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In Novepber 19724 educatqrs from several pa%tg of ‘the Uni-.:

v

that had begun to. dominate s

ttd States met at the University of Notth DaKota to disctuss
.Some COmmOn Cconcerns aboyt the narrow accountdbility ethos
ools and to share what many
eans .of both documenting and
Subsequent meetings,. much

believed to be more senspble
assessing children's learning.

. _sharing of evaluation information, and financial and moral-:

support from the Rockefgller Brothers Fund’have a1l con-
triputed to keeping toggther what is now called the North
Dakota Study Group on Epaluation. A major goal of the’
Study Group, beyond sugport for individu#l partitipants '
and programs, is to pr¢vide materials for teachers, par-
ents, school administrators and governmental decision-
makers (within State Education Agencies and the U.S. Office
of Education) that might encourage re-examination of a
range of evaluation issues and perspectives about schools .

" -and schooling.

‘ Towards this end, the Study Group has initiated a
contintiing sefies of monographs, of which this paper is'
one. Over time; the series will'include materigld on, ‘<
among othet things, children's thinking, ctfildren's lang-
uage, teacher support systems, inservice training, the.
school's relationship to the larger community. The intent
is that these papers be tdkem not as final statements-:a
new ideology, but as working papers, written by people

who are acting on, not just thinking about, these problems,

whose implicatigns need an active and considered iésponse.

Vitq\ Penrone, Dean :
.Center for Teaching & Learning
University .of North Dakotd .
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. After more than a decade of turmoil, America's persistent
crisis in education’continues--it is tempting to add, con-

L . tinues to be manufactured. "New! curriculum innovations, e
. - 'solutions' designed to meet the latest 'Whir-Johnny-Can't'
. ) ' crisis, continues to surface. A 'we-need-the §olut10n~ (I
. . now' attitude pervades the educatmnal marfte!‘gplace " Edu- ’
K cational packages are purchased for vast sums; 1mposed ]
with minimal regard to quality, and assessed by evaluators .
; even before they can be completely unpacked. In addition, ‘
. " .packages of inservice training programs 'gparanteed' to
M . alter teaching behaviors are making their ppearance. An
y emphasis-on a product rather thanfon a process domi'nates -
. * + much of.the teacher training lite: ature.,
. Without quésflon, the problems in ol.:r -schools require '
. e 7 engergency attention. To act, howdver, on'the premise that
’ because a disastrous situation exiits qulcﬁ solutions an
be found, only serves to compound the situation. The time -
' gome to aban\ion the quest for finstant’ answers, the. -
. perfect' system, or the 'teacher-proof' curriculum that .
can be, measured and judged 'successful' by some ‘computer- i
scored, standardized test, It is.time that we turn, ’
1nstead to the complex.task of making the most of the
o . resources available--specifically those human resources
al ready_exz.si:mg_:.n_oxx_schools,,_colleges ,_and_communmeﬁs.;__,‘__
ot - Such a strategy is neithet obvious nor widely .
’ accepted. Host’ teachers contmue to httend traditional .-
R inservice sessions pnmanly to qualify for salary incre- P
, ments. Whether such courses are offered by Boards of Edu- ) |
) catpon for 'professional' improvement, by universities for :
. . h1 her degrees, or are merely random credits totalling & ; K
v refjuired number of hours, results seem to be reflected 1
dre in higher personnel budgets than in enriched class-"
. ' m expenences for children. When teachers phone 'those.
offering inservice <ourses to.say: . "I must take yogr *
- 1 Horh \ack colrse; it's the only, one offered from 4:30 to 6:30 on °
Ann §°°1.‘ and B fencops” Thursday for 2'D' crédits," and when universities continue
::earzz;ft:: Céligg:s::;’ to rely on monies generated by graduate teacher education
- co-directors of the Com- courses, while permjitting such cours\es to contribute 11tt1é
nunity Resources Insti- in the way of classropm qpahty, 1t s clear somethmg 1s
tute, a teaching and seriously wrong T . :
learning center support- - . . oLt . . ‘ .
ing, work in curriculum . o . ) . )
and staff development. ' R ) e
The activities described - , ‘ . R R |
here were conducted under, - - e . . .
the au:pu:e:. of the Insti- S e e , co .
tute. | . S A S JO
. v, . N . ' ¢
’ q . . d »
Q ’ ' L ' 8 > ..
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ERIC | P A 4

. t ’

R -

et
~




e

Educational ]a_rgmf
. /

° - . [ » . .T )
- - . e
N &)
» . "
. B \ )

<
A . '.c

Such problems hqve beeJ further compounded by semantlc e
acrobatics; that is, by the practlce some have of’ m1su51ng
the latest educational terminglogy to give shopworn prac>

" tices exciting labels, 'Relevant, v long a favor;te, has
been so overused that it has virtually. lost any mEaQ}ngful .
descriptive vdlue.-

- Other phrases descr1b1ng rnnovatlons have been simi- .
larly distorted. To understand.the implications of such 4

e

ambiguity, it is useful to describe.one extended exam-
ple: Cdnsider the concept of 'field- based' (or £1e1d- .
- tentered) teacher training. , e
When the idea of the ‘field- based. tralnlng program ¥

first took hold, it was meant to serve the need that many|

university education departments had at "the time of cut-. | *

‘"ting into their isqlation from day-to-day classroom real-

ities, particularly in order to provide a better setting

in which to train student teachers. The watchwords were

educatlonal quallty and commrtment*to new strategles of o

teachér training. But, Qulckly, the meaning of f1e1d-

based experience got lost in the shuffle and what is now

implied by the label, 'field-based,!' is a gross distor- .

.. deputy (and perhaps a leﬂClpal or tWo) mdv sit on,,and

tion"oxr 1ts original. Frequently, economies and not edu-
cational quality, external pressures and not commitment
to new strategies of teacher training, account for the

. establishment of such programs. Because of difficulties

" entailed in- 1nst1tut1ng and supporting effective field-

‘ based operatlons, the texm is, often misused to connote
inexpensive, adJunct-operated tralnlhg programs in which .
nontenured faculty are recruitéd from the schoois. Stu-

* dent teaching assignments are made for convenience rdather
than because classroom settings offer 1nterest1ng learn-
ing situations. Generally little attention is paid to a
school's or a classroom teacher's- educatiﬂﬂ!T'ﬁhllosophyv

" and how it might affect the student-teacher intern. In| .
short, the rigor and the quality of the field experlence e
often receives 1nsuff1c1ent attention, )

To fully appreciate what-is meant by 'fleld-based S

one needs a glossary of temms. For 'clinical professor]-
read 'untenured.lnstructor" for 'fleld-study-course' Y
'stitute 'largely unsupervised on-the-job credits'; for
'internship' read 'an indisctiminately chosen work assifn-
ment with infrequent conferences'; fo¥ 'community partici-,
pation' understand that the district superlntendent and hlS

‘. . .




. : served usually are neg11g1b1e

) But even Where the capacity to be r1gorous eg‘ggs -

‘the politi¢al pressure to do otherwise is substantlale Often
newly initigted 'field-based! programs may enjoy only a \

_ precarious xistence.  They may receive only provisional

N , approval and then musﬁ frequently depend on 'soft money' .

v for major fiscal support. They are, therefore, constantly P

in danger of being phased out. i

Moreover, to establish a functionin field-based*
., operation, the field-based faculty needs comfiit it-
.“!.h; ", self to intensive work developing contact with community’
) ' leaders, teachers, local administrators, paraprofesslon-
% ' als, parenxs, and communlty agencies, Where this is -
. undgsstood and the time is given to it, field-based
N . faculty members risk -isolation from thelr colleagués. Lo
oy e " The lack,of day-to-day contact on the college or univer- '
’ e T sity campus where critical decisions affecting univer-
g - sity. policy are made, can be fatal. In.other words,
.. ‘ field-based operations that focus on the needs and desires
of the-local clientele’may hot be regarded as effective by
*+ campys-based faculty, who find it e351er ‘to understand )
s university-centered activities. .
. Often the time field-based faculty members spend
with c}assroom teachers,; -helping them to provide worth-
D -7 - vhile \earning experiences ‘got only for ehildren but for
. pre-seryice student. teachers)or interns, doesn't’ gener-
o, . . ate revenue-producing credit;\therefore, it is frequently
Coe ., ignored whenm, calculating facul teaching hours. In
\ ) order Yo fulfill university contact hour requirements, .

the fikld-based faculty must take on ‘official) campus-
bgsed coyrses. The .consequence of this is that ‘the time’

. "7, required to accomplish what may be their most prOuucclve
work must;, in effect, be 'donated. It is not surprising
. * that ‘field personnel become dissatisfied knowing that :
/ . . not only|do they spend.many voluntéer hours in the field, —--
. but that|their campus-based colleagues are able to more .
' effectively marshalrthe major resources of the collége’
for their\own campus-baged activities. . '
P C. ‘ Furtheymore, ' a ‘field-based program requires. flexi=-
Zéllty bn the collegeds part., Students are-not drawn
olely from the college campus; they may be attracted .
* to the program by the ewistencé of the center itself..
v .+ That thelr first onzcampus experience should be a com-
< puterized- registration ‘process is hlghly ‘undésirable’,
.. In the. case of paraprofessionals and parents drawn into
. _ ' a college program by a center  located within their 's¢hool )
. or community, alternative admissions procedures may be ot
required. If university.regulations’ are infléxible -and
Lo there are no faculty on campus to deal with buyreaucratic .

-

¢ . , detail, tHe student will experience’ time-consuming, de-. )
o moralizing procedures. Eventually the pressures and the »
(a0 + lack of both university commitment apd rewards may well

result in the severlng of the unlver51ty-schpol connéc- ¢
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- framework (even if it is only a healthy skepticism), a &

-

'\Baéeh'fééﬁfty 1d appropriate rank, and whére/under--

. . » I .
o1 It ie'raﬂé_thaxna_flelduhased_pxograma—whexeuﬁleld$ f;‘

graduptes are placed with teachers who are themselves
1|;3ed in an ongoing program and who show some degree
‘of success in/the classroom--is permitted adequate plan- »
ning—time. Moré often only the sﬁperf1c1al structures '
are maintaingd, wgfh.mlnlmaloeffort, and the wastage 1s
borne by the.schpols. «-N
There are many reasons why such situations deve10p
cademic departments and faculty members ascribe g .
wportance to being seen doing their part in copin wlth
current proBlems. To be successful,in today's tight’ bud-
lget situation) it is necessary not only to hold down
‘costs but at the same time to demonstrate-commitment to
community-.needs.- One way of doing this is to have the o
'real' faculty member either make infrequent. appearances
or visit a number.of classrooms and to define this func-
tion as that of a 'field-based coordinator.' Such prac-
- tices often reduce costs and satisfy ‘the community :
involvement issue. They do not require faculty retrain- .
ing--4 necessary prexrequisite before most present faculty
nembers would be qualified to offexr the type of concrete
/" -suppért required in an operational field-based program.
Finally, an important factor affecting the function- .
ing of field-based centers is how well those being trained
may.or may not xecognize quality. Without some critical .

cooperating school staff--nevet having experlenced a rigor-
ous, quality-oridhted tralnlngbprogram eltheg as profes- .
sionals or as teachers-in-training--may welcomeinadequate
support without even recognizing it as such. Thus, the

‘poor standards and low expectations in the field of teach- -

er educat1 n become self-perpetuating and contribute to )
the' tendency to grasp at '!blutlons' wmthout aSSGSSIng

)
their value. ) : , -
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Turning from this extended gxaﬂ;{ﬁhof fie d-hase ! g
..~ ~ terminology to the broadexr coice *_that, of -improving,
"~  the.quality ofi education in both §chools and %eacher 1
training 1nst1¥utions by drawing upon ex1st1ng human-
. Tesources-<it 1§ necessary to examine the LSSne;' ) ¥
involved in some.detail. It js,helpful in this’ yegard ce o
. - to focus on"'a partlcular effért to athieve change, the »
- move t&ward 'open' educatiofi in the Unlted States dur1ng\
, . SR .the past five'years:™ 5. S .

) v ‘ As\ 'open’ education_{(another term subJect to the R
Qlldest efinitions) has attracted increasing. intexrést, o
. and\as tejchers, have attempted to 'open’up' their class-
' . o, rooms, pressure has grown £ universities to offer

. ‘ . courfés in this area. The risponse to these demands-»{
. 3 ' . has ¥aried. In some cases, ‘one ‘day fee-charging ‘open
: RN educatioll conferences' have beent held. Usually such\

, sessions provide no followup support for the teachers
> . " who sattend and subsequently try to alter their class-
.+ «ToOm approach. In other instances, the universities .-, .
. have pXevided open education courses, often called N
P { " © tworkshpps.'s A few years back, such courses were » ) s
welcomed enthusiastically by teachers anx1ous to receive .
. . support 'for changes they were attemptifig'in their class- .
TOOMmS, Unfortunatoly, they seldom r lted in concrete,
' practical help. Faculty members conve sant with oo
developmental ljterature and theoxy had little or no o
_practical classroom expertise; the ‘affect of course work. .
on the functioning of classrooms was minimal: -
Teachers are now heard 'describing such university
offerings as 'useless' in actually supporting ¢lassroom
changes. S1gn1f1cant1y, classroom anchers seem to have
ecome far more critical of the failure of these courses -
han the failure,of \traditional offerings Perhaps-the
~ flact, that they used {their owp initiative in, trying to
. a complish something), only to be diappointed, deepened.
their critical framewsrk. In a few cases, teachers have
. re ected, the u Vers1ty s credit-bearing codrse work ',
Sy . * approach|to ticipate in specift progranms, which, o
a though\the may, not,gffer credats, do proV1de L .
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0 . Over the pa,st‘ f1Ve years, numerous advisory preJects
. . . .~ have been launched' to initiate or to support teachers
attempting more ,informal learning env:.ronments.‘ Whrle some
Were created within a univ@rsity framework, most had to C
struggle to’ estabhsh their legitimacy; few were wholly )
supported by university funds budgeted through nermal chan-
nels. Most continue to depend on outside fundin M order.
o . both to exist and to employ as staff members those individ-
.t uals Nho, though lacking qua11f1cat1on by utiversity’ degree
ol - standards actually possess the classroom skills to help
: P beginning prograns develop The inability of existing
d N . ~ institutions to prov:.de an effectixe response to reeds
' N . . expressed by those in thé field, therefore, TYesulted in 4
’ . the &stablighment of these”alternate structures. .
L , From such straightforward beginnings’ there has come
‘ - 3 the rapid proliferation of 'teacher centers,'’ 'workshops,
L / " and 'open education! degree programs. Again the tems
N . have :‘become suspect. It is necessary to carefully inspect
. » ) o progranunatm claims so as to distinguish between myth and
' . - reahty But having eliminated the pseudo-programs, wh1Eh
T simply adopt the rhetoric, there is ;Eurtheroneed to exam- .
ine the strategies adopted by -the rexﬁammg programs 1n
o ) order to understand why many have been failing to deal,
, ' .t effect:.vely w:.tl problems confr.ontmg them. Y, %

: ASSessmg Support: Progrwns o ) : B

. - + . Inworking with teachers in day-to day classroom e
situstions, open e’ducatron advisogy groups have consrs’t- L
' ently emphasized practical approaches.. In workshops, v

»

o

‘.

. _ , “teachers have been expected to us¢|the materials the .
ST N o have in fheir classxooms, working in a way |that give Y
N E then ay experience of learning andlogous to a “chiid! TN
- L " 'AdV1sors' rat'her than supervisors have bee ass:.gne to. '
wgrk w1th small clusters of classroom teach TS, offe ring -
$upport and. admce rather than tradjtional supervisibn. . R

% . While most advisors have, ‘pard a goad'deal of attention - \
., , to “child developmen#. thesty and hive stressgd the va-lue ‘of '
pncouragmg <children to be independent: 1eamers o~ manLhave !

S “% " ., Been Under, and given ‘into, considerable pressure to|con-
, " ~._céntrate on 'how-to' problems. ‘How to arrange ¢ Fms )
s o how to use specném materials in math science, or art, how .
, Ay l *~ 'to deal ith reading and writing; how to pro 1de funct1ona1
- . sand, water, woodwork or cookmg,areas. Having taken’ on .
' ) ‘ v the d1ff cult task of lopening up,' teachéxrs understandably
e ' . focus opipracticdl ideas and, techniques, that|feéd directly
- *aaas . and mmed:.ately back into their classropms. |As a.xesult, ,
- Cor where traditional um.versrty ‘programs oyeremphaslzed theoryﬁ‘
. ‘ and avoided pracmcal aspects of training (whére expert:.se . .
, As lackin ), adusory groups have frequently taken the opptr- .
site tack overstressmg the eoncrete, practrcal 'recipes. ' .
N Invass_e,ssmg suppor7 5ystems, therefore, it is’ cr:.txcal to '-";'
-~ = -t o~ ot : )
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daternine_the_context within which this practical support

" is offered. . T T T :
Moreover, any analysis of advisory sipport needs td’
look critically at the advisors themselves. Somd have had
_no classroom experience; often they are subject special-
" ists prifarily yersed in & partigular field who picK uwp
practical classroom know-how as they work. Other advisors
are recruited after brief experiences in an. 'open' class-
room,' or because they are informal leaders of newly formed
school programs. Such individuals can function adequately,
eyen outstahdingly, in an advisory position. ey can; but
. those who do are the exceptions: Advisoxrs who have Tun - .
effective 'open' classrooms.and are-able to work sensi-
tively with other teachers are rare. The experience and
skill of the advisor, the pattern pf sadvisory work, .the
effect .0f the new structures and traditions on the larger .
system--all these must be considered in assgssing impact -

-

~

- of the advisory concept. g - » o
" An equally important, though vften overlooked, ques-
tion is whether participants- in gchool programs are encoux-
aged to develop internal strengths sufficiently independent
of adyisory support. Are tedchers becoming more self-
reliant, able to determine ndt only what to do with chil-

- dren but.yhy to do it?, Are they able to evaluate the
degree of their success in a,p}x"ticular. subject ox with a_
specific thild? Are they prepared to establish rigorous
.standards'as well as pleasant atmospheres for learning? .

While advisory programs must allow teachers to . T
develop at gheir own pace,and draw on their personal-
Strengths and individual starting points, they must also
emphasize the need for growth and introspection over a
long period of time. Without,question, it is simpler to
teach teachers how to use a new piece of equipment or '

.

e

" kinds of questions, than to be thoughtful, anglytical, and
, independent professionals relying on their own initiative
and critical judgment. But the.importance of emphasizing

the latter qualities is §

I 2 say, }IThat workshop two wéeks a i, was terrific. What do_
*I_do now?" Or ¥hen, after fouriye_ars of advisory support, .
they state, "I just want them (the advisors) to bring in

materials ard give'me curriculum
. Teaghers may Wéll react to,

ideas to use."

8

made crystal.clear when teachers

or even resent, advisors .

who press them to think independen.t&y in much, the same way

children do when initiall
teachers; they reject the

y responding to rontraditional

biguity and the unfamiliar

classroom procedures, demanfing that ‘the advisor, "tgach"’
them something. [If the advisor

responds to this type of

« .demand too religiously, then she begins'to take the place

of the college professor; pne

turns for the ;
.By the same token,"d

-

with teachers who are feeling the overywhelming pressures

- of day-to-day preparation.

The éffor® and uiderstanding -

iryolved in giving support &while encouraging individual

initiative, as contrasted

v

ith doing the ‘job ongself or
I s <& P =

~

S8 . -

L3
&

texpert' to whom the teacher: )
correct answer is. substituted for:another.’
t is'deeply human to sympathize

s

o

~ “material, to arrange & classrooi, sven to ask-differemt————]

-
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.+ open-ended fashion.

/,. N ...

tﬂhﬁfg the t’ea*.ther what to dG and pfeclsely ‘how to. ao
it, is nmnense. Yet, the consequences -of giving ‘an-.
swers' are immense, too. It may result in a harmful |
dependency, a loss of self-confidence in one’ s own cap-
ac:.ty to follow through, a'sense of madequacy in deal-
, ing with new and difficult situations.:- ‘e
eachers who have themselves never become 1ndepen-
dent learners may find it difficult, even impossible, to
help their .students gain independence and pursue opeén- '
ended inquiry. It is far more likely that teachers who -
trust themselves and who have:gained confidence in their
own abilities will recognize and understand the difficult
task thef have set and be prepared to sustain the long-.

tern fundamental changks that are required to affect the .

‘children. _As part of this development; it is necessary~
for advisories to help teachers evaluate the rblat:.onshlp
‘between thé content areas, where so much demand is made,

and the process involved in, dealing with these content

areas. TheWay in which the content areas are’ approached
Bust be lored with some consistency, for oftéen process
is 1gnored while subject areds, specific’ mate’nals, even
child development theory-and educat:.onal phJ.leOphy L
_receive reasonable attention.

In many instances; educators confuse process wlth.
methodology (the thow=to' of presentation). Ignored or
underplayed is. the need t¢ teach teachers how to listen
to and respect what children express about themselves,
‘how to ask questions that proyoke thinking and indepen-
dent exploration, how to understand the quality of the
inquiry. process.
teacher skills, and yet they are cr1t1ca1 to ‘the lea;n-

" .ing potent:.al of a classroom. . * ‘ .
-For- example»—’emphas1s——1s~often—p1acedwon~ -mLtask-'--ww e

cards yhiclware designed to promote independent student
work. xWh:Lle thege cards, do ask questions, rarely is the
type of question|explored: While perhaps stimulating -
project work, they uSually lead to predetermined, fac- '
tuallyacorreét sponses. Examination reveals that in

usmg such ‘cards the teacher maintains control while the .

student folilgws invisible (or mot so. invisible) guide-
lines, begmm.ng with an initial préblem, followed by a

mddle exPIO:;atron, and endmg with the expected.
conclusion. -

. © By contrast, the’ 'actlva.ty' card, a d1fferent type '

of assignment card, implies a focus that stresses the.
process involved in the task rather than simply the’ pro-
dudt (or answer). The’ actlv:.ty itself ahd the way-in
which the particular problem is approached become cen- .
. tral,
able and would probably suggest additional problems to.
explore. 'I'eachqrs using actnn.ty cards are more 11ke15'
- to be surprised by’ ‘what students chodseoto do, and the-
conclusions they reach, since questlons are raised in an
The focus is on how a’ student .

3ppro§ches a problcm, not ‘simply on what conclusio‘n he
Taws

i
! . .

. : . . ..
>

i
.« . » .
)

.- U
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These are seldom considered essential ,"

e

The end Product, while'important, is less predict-
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~"groups have placéd particular value on experiential
. ¥ “learning.” .Théy often refer to the proverb, "I see and
n I forgét; I hear and I remembey; I dg-and .I understand."
,While the concrete- experience is not to be undegrated,
. . . there is'a danger. that the quality of:the ,roce!;, the
,:* emphasis upon reflection, will receive inagdequate atten-
-~ tign. After-all, it is the rare schodl in American-soci-
v ety that has fostered an atmosphere in which critical e
. analysis or introspection is encouraged. Rather, schools ’
« have ewcouraged ‘conformity, and the products - the teach-
ers of today - are teaching the way they were taught, in ~
teacher-directed, fact-driented classrooms, where good °
_ » memory and adherence to the rules are standards of suc-’
cess. ' ¢ ' ¥ . '
) 2 If t-eachezt\ teach as they have been taught, they
aré likely .to think in patterns they have learned as
well, In othex words, they may regard the pursuig of
_interests over extended periods of time, the imitiation
(/,v‘q of ,qne's' own learning, or the challenging of statements
] “g made by. 'aughorities' as problems rather than goals,
, ¥ While it is possible to break this cycle (teachers do
') change, &5 evidenced by the considerable number of
"' open classrooms'), the issue is to what: eXtent and-
*°  how sigpificantly? . - . *
e .'i“.?‘e arrangement of elassrooms may shift, the mate-
.~ % ¢riabs available may be differeént, the day's schedule may
*..." be tadically altered, and the atmosphere made ore pleas-
‘ angl. " Dpes the teacher's understanding of the leaxning.” ...
"« progess, also change? Does he or she listen more percep-
tively; to whay childrpn are saying?. )ﬁgthe‘v children who

»

-

.._ar"g 1:193 permitted more physical freedoMialso able to pur-

L]

q * ‘'sug 'a’consuming interest; are they chglPenged to think
o hgEs hal]

oygh guestions. and problens? How muchjof the day is
predetérmined simply by instituting alterhate ways of  juj

scheduling reading, writing, and math? Is there a new

awgreness of the interrelationships. between subject aregg, .

.Y ., or s such integration regarded as a 9uxury, to be purs

- % sued after academic subjects have been completed. In .,
.~ short; where room arrangements and schedules have -been RS
1’ «altered, has the classroom, with traditional perceptions

/! of "wh’r ‘

‘oL

¥

t learning.is, remained @ntact?. . -

b The old,one-room 7éhool. ouse, So frequently men-

" ¥ tioned as thd original f{open classroom,' was not, in %,

", fact,| 'open.' It -does, ‘nonethéless, provide an apt . ;)

., analogy. In that one room, the teacher moved among” dif-.,
... ‘férent groups of children.ll Each group had'its task (not
#:+ %activity) to pursue when the teacher was.not available.
"-,-‘g' A workbook-infested 'open' classroom ig.not far removed .

4 «fromsthis one-room schpolhouse of yestefday -—\&ecqntral-, :

, ized,,but very teacherfcentered, This is not'to Say, that
a teacher-centered 'open' classroom is not a step in the
right directiof;, it can be.’ What'is critically important,

howevera is that it be recognized as ths, firet stage in a -

process of developwent and not misinterpreted as the final
- ‘destiration: . - - v -+ e
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A rther issue relat:.n £o teacher growtlL concerns the
poi nt at which planning and ‘a5sessment should receive some
. . of teacher}s attention... :f-‘requently the argument is .
< _ Healrd to "let .evaluation apid, curriculum develdpment wait
. unq:.l teachers are rea,dy,, 0. the begmnmg, it is nnpor—
ot . tant to offer practical 3 "port." "Such a view should'be
’ as a denigration of fthe. teacher's profess:.onal inte- . .
grity; which works agam t personal growth and long-temn
sucgess; it perpetuates -attitude of low. expectation
an becomes, in turn, a self-fulf:.lhng prophecy .

&

_fedt and of reiymg En then: own Judgment they. must con-
ve these £ee1 ngs t h,ose rece:.vmg support To foster = .*

these goals and fmc}; ys to‘ achieve ‘them. Teagher mis-

takes must be pem:.‘tt ‘so that meaningFul growth can -

. ) occur, it is through m:rstakes that one gains, insights into

. what does and’ gloesn‘t work Toward this end, evaluation,_

v . procedures appropriatd> ‘o ‘éhe particular Stage of the .

s . teacher's developmeMuSt ‘be redefined with teachers and , ﬁ\,

" i nmade immediately usef;iI to Fhen. Téachers should be ¥

W : > -encouraged t spex;d tige each veek talking with, observ- ¥ .

k ‘ : ing, ands recoyding activities of individual’ children. R
ooy This pight anvolve cdllecting work from' part:.cular chil- BN

. T \ v, dren and attempting to diagnose progress or &1f£1cu1§1es. o

\ . Logs mz.ght be kept of \teacher observations and reerct:.ons,
including notes taker\'of the interaction with children.in .
. particular act:.v:.ty areas,, . Teachers might cliopse to focus . °,

. . on particular problems and the strateg:.es they have dev:.sed
o - to effe&t change dutmg a' SReleJ.C periodiof time, or they . )
o might attempt to ‘monitor ﬁlen‘ ,interaction with children. ., .
.. \ through aydio or video tape, nqte-takmg, or student ‘inter- .

.- . . views. Clearly, the mexpemenbed teacher will ‘choose - to-,

monitor less’ "complex situations.. Even so, By stress:mg )
, o evaluation and not only QOcument.a‘uon,‘a framgwork is estab-
. . , ) 11she¢7 that, in addlndn o e ccmrag:mg the extensxbn of Valy-
o . able classroom activities, éreai:es analytical habits that
n .o Tesult in continuing growth on the part of the teacher. *,
e , Thoughtful evaluation-~the abrllt)r to assess, choose, = | o

) oo and dévelop necéssary material§-~becomes & key factor ,. BN

e o in determining wiethey thg more visible d quickly ‘
C . instituted physical 'chariges will support a process that ‘™

. ... will be sustained and de‘Veloped over time Jand not simply . .

S .\\result .in ugetf:.c:.al physq.cai altexat:.on . T

-
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e Lo Curriculun develSjment is another area where a .
TS T tdeal-with-it-at<a=latg -staget-attitude-fs-often- - - -
~T o expressed. Here, agaiyy, such an .attitude undermines . + .
@ the teather and missesJthe central importance of the '
- ' ‘ inquiry procéss.. If {;%acheri alter their methods in ‘ .
A oy . the classroom, it is,one would hope, because.they %
-7 desire something différent for the children and for .
1 -t themselves. This reguires that they understand .their , ¢
e goals not only emotignally and intellectually but prac-
o . tically, 'as well. Bpvelopifig eurriculum ista concrete
way to achieve thi & for in preparing materials. goals
B v . are.translated From theory to practice. Developing cur-
Loe . L ) riculum requires ‘ail understanding of what a curriculum ' =
lz/b . seeks .to do for th® students and hol ‘it, intends to do
. . it. In developing a reading curricujum, ‘for example, ". .
: ’ one pust be concerned.not-only about, the skill of decod- -
S - ., ingf but about the use to whigh the acquifled skill will
o~ be put and the attitudes children will develop regarding
. + - redding. Willsphe child want to read? Willl he be a
‘ N didcerning reager? U I . .
. , e e e .- his#ory, will the curriculum tea the 'facts' . -
¢ . .. . ® and chronology, or will it challengé the learner to N
® ‘ . - thikk about: the ambiguities, the conflictg,. the inter-+" = .
' ' pretationg, and the questions. inherent ir [the subject? .,
<L 'Will studenps be able to recite dates and [places or will . .
o .l . they, having learned the 'basicg', be abl¢ to debate ideas
e and eventswyith which they cpme in comtact? For example,
Co . thouglh stugents .read textbooks to 'learn'|history, are
< ! they glsojexpectéd to analyze. these textbgoks, to iden- "_ '
. © L tify heg-‘;; stated’and unstated assumptions, to understand -’
i ) . whether $hey fit,within one particular school of historio-
oo : graphy qF “anothefi? . In short, aré students given 2 xote
A . . - education or are they prepared to become perceptive ‘
S __asseskqrs—o£ information with which they will he presented ]
. . throdghout their lives?. One must be clegr about what one '
) T . wants,in order to proceéd. "-Once goals ate deéfined the -
. . . . "chaljlenge 'of developing materials creates a practical -
. . framework for the continuing ;;m_z;.ly_s:‘.“s~ ofj central concepts
. _andyapproaches. ‘In structuring questions, qné needs to
: = . e'xa,&.‘sn‘é whether those with predetermined. answers have been
aveidéd; in constructing activities, ong needs to examine
z wiether they are genuinely inquiry-based rather than tasks
- ?th;clearcut.copclﬁsions. o L <o T
v T .; An examplewmay illustrate the roje curriculum devel-
.jqpment can play in helping téachers understand the pracess
J they wish childfen to express. .During a ‘séries ‘of seminar
’ i ses&fons that we held; a group of public secondary school
.4 teachers explored inquiry techniques, définjng their goals -
.. { and analyzing the strategies employed to athieve these goals.
A .+  They did so through discussions, role playing, devising -~
e, . g games, preparing displays, prioritizing and.debating = #
. f/ educational options; attempting surveys, and exploring .’
N alternate forms of documenting observations dnd infor- =~
A mation, In addition, they participated iy practical - . /7
Lt , _ wokkshops. in sevéral content .areas and were expected A
) . "% ' to|utilize these practical experiences to spark work )

. .
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N ,,,____,;_; — .One_pantlclpant_w.u:h aa»deep_concern ior theu rg’-*'r“““ et

LY
romgs O

» . the assumptidn that students would 'inquire! into’ the

o T 7V 1em of pollution presented a series of slides dep:.ct:.ng
P his views on_the matter. He then described how he would'
» use photography as ‘an.integral part of th& unit he pre-

o pared, rpresenting both a. flowchart of activities and a

. . day-to-day 'lesson- plan. In the dlSQJJSSlOl’l that followed St
. a number of points emerged First, ¥t became apparént ¢
; that the flowchart and the lesson plan were in‘direct,

L. ‘eanflict ‘with . 'one ‘another. They. represented two, rad:.- X
T cdlly opposing approaches: | -0ne was a step-by-s'tep sequen-
Tt tia) dev,elopment, vprédetermined ‘by the teacher, for the

. _entire group; the other was an intergst-based des:.gn that
. . invited a range of activities in which individual student
1ntel‘é,$t Wwas-identified and extended. Secondly, the -step-
'by—step lesson plan began from some.minutely defined map-
ping skills and led to the 'exciting' photographic activ-
ities only'after the 'appropnate' skill had bepn achieve-

' ed. .In contrast, the flowchart plan ut11-12ed hJ.gh—lnterest

, . - Aareas-as star}:mg pojnts; skills and technlques were ' e
= _ learned as an integral part oftan, actJ.VJ.ty, not,as a
prelude to it. ' T
. " Thirdly, it "became cIdar that the cholce of ponu- :
. © tion as a topic £or student 1nvest1gat10ns was based on
problem and discover what was wrong with the existing ' -,
© situation. [Thus, the inquiry procedss was equated with
: + the simple act of asking quest:.ens and not related to the ~
, type of quesitions asked or the vpenendedness .of,the sub- . .
s . ject being phursued.. The des:.-red §\tudent conclusion wasg
) R clearly defined: pollutiom was a societal évil. As out-
Iined in -the daily plans, the problems to be confronted
< were ones to which .acgeptabl’e and unacceptable ‘aswers . -
' existéd, at least in the teacher's mind. "Even in the ~ °  =~.

. ’ flchhart the mvast:.gat:.on was expected to produce, pre—
- dlctable Tesults. N a g
Following.a. lengthy dlscussz.on, it .became clear that .
R the topic of pollution could be opeired up. Controversial
‘areas were defined thag, required, teachers as well as stu-
' dents t0 question their ideas and to fn}d evidence support-
ing their own beliefs. Thus, ‘when questions weye réphrased.
.to provoke mvest:.gat:.on, rather than simply to lead to an
opinion concerning pollutlon, issues such as individual

» 11berty, restrictions on private ch01ce, employment 9011-

.cies, ingome distribution, and 11fe Styles were raiséd for
open-ended inquiry. A game was“constructéd in which group |
members were constituted as a small town council mandated
. . td decide whether to legislate against paper diapers as a “ k
pollutant. Represented in the town council were laundry . ]

/ truck ‘drivers, supermarket managers, ecology group repre-, .
sentatives, mothers, and.so on --all.able to brmg real-
-dstic, conflicting values to the discussion, -

" . Had the teachers not participated in a concrete

s

" activity, had “they not explored their goals in a wvery® ..
ractical way and attemptea to implement them, many . .. =,
%roblems subsethently 1nVest1ga£ed would have been over- e

eoked For although each ‘pafz cxpant in the group wou}d
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have sa-nl he or she favored an empha51s on mqmry tecﬁ
niques, would have’ 5upp6rted open-ended quesnons, and .
would have oppose& mdoctrmat;.oq,,z.t was only through .
_ involvément in the aetual develppment of curriculum 1:hat:v
the generahtles were wmoye preclsely tdefined and the con®,
tradictions and dx\sagreements were able “t9 be reahstl-
cally” explor/eci s R
.. The . experumces of teachers in: dqveiopmg this pol:.
1ut1on unit not»only mdmatp the role curnculnm devel-
opment ean play in c1ar1fy1ng goals "and testmg ‘étrate- .
'.gies but also underiine the need for- those wio
children to examine how theip own behefs mﬂnencﬁ those
whom they teach. Often mphclt assmptwmf 4nd values
are not recogmzed consciously ‘by those who make them. .
All attxtudes,»howeveri .‘afe not equally amenable to
investigation. Tndividuals who cume expecting ,pracmcai
day-to-day classroom adv:,ce do not: aqtlc:.pa‘te nor are .
they prepared to readily accept discussiops Tegarding
the:.r racial beliefs, or their inions about sogcjal .
class. Yet, at some point, such “introspection becomes
‘essential, for there .seems 11ttIe -doubt that te‘achers‘
atntudes and eXpectahons play a maJor ‘role- in deter-
m:mmg clas.sroom nesults :
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T i, L These problems relate to yet another focus of attention
R TN . © Min education, that. of teacher accountability: hdw to
T ‘hold Ms. Jones responsible for Maria's progress--or lack.
' .of it. $o° far, while many have struggled with this prob-
. ~ lem, those - -yresponsible for making judgments $€ill fall,
el ) . back on a few very narrow and suspect criteria, such as
, - interaction scales or classroom ob§erva.t10ns where they -
e o, » note the noise level .of Ms. Janes! classroom or the neat- .
’ e . ness and organization of the, classroom bulletin board.
. ¢ . &' Even reading tests, somewhat mistakenly viewed by some as
oA . " "a measurement of a child's progress a‘re used as mdrcators ’

AT - O Rather than. .assessing what is done nOw and determ1n1ng
‘. “ what mlght be done differently, ma educators seem content
) et ‘tp rewbr;k old practices. Thus, at Bhe same time that’ teach-,
- “ <. ers are at};emptlng and being éncouraged to establish new

e , klnds of| learning environments for chlldren, the devalopment
. of’ ays ‘to ussess, the effectiveness of the teacher lags far .
e . .. ,~ . . |behind. Sofutions such. as performance-based competencies,
. o N whi ,'gre i wsbeing demanded by a few states, sdem of ques-

- ™ N

! T oo e TR about. whdtsto! meastire and how to measure it.

Sl e A . N From the perspective of improving. practice, at least-

B * three major cyiticisms can be mhde of curfent methods of

. . k:\ 2 , teacher acg untability > The first is irrelevance; that
o - o is, the 1nf fmation gathered has no real. ,relationship to

T . . the ongo.mg classroom situation, no connect:.on With a . '
B e FY chxld's learning (or.lack thereof). For example, hand-

RN s somely "script®d compositions or, neat, bulletin boards are..
NS T, taken as evidence of a teacher s Qoianetence. What,

e Yoot after all, do these handsomely scripted compositions dis-
Teoo WU . It played on a bulletin board have to do with real learning? .
R N I ' ;. What.if the author alrehdy wrote like that at the begin- ',
I 5 v wning of ‘the school yeax, or if the script is beautiful
e e T but the ideas muddled? And how often do obsérvers notice
] A o 7.7 that hd critical comments that express a teacheris focus

A on a 'student's growth ere' generally absent f’rom such P
Sy e, ORI essays. ’ )

Y : current eValuatJ.on practices pay little, if any, atten~ .

. . _ tion to how the information gathered is 1ncorporated into =,

by .. ... . . ongoing plannmg Frequently, findings are reported only
o : . after the particular grgup of children observed has moved

N
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v - " . " of teacher -competency. S Lo

. tionable valn% because they leave large areas of dlsagreement

TR - A second, perhaps mWore serious; criticism is that g

thed : o.toon mtb other classes. The result is nons:.tuation- ' .«
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: . . .. much that is helpful. Most often, there is littleformo . .. '
. ., followup work to help the teacher become more effe
.- - This is espécially-true of so-called diagnostic-
prescriptive inventories now bemg purchased at consifigr- °
able expense by school districts across the country. To
egin with%y such devices are most often based on gros ly -
imadequate standardlzed' tests. Further, the ingdequdcy - ‘
: . of this approach as a teaching tool is evident when“one - °
. examines the recycled information, which directs teachers
. to reteach already-taught material with no suggestion, as
. . to how to maké the second effort any more effectlve thang

. e . A,specaﬁc information, Whlch doesn!t tell the teachzr very

tive.

. the first. ! Ly
Finally, almost. al} evalyations, even those that ° .\
attempt to go beyond the test {scores and bulletin-board .« - = !

displays, take place without thg teacher as a participant.
- . If the evaluation is not an exteinal measure such as chil-
. . " dred's test scores, then it rehes on external professmn—
' < ' . @als--college or university facultx--who come with 'expert-
’ ,1se' in assessment and evaluation  design. Most are versed
I - in’using particular instruments (such as. the Flanders
. g scale) a)\d believe in objectivity, which, translated, L
means: they are the gnly ones who can understand what is -
.réally going on in the classroom. Many have never taught .
. - ) children or spent time in a partlcular tlassroom trying to
M i S »undersi:and thg,_‘\znamlcs of the gituation or the goals of
e J=" . T70 T the tedcher. .Some~even boast of.mot having been inside
‘ : ’i?"" _the schools. £rom w}u.ch the data ori whmh they wor
, * = . beén drawn.” " T~ < o = —~ .
o < Generally speaking, outsule evaluato‘rs -d not con- T A
et cerr themselVes with the goals of the teacher r the =
. . growth jpoints of students. Rather their assumptions are N
"t _ .__cenclySions based on what they, not tife teachef, think is- fi

tions| of the same event vary.\accordmg to the values held
‘by_ the observer.
The significance of thgg{@;ﬁpomes apparent
.. . observer indicates that a,cli ssr@ot&’. seemed n01$y/ i
. ‘ lifying the observatlon Wil 1nf§rmat1%g, suchfgs. -
Lot . 7 whether, the noise was productive o Or another
et obIrvatmn may indicate that children adk a lot of qués-

" ; imporfdnt. As so many have gbserved by now, interpreta- . \\

X _»_t . tiops, but may say nothing about the nature of the ques- - °

* N N tiohs', .Ra ely does the out51de evaluator concern himself -

. T S, Y teacher. begh workmg with them, or where the, teacher
s u8e€TS to be'going. developmentally, and hSw he or she pro-
Cat v poses to t(f/there Often, the external observatlon is
A des:.gned Check up on the teacher --tQ “make sure he or
‘ . she is not héofmg off, ! Consequently,athe g’iservatmng .
which usually ‘takes plate bnce a year or “ence®a semester, |
as a¥token gesture in responseé to the requlrem nts

. o Rarely is the teacher expected or even ‘mviﬁed to
‘ ' prove h r worth by reflecti g’on what it is that she is;

b
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Ll e 3TYing to_do. Hardly ever is_she held sccountable for

ToTo ot o & 7 detérmining how to monitor her goals, fgr détermining
Jhether the techniques and strategies in use are effec- '-
tive with the children. This leads to the "I taught them

N ' . , and they should have learned it"'ref;‘ai'n. Teachers can .
. * resort to and believe such statements. because the institu-,
Coe . ©  tion dogsn't demand they take on the critical,responsibil-
% o (4 P » .
" ity of determining what needs their students have and of
oo > figuring out what strategies to use to help students gain

the 'Requisite Masteries.' Too few teachers 1ook closely .
at what is happening in their classrdoms because no one
» . has ever expected that of theti. Indeed, teachers are . * .'
¢ expected not ‘to look closely, as evidenced by the lack of
. emphasis placed on research methods during their training
, o and the deference paid to svaTuators who come from out-
, ) " Sid‘e. ! . ! ‘, \ . L4 . -
; - L Yet it is the teacher who knowd the classroom and
’ - the students bétter than any outsidé observer - be she -
o . principal or university professor. As we have described,
: ., the teacher is aware of not only where the ’studen:j is, at
one particular point in time, but also what the start- ‘
ing point was and what problems have been encountered and
' dealt with in the dourse of a year. Teachers are inti-
mately aware of students as individuals--able to inter-
.. B pret spécific behavior within a meaningful context, rather
" than Viewing'a student.as an.jmknown gquantity acting in a y
particular way. Being far richer and multi-dimensional, |
the teachers' knowledge offers a more meaningful context ;. *
for.interpretation than"that of a skilled*observer who' (
oL " necessarily has a more limited eXperience. Such knowl-|
X * edge should be exploited, and made part of an ongoing

-* PPy

~-

One. approach is to. regard the feacher' as a )
cher--someorie who can dgfine :lie, areas to be = ¢
R _ . studted, and determine the problemyto be tackled,.the. -’

A

M. C n\iethmé{hy which' it will be dealt with, and the means e
N v . ‘by whith the effectivéness of the’method will be judged,
%“‘ : \ The support and expertise of putside' evaluators might - .-~ .-
K r" i ; . well"be required in such an™: ach, but the evaluator's )
- ¥. role would be ‘clearly supportive, foclsing teachers where - ~
~ heeddd-on the questiond) they might attempt to answer, on
- ol how to formulate the questions for research, helping to ,
. K .. . add specificity to the list of problem areas, exposing .
. 0™ teachers’ to, techniques that might assist them in monitor- :
< J:.ng evelopments wit}}in the classroom., The outsider .
. night help the teacher set up an ongoing problem-solving - -
. process, where the problem defined might not necessarily
o ' . be solved ‘but rather clarified and Jredefined. The out-
. , sider's role might, as one teacher put it, be valuable,, d
. simply "to push me to do what I really wamt to do anyway,
' .. but Spn't because I keep ‘letting other things get in the
.o ‘way. : ’ : e . .. .
“'eo . . Fundamentally, however,.the primary initiative must x

¢ - . '
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. PR - be taken by the teacher ‘whorsees. herself as’a researcher,
$ developmg concrete ideas about needs, planning strate-
’ gies to effect those needs, and then determlm.ng how to
C. * documerft the success and failure of the strategies., .JFor
’ . . example, one group oftteachers working in thild-based .
: s Popen' classrooms, 1n discussions with one another, 4
defined tlte *following as a problem they faced: :

. " One speclflc activity attracts more than the nuber . -
: of children able to work effectively at one time.

: _ Some are told to wait their turn, and subsequenfly -
et . lose interest. . \ -
.' R ‘0 N : ° L ’ .
C ‘ , With edch statement of a pxoblem, the teachers §éfined '
, what-the problem was preventlng them from domg which
' ‘e is smp‘ly another way of defining goals. In thi§)case,
, . the 'goal' was stated in this way: Lo .
- ] Th:.s prevented ch:.ldren from belng able to fqiloxmp t
‘e ' their interests: at the time those interests .o
* ,‘ expressed. . . ’
) . N s .
. Here are a few of the pxeblems and goals 11sted and pur-
.- .sued by the teachers' © AR
R S P TP N : '
y VN Leromtmt - - \, GoAL .,
i N ) . . e, e S ’
e 1< Children flit from one; ‘[hls pre\fents children
3 L . " . activity .to.andther | FNErom developing|self- .
R 1.  without finishing or L direction and respon- % oy
o d - o really ‘getting ihvo1V _sibility to fol B '
ST . . -+ thitough on things 1nde-
~ : : - L ‘_ : *nendenﬂv o .
“ . R Children too dependent on Th:.s prevents. cl‘iildr’en from-
’ L .+ ¢ -the teacher. Come to the relying less on the author-
, . . ' teacher to get assistance ity of the teacher, and :
S . and grow impatient when ~ ‘from/developing the respon-
. others are-getting help. sibilityr to follow through"
o Lo SR .. v _on *things independently.
. o o i - “
o Discussions dominated by Th:.s\prevents children from .
certa¥i childken--less . relating to one another and
v involvement by other to the group. Children ’
ch.tldren.. Ghildren talk- should talk and°listem to i
o . dng through teacher, not , one another. .y
, * to one anej;her. . ’ . . n C

. N [
4 N 2

| For our purpose here, we will focus on one problem
. . in!depth to explore some methods and techniques that can

o . . be; and in this case have been, used by the teachers in
thdir research.. The third problem listed above was one~

Lt about which everyone expressed ¢oncern--thé overdependence

< of ch11dren on the teacher or adult authority figure. AL
. . Since examples of the problem were initially stated )
. . Ampressionistically, the teachers began to observe chil-,
. , dren more systematlcally trymg tQ: deter ine more pre-

17,
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crselx what wasfhappenrng. “They discovered;” first‘of”““
all, that the requests for attention were of drfferent

kinds. - They observed (1) children who always came &o the
teacher needing resassurance because they really did lack
confidence in themselves; (2) children who were seeking

information; and (3)' children who were ¢apable of (and .
often did make) decisions but seemed to want to check, in

. particular cases, that they' were making the 'right' deci-
. sion.

Analyzing this 1nformatron led one teacher to’
observe e . . .

I, feel the thildren have the least to do with making a
change towards becoming more 1ndependent thinkers and
decrsron-makers

Q

Asked to elaborate, the teacher commented: °

1 feeli very deflnrtely that I give krds a double mes-
sage and that that's at the root of this pr¢blem.
There are certain things thatchildren just don!t fel
comfor%:ble dong without checking first about ¥t with
me hink they have a sense of knowing that. cegtaln
.things are expected of them .and that I placejmore
1mpqrtance on certain kinds of work thah on %ghers.

) Today I observed the following situation:
working in the sandbox amd he wanted to go work with
the blocks. He could have just gone from the o
activity to.the other without my telling him aﬁﬁ
would have gotten into something there. ‘But I s id '

# o even. though I was'calling both; of them 'work.,
They were really both play things to me.
are-really gettlné a double message-~ On the-one h d~,r
I'm sayrng, "well, 'find sometliing to' do," but then{I'm
~ also saying "you can't do what you want to do." +°

»

analyzrng thrs, the teacher commented.
"I think, a lot_of the problem in bny Toom comes from |

this dduble message the children get--getting a feel-~
ing that\I want them™to do what they want--~but’ on the

s Hothef hand, getting unclear feelings of what's,

expected. For example, a child like....gets W1se to

s it. Shesdoesn’t know what to do -- she'll pick up a'
game --'a readlng game. It's like homebase -- go to:
" the, reading areab no one W111 bother yQu there.

\Thrs teacher felt Lhat these . double messages resultéd'in

' children coming to her for approval when really; they werY

‘for approval, ot sought direction.

—

capable‘of making decisions, for-themselves.

.o Frequently, in the discussions about this problém,
teachers referred to the types of questiods asked by chil
dren.
what children meant, when they requested permission, asked
This led the teachers,

., 2 R i
|

The responsibility really lies with me.

A child was

So the’krde

In general, their comments were 1nterpretat10ns of -

\'&-‘-‘

N

\

\
\

\

.
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cisely yers the questions raised by the children in theix
classrooms :and with what frequency?, To find out, ‘it was
decided to devise a. Frequency Scale, which would be useéd
to determine a more precise picture. of\the children's
questions, Beg:.nnmg with the questions the teachers
 thought children were asking, the following tally sheet
. was developed making use of a shorthand termlnotggy

Y \\,

to wonder if their Impressions were forrect.’ What pre==— - -

. Date:’ U Class:
5
. < \ N ) . . .
. [ , FREQUENCY SCALE . . . .
. N - : e ’
: I finished . - ) -
A .
t> . * t N . ~ : . 1
" N Bathroon: J X ;
" ; ) '. B ) . . \\‘ . ‘ “ R
* . N .o .'U s .
N ‘;3.. .. . \W‘ater . ' . - ] 8 “i\ ' SR
LI ':.,:’. " - @ - ‘?ﬂ t
’ E’hat )Next - ’ ; ' .
<L i T
PR o v
‘Hhare's The... ot v
q' *‘l. . . R . . -
, e meﬂ,’o thet - AN <.
S, o ) ceatre N ) y - :"&_3;":': N
‘ . Loqk at This R \ o R S .
Vi g o L Iy > P
: + - Duetionary EEVIER
. P ‘ ‘,\ : | ‘,.- S . . ; ,:1
; . . ;. How Tq - p e X
] . \’ Co g o s, . T < . \“‘."\s <
* ) . ¢ ’ ) K :“x . ., N . _ )
.,' ._; ] R ~ - 0‘ 1 . . ‘ . ¢ ' \
R i 'I;he chart pemxtted the teacher to not:e a chlld' Sl
.& ’ 1n1t1a s according to the.type bf question asked, ‘Data -
. ) .Nas coldedted at least pne hour each week. During the . .- ; .
o period sélected, any question ‘asked by a child would be e
A . entered on'the scale. The outside aﬂvisor suggested, = - )
.+ that a list might also be kept of any’ 'qnestxons asked roo. 1
. ¢e . that did not ear on the scale.. s U < 7 ’
| . Significantly, probably becail$e the proJ ec{: grew .

L N Sen out.df teachers' deal interests ahd conceins, the paper :
j . work involved (not-%g mention™the time spent inithe ‘.
- _ analysis ahd, conceptuslization process) was régarded?as
L gt neithegy an imposition On_nor waste of teachers' ‘time and .

, AN energy. Furthex, becauss\the process involved the teach-

. ot ers from' the ougset, a c¢los l:mk eXJ.sted hetueen the '~

- . J RSP o ™ . + R
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: g fo e ) : Sl c o
)‘” - /' J//Q A / SN ay .o
- T . . e ‘s - N
e analysls ‘6 classroom interadtion and the d de*velopment of |
e T e e T S gtrategies to- de®l with sped f;,ed problemy, ;T T
.. . C An analysis ‘of the q tigny collected by the

’teachers led to an explorgtion of specific examples. |, )
" ’ "' .+« 'The 'I finished' question appeared to be the most fre- .
. quently asked. Curious about thi's, teachers decided-to '

N ) . ‘ .

: study their own responses and dévised the following sheet:
T . o . oL N ; ‘ v \ ‘.;' _.

: ‘” ‘ " I finighed ' Child Response . ° _
‘ : " X ) : N * o'\ ' . : ,“ £l -

N * . 1 ./
~ LJ x . -~ i3 N 1 / ‘:) /
- » . “ - .
. L. // ' ete. e '

The results 1nd1cated that teachers, were respondmg to g,,\
‘. . such'childfen, by taking them to.a particular area and .
~ saying: "this is what you can do;" or by giving a child
. , ‘\M .. ~aquickly deyiséd task to do ("why don't you read a book,,
e e o . write a story, observe animals, do something in the art
o /area, etc") -One teacher commented, "Sometmes itis
- easier to give a child a task to do, like. when thers's
’ three or four'asking 'what’should I do now...' and'I'm
buy with anGther child." An analysis. of these responses .
“ indicated that the teacher was reinfofcing the child to. 7/

L ’ come ‘back for further direction: -As one individual com~ .
. ) " mented: "If Irtell them, they keep coming.back to me L
L, - _asking again and again, when really they could handle it g

* themselves.", Consequently, 1t was determined that the .
teachers would" "try one or .more of the fonowmg strate-,

<« gles:
oot 1. Let the ch:.ldren- fmd somethmg on thelr own.
‘-u ¥
. > v 2. Turn the child's question back to Ium saymg, -

"Ilm swre you'll find.- somethmg to do." . .

- e . t T
-

3. Ign’bre the question and seeing 1f, .a\fter a ) T ‘

',_ - ' ,‘; few times, e child will begin to think: "Kell, <
e M -+ .she's not g@ng to te11 me, so I better £ind some- - .
R ‘. -'~y. . . . th:mg on my own 1t oL ¢ S |
~ A LT .t LI . <o '\ .
! A 4. Discuss ;he problem with the chlldren to See J.f j
. . thgz can come up with a solutzon. SN Lo, |
- . .o . "' e L et . - P, R ) h “
. . Talk ‘over the problem- w:.th. the chxldren, and ng~ P
. ' R st that they try not ‘to ask the, teacher what to do, |
- ) .. _ .but rather think it through first and choose somethmg ‘
. , e N themsplves. o B " ;
€0 . ¢ i ’ R |
. ’ In suggestmg these strategles 1t ould be noted, thea \
' . . teachers assumed that there ould sufficient activ ities |
. in the foom for'ﬂh:.ldren to to,, gnd that the- strate- .

o . % . gies wduld not. apply to all ch:.ldre (not, for examp e, ‘
) te,those children who were seen as needmg help m naking |

. PO dec:.s:.ons) v ) . -

» L . . ) 3 . . a
L . ' N i ‘ ‘

» A7
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o Intu n,-the_results of spplying tﬁe;_e,_s'_trateires.

were fonitored by the teachers in. a. varisty of ways..
Observatzons, taping discussions, keeping a log in w'h:.ch
notations wére made at the end of the day, and vides-
taping of selected interactions in the classroonm were .
all utilized as a means of document ihg what effect the

) strategies had. .

Other questions raised’different issues, demanded
different solutions. ' For example, finding a high per-
centage of "Where is the..." type of question might suggest
faulty classroom orgaxuzatzon, 1ead:mg the teacher to, re-
arrange materials so chat children would know ‘wheré to '
find things. Or it might not. The appropriate strategy
might deépend on when, "during the school year, such ques-

.tions were asked, 'Finding a high percentage £) such

questions in October at the outset of the school year
might require a different g;esponse than if if were asked |
in May.

One particularly :mterest:mg issue arising from the

Frequency Scale concerned'the type of questions .
not asked by children. In categorizing the questions, -

> the teachers had observed that the children asked many

questions involving Where, What, When and How. None,.
howevér, seemed’to inquiré Why? To checlc the "pccuracy -

" of their perceptions, the teachers dev:.sed a smple chart

to keep track of all Why questions:
. R
'. _— ‘Child - Question-Asked -,
asked by- ; - N
children . , S

L 4

\

;,p‘.

4

- asked by T . - 2 -;‘:,
teacher _ i : RET

" y

i

. T
Look:.ng at the results at the end of the weak, the teach-

ers found their perceptions accurate. Somer saw a colpec-
tion between the’few number of why queétions and the num-
ber of times children sought guidance on what to do next.

_ It seems .possible’ that the more accustomed children ara .

to formulating open-ended questions for themselves, the -
less inclined they might be .to seeking specific "What do
I do now" t rom the teachér. : -
The ggup considered the connection between the .
children's ahd the teacher's behavior. Where would the
children learn to ask why, type questions, the teachers
asked themselyes, if not from the teachex? Isn't it the
teacher, after all, ,who sets up the learning ’sztuationg'
vwhich gerierate the curiosity? Perhaps the' questions that
the teachers posed ‘were lacking in posszbili'tzes fora
genuine investigation, in which several possible ways

»
. ’
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could be employed to find answers, oT, where, becahse of

.7 "the confroyersial nature of the quest:.ons, no one answer
- could be obviously 'correct.'- ’

"Again, it.was decided to carry the mqu:.ry into the
classroom to take special note of the kinds of questions
teachers ask childyen. A listing was kept By each of the
teachers, supplemented bx observations made by colleagues

. sitting 4in one another's T00MS . Followmg the collectiopn
of data from this inquiry, new strategies were formula fed
to .raise more open-ended questions with the children. At

~ @ Was hypothesized that children. would begin to formulate :
' such quest:.ons themselves. The documentation of this. ¥
- line of inquiry is 3till in progress. Eof

I:t must be emphasized that this descnpt:.on his con--’ '

s tcemed only one teachers' group. Other groups of teachers,—
" workmg as pert of the Teather as Researcher project, for-
mlated entuely different kinds of questions. Some weye
curiquy about how to help Iugh school students accept
\ greater responsibility for their own learning in :mdepen-
dent projects; here, the strategies employed were moni- .,
tored through-student questionnaires.  Others, interesteds
in discovering whether utilizing student-suggested topics .
would improveathe quality of discussion,, invited an out-

P

4
.

s1de ad¥isor to intexmview. students. Still others were -"

concerned about reading; they mvest:.gated the problems .
of how to attack skills, and how to motivate students to ~

. ' become more self-directed and enthusiastic readers. * -

¢ There are-.other such examples, each of them reveal-
ing in tleir own way. It is not”the intent here to chron-
icle each specific case. Rather, we have simpl - Eried to
indicate how such a method of evaluation and essment,
. can work--how it can he utilized to provide ififiediate -
- feedback to participants: In each case, the teachers
began, the process by defining the problemrr they had; fol-
*lowed by discussion and analysis of tliesprohlem. ~Once
a initial speculations had been formulated, strategies
designed to deal with the prodlem were @eveloped tr:.ed
out, and documented. Documentation’aimed at measuring
the:.r accomplishments 0 as to :mem the way they would
procsed.
_For those teachers.mvolved thxs many faceted -
approach has proved to be challengmg and not 'simply an ~
. interesting exercisé. The. results are producing valuable
data about the learning environment and the children, as
well as providing a mechanism by which teachers can sys-
tematically improve the effectiveness of their teaching.
. In our search for new, more effective methods of
hq;ding‘ tedchers accountable for their actions, perhaps
we need to judge teachexs by the degree to which they
show themselves capable of both anaIyzmg their goals

.

and problems, and, devising hew Strategies'to solve the ~ °

. problems We need to encouragse teachers who are crea-

. tive in ch.scovenng their actions, so that the :esult:mg

information is of use to them in becoming more effective °

Kfessionals, and of meanmgful mmed:.ate value to the
ldren they serve. .
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ot It is clear that such prohlems as the misuse of language,
- ~ . the inexpensive, -quick 'solution,' inadequate téacher

preparation and support, emphasis on one-dimensional
.evaluation schemes, a lack ef attention to process skills
«can be identified and ‘attacked. However, while an honest
} attempt to redress some of the worst excesses in these 1
L ¢ areas may be essential, it is important to understand
> " that the overall changes required ate more fundamental.
R _'w , Even with the best intentions, the requisite ‘Bureaucratic X
' .ana institutional reorgamzatmn wiil not be achieved
quickly. Strategies designed to effect change in large
(systems will not be uniformly accepted nor uncritically
adopted." Results will not be achieved overnight.
JNhile professmnals, taymen and parénts alike must
. o ., certainly begin by ‘defining problems and by belng pre- |
/. pared to confront them, while they must be willing to
: o examine attitudes, risk misthkes, and nurture :ndnnd-
— il strengths,-they must also understand the full fmpli-
cations of the undertaking. A well-organlzed and long-

' i term effort will be required if the ultimate goal is to ¢
f : — o arxett—t}m-qualrty—uf—11'fe—m-“thruuety. ——
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