAA, Y KOjUMA CY IPUMeheH!
VHCTPYMEHTH KOjUMa Ce UCIUTY]jy IepLellyje yYeHKa 1 HaCTaBHUKA.
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Heke o mux cy: noBe3aHocT usMehy KOTHUTMBHMX U apeKTMBHUX MCXOfA
ydema U KapaKTepUCTMKA paspefHe KauMe, pasmuke usMmeby ydeHMIKmx
Y HACTaBHMYKVX IIeplelluja paspefHe KIMMe, eBalyalyja IeJarolKNX
MHOBAIMja, IpodecuoHanTHy pa3Boj HacTaBHMKa, UTH. (Fraser, 1998: 17).

Y opHOCy Ha OICepBalVIOHE TEXHMKe, 3a Koje je IOTPedHO IPEeTXOIHO
ody4yaBame IOCMaTpaya, VICOUTUBAWme IepLeNiyja y4eCHUKa Y paspefHUM
cuTyanyjaMa oLemyje ce Kao eKOHOMUYHU)U IIPUCTYIL, jep Ce IbJMe 32 PETaTUBHO
KPaTKO BpeMe MOTy JOOUTM IIpOlieHe BEeIMKOT Opoja y4eHMKa M HaCTaBHMKA U
Tako 0de3deqyUTy MOAIY 3aCHOBAaHY Ha MICKYCTBUMA KOja ce GopMIpajy TOKOM
myer BpeMeHCKor nepyuopa. ITopepn tora, cMarpa ce fja y4eHNUKe Ieplieniyje
MOTy OMTH BaKHMje Off IIOCMAaTPAaHNX IIOHAIAmba, 300r TOra IITO IIepLemIyje
BulILIe ofpelyjy yuyeHMYKo MoHaIame off peanHux cutyanuja. Takobe, yrBphero
je u1 ja Mepe Ieplieniyje pa3penHe Kume 0djallbaBajy 3Ha4ajHO BIIIIE BapyjaHCe
y LIKOJICKOM YCIeXy Hero Bapujadie 3acTyIUbeHe Y AMPEKTHOM IOCMaTpamy
(Fraser & Walberg, 1981).

KBanuraruBHmn npUCTyNn

AHanMsa KBa/JMTaTMBHUX CTYAMja O pa3pefHOj KIMMH IIOKasyje fia Cy
Haj3acTyIUbeHuje eTHorpadcke CTyamje M CTyamje cnydaja. OHe yKbydyjy
KBa/INTaTVBHE METOJIE Ko LITO Cy (PeHOMEHOJIOLIKO 1 YIeCHIYKO OCMATpame,
HEeCTPYKTYPUCAaHM MHTEPBjyM, aHa/IN3a YIYEHNYKMX IIpTeXKa ¥ HACTAaBHUYKUX U
yuennukux HapaTna (Becker & Geer, 1982; Freiberg & Stein, 1999; Jackson, 1968;
Stake & Easley, 1978). Ped je o mpucTynmma Koju mofpasymeBajy dorare ommce
KIBOTAy paspefy fo0MjeHe Ha Taj Ha4MH IITO Cy MCTPa>KMBAYY YKV BPEMEHCKI
nepuos SOpaBIIN Y YIMOHNUIIN, fienehn cBaKOJHEBHO MCKYCTBO Ca yYeHMLIMMA 1
HAaCTaBHNUIIMMA. JeflaH Off 3Ha4ajHMX IIpuMepa eTHorpadcke CTyfuje npeacTas/ba
kmura ,, Kusor y yunonnuy’” (Jackson, 1968), y k0joj je ayTop meMOHCTpUpao
BOKHOCT YYeCHMYKOT IIOCMATparba 3a Iefarouika NCTpaKuBama, yKasyjyhn Ha
deckpajHy CTIO)KEHOCT OHOTa IITO Ce JelIaBa y YYMOHMIL.

[TocedHy MCTpaXMBAuKy NMHUjy y OKBUPY KBaIMTaTMBHMX IPUCTYIIA
IpoyyaBamy paspefjHe KIMMe IIPelCTaB/bajy  COLMONMHIBUCTMYKA MU
€THOMETOJIOJIONIIKA MCTpaXkMBama rosopa y paspeny (Cazden, 1988, mpema:
Sevkusi¢, 2011; Erickson, 1986; Wells, 1993). TpapuumoHanHe CTyAMje O aHAIU3U
paspenHoOr amckypca dmie cy QokycupaHe Ha CeKBeHIle MHTepakiuje n3Meby
HACTAaBHNKA U YYEHMKA, ¥ TO TOCeOHO Ha TPOJIeTHYU MOZe/T KOMYHMKAIVje TI03HAT
y mureparypu kao VIPE mopen (VMuunujatusa-PearoBame-EBanyanuja). Iberosa
OCHOBHA IIPETIIOCTABKa je Jja HaCTaBHUK roBopu Hajsehu feo BpeMeHa Ha 4acy
M J]a TaKO KOHTPOJNINE paspefHM AUCKYypC. Y KacHUjUM MCTpaKMBamblMa,
MaXHa je yCMepeHa Ha aHa/lIu3y JUCKypca U3 yITIa yYeHNKa, y3umMajyhm y od3up
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fla JMCKYP3MBHA CTPYKTypa 3aBMCK Of IIperobapama nsMmely cBUX ydyecHuKa
y yunonunu (Candela, 1998). ¥ oxBupy oBe McTpakuBadke JMHYje pPa3BuoO ce
M TPUCTYI TO3HAT KA0 MMKpOeTHOrpadumja, KapaKTepUCTWYaH IO doraTmm
W JeTa/bHMM OIMCMMAa KOMYHMKalvje usMehy HacTaBHMKa M ydyeHuka. Ha
npumep, kopuctehm komOmHaumjy MumkpoeTHorpaduje, COLVONMHIBUCTUYKE
" KOHBep3alVIoHe aHajm3e, Mepcep je [leTa/bHO aHAIM3MPAO TPAaHCKpUOOBaHe
CUTYaIMje TOBOpa Koje Cy CHMM/beHe BIfIeo KaMepoM y yumoruim (Mercer, 2005).
Kareropuje koje cy xopuinheHne reHepucaHe Cy TOKOM aHajM3e Kao pe3ynTaT
VICTPR)XMBamba, a He Kao MPOAYKT IPETXOfHO (GOPMYMMCAHMX HPETIIOCTABKIL
IIpegHocT OBOr MPUCTYTIA je Y TOME IUTO OPUTMHAJIHU TOBOP OCTaje y MojanymMa
TOKOM YMTaBe€ aHAIM3€, TaKO Ja Ce NPOLeCH WMHTEPaKLMje M 3ajeflHuYKe
KOHCTPYKIJje 3Haa MOTY JeTa/bHO ucnmTaTu. MehyTum, oBakBa KBa/IuTaTyBHA
aHa/M3a 3axTeBa IyHO BpeMeHa jep ce 0OMYHO pajiyi ca BeMKIM CeTOBMMA ITOfjaTaKa.
I[Ipouemyje ce ja TPaHCKPMOOBaKe ¥ aHANM3UPAIbe TOBOPA KOjI je CHUM/bEH Y
Tpajamby Off jefHOT caTa 3axTeBa n3Mely IeT 1 BaHaeCT MCTPAXKMBAYKIX CaTH. 3aTO
ce MCTpaXnBauy 4emrhe ompezesbyjy 3a Mambe CeToBe IofaTaka (CTyauja crydaja).
Jlpyru mpodmem Moyke TpeficTaB/baTi edeKaT IPUCYCTBA KaMepe Y YIMOHWIN,
OJJHOCHO €BEeHTya/THa POMeHa Y TIOHAIIalby HACTABHIKA KaKO 811 OCTaBUIM dO/bU
yrucak. Mebytum, oBaj mpodnem Huje crenmdnyaH camMo 3a yrnorpedy Kamepe
y MCTpaXMBaJKe CBpXe, Beh ce MO)ke IOjaBUTH ¥ Ca MPNMCYCTBOM IIOCMaTpada y
YYMOHUIIM, KAO IIITO Ce ¥ KO IOITyhaBatba YIMTHIKA I10jaB/byje IIpodyieM laBarba
COLIMja/THO TOXKe/bHUX ofiroBopa. Cmarpa ce, 4aK, Jia je JIaKIlIe U3MEPUTY CTENeH
IPUCTPACHOCTH y UCTPAXKMBamb/IMa I7le cé KOPUCTH BUJIE0 OIIPEMA y YUMOHUIIAMA,
HEro NPWIMKOM IIOIyHhaBarba YIUTHUKA, jep Ce PEeMaTUBHO JIAKO MOTY YOUUTH
3HAYajHMje MPOMEHE Y IIOHAIlalby HAaCTaBHMKA HAa OCHOBY peaklMja HUXOBUX
yuenuka (Stigler, Gallimore & Hiebert, 2000).

YmecTo 3aK/byuKa: cMepHuIe 3a dymyha ncrpakuBama

MckyctBa M3 [OCajallllblX WCTPAKMBAWa, Yy KOjUMa Cy IPUMEEHN
PasIMYUTYT METONOJIOIIKYM IPUCTYNM, YKasyjy Ha TO #a OM Ipy IUIAaHMpamy
dymyhmx ucrpaxmpama Tpedamo y Behoj Mepym ysetu y 0031Mp KOMIUIEKCHY
npupopy ¢eHoMeHa paspenHe KmMe. [Ipyrum pednma, UCTpaXUBama y KojuMa
ce KOMOVHYjy KBaHTUTAaTVBHE U KBa/JUTAaTUBHE METOJie, IIPOYYaBajy U HOBOZE Y
Be3y pas/nuuTe NepcrekTuBe (YueHnKa, HACTaBHMKA M HE3aBUCHUX ITOCMATpaya)
U TIpPUMEHYjy CIOXKEeHe TeXHUKe aHaaM3e MOOMjeHMX mopataka (Ha IIpuMep,
XUjepapXIjcKO JIMHeapHO MOJeTIOBaibe), BUIIE OM OArOBapasa CIOKEHOM U
BUILIEC/IOJHOM peHOMEHY KaKaB je paspelHy KOHTEKCT.

Maxo je HampaB/beH M3BecTaH Hanpenak y Tom norneny (Lee, 2000; Tobin &
Fraser, 1998; Turner & Mayer, 2000), ocTajo je MHOTO BaKHUX METOJO/TOLIKIX
JuIeMa Koje 3aXTeBajy pellerbe.
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Heke op ®uX Cy: Kako MHTeTrpucaTy IOJaTKe HodujeHe MeTofaMa U3
Pa3IMYNTUX UCTPAKMBAYKIX ITAPAJUT MY VIV KAKO ,,JIOMUPUTH KOHTPAJMKTOPHE
HePCIeKTUBE Pas/IMINTIX YIECHMKA?

JemaH of BEMMKMX 1M3a30Ba 3a MCTPaKMBade INpeACTaB/ba U IPOMEH/bJBA
w ,qryngHa” npupona ¢peHoMeHa paspefgHe KauMe, Koja Hamehe morpedy 3a
JIOHTUTYVHA/THMM UCTPKUBabVIMA.

Kmyune peuu: pa3penHa KIMMa, METOOMOMIKY IIPUCTYIIN, KBAHTUTATUBHA
VICTPa)XXMBaha, KBAIMTATYBHA UCTPAXKVBAbA.
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METHODOLOGICAL APROACH TO STUDYING
THE QUALITY OF CLASSROOM CLIMATE

After more than 40 years of studying the phenomenon of classroom climate,
it can be concluded that researchers and practitioners generally agree on the im-
portance of a positive classroom climate for a wide range of cognitive, social and
emotional learning outcomes. This agreement is strongly supported by the results
of a number of empirical research works carried out at different educational levels,
using different research instruments and in different socio-cultural environments
(Fraser, 1987; 1998; 2012; Freiberg & Stein, 1999; Mucherah, 2008; Roeser, Eccles,
& Sameroff, 2000; Walberg & Anderson, 1968). Although there is no unique defi-
nition of the concept, nor a specified set of its characteristics, classroom climate
is often defined through models and qualities of interpersonal relationships be-
tween teachers and students, ways of organizing teaching process and teachers’
attitudes.

This paper provides a brief summary of different methodological approaches
to studying classroom climate. The goal of the paper is to identify the advantages
and weaknesses of each approach, and to give some guidelines for future research
on the phenomenon in order to understand it better and to improve it according
to the contemporary theories. Studying different methodological approaches to
the problem is particularly important bearing in mind that number of research on
classroom climate in elementary schools in Serbia is relatively small (see: Sevkusi¢,
Andelkovi¢ and Milin, 2014).

Quantitative approach

The two of the most commonly used quantitative approaches are (a) direct
observation and (b) examining students' and teachers' perceptions. In the scien-
tific literature in psychology the methodological difference between the two is
defined as the difference between objective approach and subjective one (Jessor &
Jessor, 1973).
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The direct observation includes techniques and methods in which external
observers systematically encode classroom communication and atmosphere ac-
cording to the previously developed scheme (Rosenshine & Furst, 1973; Flanders,
1970; Good & Brophy, 1970). A detailed analysis of observational techniques used
until 1970s and their division into subclasses of categorical systems and evalu-
ation systems was carried out by Rosenshine who pointed out to the difficulty
of identifying specific issues included in categorical systems (Rosenshine, 1970).
Categorical systems are related to specific, relatively objective situations such as

“teacher repeats student's idea” or “teacher asks an evaluative question”, and the
observer's tasks is to record the frequency of the situations at specific time in-
tervals. Evaluation systems include less specific items such as “teacher lectures in
an understandable way” or “teacher helps students”, and the observer's task is to
evaluate the frequency of the situations according to a scale (e. g. always—some-
times—never). Some recent studies on the quality of classroom climate offer more
complex techniques and procedures of direct observation, with significantly im-
proved metric characteristics, but, in fact, the approach remains the same (Midg-
ley et al., 2000; Mucherah, 2003; 2008).

One of the authors defines classroom climate as a result of both individual
and combined attitudes towards the important aspects of classroom life by the
key actors (Moos & Trickett, 1987; Adelman & Taylor, 1997; Fraser, 1987; 1998;
Fraser & Tobin, 1989). According to this definition, a number of instruments
(questionnaires, evaluation scales) were developed in order to determine students’
and teachers’ feelings about classroom life. Fraser provides a detailed survey of
instruments for evaluating the quality of classroom climate based on self-report
and concludes that it is the field of research with the largest number of validated
and robust instruments (Fraser, 1998: 8). In most cases, the respondents are asked
to evaluate, on a Likert-type scale, different dimensions of classroom climate. The
distinctive characteristic of most instruments is that they measure both “actual”
(experienced) climate and “preferred’, i. e. ideal climate. Both forms of measure-
ment have similar items, but the instructions for answering the questionnaire are
somewhat different. For example, the item in the “actual” form - “There is a clear
set of rules that students are expected to follow”, can also be expressed in the
“preferred” form — “There should be a clear set of rules that students are expected
to follow”. Based on the meta-analysis of a number of research on classroom life,
Fraser identifies 12 different groups of research in which the instruments for ex-
amining students’ and teachers" opinions are applied. Some of the groups are the
following: interconnectedness between cognitive and affective learning outcomes
on one side and the characteristics of classroom climate on the other, differences be-
tween students' and teachers" perceptions of classroom climate, evaluation of peda-
gogical innovations, professional development of teachers, etc. (Fraser, 1998: 17).
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Contrary to observational techniques which require previous training of the
observers, examining the perceptions of the participants in classroom situations
is considered to be a more economical approach since it can provide feedback
from a large number of students and teachers in a relatively short time and pro-
vide the data based on long-term experience. In addition to this, students’ per-
ceptions can be more important than observed behaviors, because students' be-
havior is defined by perceptions rather than by real situations. It is also found that
perceptions of classroom climate can be used to explain the significantly higher
variance in school success than the variables represented in direct observation
(Fraser & Walberg, 1981).

Qualitative approach

The analysis of the qualitative studies on classroom climate shows that the
most common studies are ethnographic studies and case studies. They include
qualitative methods such as phenomenological research observation and partici-
pant observation, unstructured interviews, analysis of students’ drawings, analy-
sis of teachers' and students’ narrative reports (Becker & Geer, 1982; Freiberg &
Stein, 1999; Jackson, 1968; Stake & Easley, 1978). These types of approach include
detailed descriptions of classroom life obtained from the observers who spent a
long period of time in a classroom, sharing everyday experience with students
and teachers. An important example of an ethnographic study is “Life in Class-
room” by Jackson (Jackson, 1968), where the author explains the importance of
participant observation for pedagogical research, pointing out to the immense
complexity of what happens in the classroom.

The qualitative approach to studying classroom climate also comprises
socio-linguistic and ethno-methodological research on classroom talk (Cazden,
1988, in: Sevkusi¢, 2011; Erickson, 1986; Wells, 1993). Traditional studies of
classroom discourse were focused on sequences of interaction between teachers
and students, particularly on the three-part model referred to as the IRE model
(Initiate-Response-Evaluate). The basic assumption of the model is that the
teacher is the one who talks most of the time and thus controls the classroom
discourse. In later studies, attention is focused on the analysis of discourse from the
perspective of students, taking into account that the discursive structure depends
on the communication between all the participants (Candela, 1998). Within this
type of research, a special approach called micro-ethnography appeared; it is
characterized by rich and detailed descriptions of the communication between
teachers and students. For example, combining micro-ethnography, socio-
linguistic and conversational analysis, Mercer carried out a detailed analysis of the
transcribed discourse situations recorded in the classroom with a video-camera
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(Mercer, 2005). The categories that were used in the analysis were generated as a
research result, and not as a product of the previously formulated assumptions.
The advantage of this approach is that the original speech remains in the data
throughout the analysis, so that the processes of interaction and joint construction
of knowledge can be thoroughly examined. However, this kind of qualitative
analysis is very time-consuming since it usually deals with a large amount of
data. It is estimated that transcribing and analyzing one hour of recorded material
requires between five and twelve hours of research work. For that reason the
researchers often choose smaller data sets (case studies). The presence of a camera
in the classroom can also be a problem, because teachers can change their usual
behaviors in order to make a better impression. However, the problem does not
occur only in the presence of a camera, but also in the presence of an observer, as
well as while filling in a questionnaire by giving socially desirable answers. It is
believed to be easier to measure the degree of research bias in the situations where
a video-equipment is used than in those which include filling in a questionnaire,
because significant changes in teachers' behaviors can easily be seen through the
reactions of their students (Stigler, Gallimore & Hiebert, 2000).

Conclusions and guidelines for future research

The experience from previous research, in which various methodological ap-
proaches were used, suggests that future research should take into account the
complex nature of the phenomenon of classroom climate. In other words, a re-
search that combines quantitative and qualitative methods, examines different
perspectives (students’, teachers' and independent observers') and uses complex
techniques of data analysis (e. g. hierarchical linear modeling) would be more ap-
propriate for studying the complex and multiple phenomenon of classroom life.
Although there has been a certain progress in this field (Lee, 2000; Tobin & Fraser,
1998; Turner & Mayer, 2000), there still are a lot of important methodological di-
lemmas that need to be solved. Some of them are the following: how to integrate
the data obtained by using different research methods and different research para-
digms or how to reconcile the contradictory perspectives of different participants?
Changing and “fluid” nature of the phenomenon of classroom climate requires
further longitudinal research and thus still remains a challenge for the researchers.

Key words: classroom climate, methodological approaches, quantitative re-
search, qualitative research.
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