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ABSTRACT ~/

Recent déveiopmenfs in the sociology of occupations and professions

provide a new theoretical framework for analysis of teacher specialization.

~

The power that specia}ization provides may ?é‘&syi%portant as efficiency
in explainihg grow?grin the number of s?eéialist teachers. This paper

) briefly reviews ‘that érowth and qiscusses probiems associated with
power—based_épecialiZétion. Actiom in five areas (state law, pfograﬁ

funding; teacher training, district planning, community involvement)

may help to cduQEeract negative- effects of specializ%%{;n.

0
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L Teacher Specialization:

Efflciency or Power? ‘ -
\ L B
This paper presents a theoretical framewolk for the analysis.of
specialigation,@mong teacher%. Dravwing 5h recent develepments in sociology
of occupaElons-and plofessieﬁsz it takes exception to the rationale of
lncreased efficiency commonly advanced-*for specialization. Efficiency,
-1t argues, may in fact be le$s importan} than power as an explanation for

=¢
, why a growing number of %bucators are specialists, It also posits that

élhfﬂj> economic condltlons may.be %§itlcal 1n ﬁeterminlng the extent and nature
of specialization WlthxnéEhls general framework, ‘the paper has three
vcéoals: (1) to review the growth in gtmber and varlefd of speciallsts over
the past decade;ﬂ(2) to demonstrate a number of ézoblems that may arise from
unfettered specialization;-and~(3) t0 suggest some ways in which negative |

effects of specialization might be countered.

Professionalization, Specialization, and Power: A Theoretical Framework

Traits of a profeseidn. Goncern for the professional status of

»

teachers has been evident fox a number of years! Etzioni (1969) inclnded

e

teécheré, together with'ﬁurses and social workers, in the ranks of the "semi-

professionils." . Good¢ (1961, 1469) predicted that neither teachers nor librarians

would become profgséionals’ in the near future. Dreeben (1973) and Miles

.67) noted & varlety of pfbblems which prevent teaching from achieving

—
~

P Jfessional status. Lotrtie (19?5) commented on the lack of a professional
. hd . N . )
orientatitn among'teachers and suggested changes in the praetice of teaching

~
to ameLaorate the 51tuat10n The theme of _the 1976 annual meeting of the
American Associatlon of Colleges of Teacher Education was "A Profession--
Now or Never!" (AACTE, 1976). Discussion at that meetlng revolved around N

& ‘
a report, Educating a Profegssion, prepared by a special commission 9f the




Association (Hohsam, Corrigan, Denemark, & Nash,-1976).

Clearly, then, there is an interest in deciding whether or not Co

-

public school teaching is a profession. At-this point, it may pa;’ to ask
on wﬁat grounds those cited above have faulted o;Jdisqualified if. In
most cases# the argument-has proceeded thus: certain occupations (notably
includiﬁé medicine and law; sometimes also including university teaching,
the ministry or priesthood, architecfure: dentistry.,engineering, etciY\
are repognlzed by . scholars L ox by the general publle as professions; ' ;
these Lccupatlons exhlblt certain common traits (autonomy, commitment to |

public serv1ce, a base in a body of agetract knowledge, involvement In 3 4

"1ife and degth" matters, etc. ); therefore, to the extent that occupations

" that aspire to profe551onal status (e.g., teaching) share the traits /)

which mark a profe551on, they are entitled to be described as "true"
professions. : ) ) )
Amon%%kociologists, key proponents of this traits model of{' ‘Q ff,‘
professionalism have included Greenwood (1957) and Coede.(1957). Etzionj ' *
(1969) later accepted this approach in his influential work on the Seml—/ s f - éx
professions. In an essay appearing in the same volume, Goode (1969)' Vf:nﬁf' o
reiterated the position and identified what he termed the two “generating" J
traits of a p;ofessioﬁ: abstraci knowledge and‘an ideal o% service. JThe
tree%ment-of Eééiodi and Goode has, in turﬁ, been'incorforated into numeroue
other studies of the professional status of teaching,.’ 1nclud1ng Howsam |

et al. (1976). Others, such 3§ Cox and Elmore (1976) and Ornstein (1977),

have taken issue with spe01€i;s of the deflnltlon or the way in which it o

I’s
is_ijglied, but have accepted the underlying premise that medicine and - L
., certain other occupational groups are the professions, while %eeching i

-
i

is a semi- or sub-profession.
, L 2 , .
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Problems with the traits model The traits commonly associated

with professlonalstatusobv1ously appealto those concerned about the
3

future of teaching-—and this appeal is not dlfflcult to understand
L * «
Certalnly one would find it dlfflcult to argue with the need to develop s
g .
more rigorous theoretlcal and emplrlcal bases for teaching actions, or.

with the des1rabill%y of 1mprov1ng the quallty of professional preparatlon‘
in the field. S

A
5

Lﬁfficuities arise«§pwever, when one~profession (almost always

' nedieine)‘is accepted as the paradigmatic case, ard all other occupational

7
™ > ~ .
groups are measured against it. The.pi?biems which this accgptance creates

7 I

- "o

are various. ' For one thing, the ‘social and econéomic conditions under '

which one group strivés to achleve professlonég status are not likely to

be duplieatéd ekactiy for a second~gIoup underiiking that task at a different
'tine. Perhaps more 1mportant1y, the trn;ts model 1mp1101t1y supports the
sfatus qua. If a profesglon must always confof}'to a set pattern, then

L
ex1st11g professlons are prov1ded with a mantle of legltlmacy, -and aspiring

3

a .

occupatlonal groups are held to a single acceptable model vAlso eliminated

. t - : L
f;gm-consideration are the possiéilitlestzfai established professions may

'lthemselves be changing Cberhaps in ways that will cnanée which traits

?generateﬂja prei?ssion),~or that some of the traits listed may not be

especially valuabie for sdciaty as a wh !

>+

Powerifcontrol and p_ofesslonallzatlon. Sociologists in r#cent years

hate questloned increasingly the usefulness of the tralts model. Hoth.(19:
noteg that, by limiting the discussion to traits, only a "yes or no" decision

can‘be“made abogﬁ tpe professional status of any group. He proposed that a

study of the processes byiﬁhiib;an occupation attains and maintains its I
N = S ‘ ) N

-§ t
\ Qﬁ
P
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as a- profesolon would provide more uscful 1nformatlon about the dlfferences :
among occupational groups than the "score card" approrch which bhe tralt— .
model encourages. Freidson (1970, 1971) appr%ached medicine in this way
and observed features of that.professional culture rabher dramatically
di%ﬁerent from those?which'nad previously been stressed through application
of the traits model. Tbe'developing interest has therefore been in

professionallzatlon (the proceSsgs by which an occupation attains and

ﬂw,./
maintains its professlonal status), as opposed to profeSS1onalism (the' "
. 5 N
description of ex1st1ng profess1onal groups in place). . S )
L] D _’(u

Terence Johnson's (1972) analysis also urges a dynamic model of :

.

meessmns and profess 1°“allza’ﬁ10n- In' particular, Johnson's taxonomy o

>

‘of professional occupatlonal groups is based not oma collectlon of traits o

\‘

but rather on sthe ways in whlch thosﬁf TOups seek, gain, and lose~c0htrol
2 *‘5 K
over the narket for their serv%pes fgéedlal %istance between producer and

u‘

consumer, Jonhnson notes, is gene;ated qﬁy‘tlme the producer af goods and
L. Yoo A e

services becomes so spe01allzed tnat tne c0nsumer (or cllent) cannot produce -

L]

those gobds . rvices hlmse}f. Thls dlsiance Creates uncertalnty on the

r both pro ucer and. cllent about the relatlonshlp, an uncertalnty that
. Do 3

‘must be. reduced 1f&¢he relatlonshlp is to contlnue. v"Power rélationships,”

Johnson notes,  "wild determlne whether Jncertalnty is reduced at the

-
L

expense of producer or consumer“ (p. 41) if uncertainﬁy is reduced at the

client's expense, then the producer emerges,as the dom;nant a;iy in the

relationship and. sets conditions under which services will be prov1ded-

the producer’s knowledge remains recondite and inafcesslble to the client,

Ig? on the other hand uncertalnty is reduced at the producer's expense,-

then the client is in a better posltlon to -set thejcondrtlons undcr which

services will be obtained; in this case, the knowledge base of the producer .




- has become more readily adcessible .to the client.
4 . . L} , . .

Specialization therefore cmerges as.a key pért of the process of .,

-

1

professionaliza}ion. By specializing its knowledge base, and therefore

"my§tifying”~its activities, an occupational group may be able to maintain

~

or, even increase its distance from its clients, and thereby increase contyol-
. ’ v

I

over its clients @nd its work.,
: : ¥<
, Just as medicine has served as the toqsnsione féf é taxonomic
definition of profession, so it has also been a pfimgry object of analysis

by those who would approach professionallzatlon through power and control.
- A

In addltion to Johnson, Freidson (1971, 1977) Starr (1978), and Turner

\-mj//’(/" and Hodge$(1970) have all dealt w;th how_medlclne has consolidated its own

obcupational position 'and prestige. Sociqﬁpgists haye paid attention to _
the way in which physicians hQVe used specializationrto gyarantee or limit

. . . T N - .
9’7 ' . access to particular clienteles (e.g., Bucher & Strauss, 1961). Since

medicél specialization provides such a clear example,of the way in which
contral is used by a profession, it may be warthwhlle to examine it.here

in further detail.

-

The development of medical speciaiism. ’Fifty‘yearsbago, the

average U.S. physician was a general practitioner. %n-1931, only about

- ] _ |

] ‘17% of a1l doctors identified‘thémselyes as fnll—time_speciali§ts.w By
| 1969, howevep, fully 77% of physiciané considéredﬁ%heméelﬁgs specialists-
(Stevens, 1971, p.'181). In 4 rep;nt sur&eyg‘only ébout 1&% of medicél
. ' gfadnates of 1960 repb;%ed themselves as genefél practitionéfsj(Sphw&rtz
& Cantwell,'1976). What is particuldrly interé;ting about this change |

is not so much the-bald:faci of it as the set of conditions under which
.4 * :
it occured. | - )

=
Co
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During the first thirty years of thi® century,‘professjonal medical
» ,
societies and ass0011¢ions ‘Were parglcularly concerned about both an r
oversupply of physrcrdns and the low stand= rds of professlonal preparatlon ’
in many tralnlng 1nsb1tutlons. Stevens notes thaE in 1910, "many small
" towns of 200 or less had 2 or 3Qdoctors" (p. 61; see also Pusey [1925a,
1925b1 and Slmmons [19041 forl. other comments on/Tsdlcal "oversupply")
The publlc image and economic posltlon of physicians were seen to be in
Jeopardy. Whlle a. range of new technical developments did allow new
, s .
.Specialties to arise (asepsls and antisepsls in surgery, new, instrumentation
in otolaryngology, etz,}{ it was under conditioos of real or‘percerved
| the

economic hardship for profession that they flourished

. 1’7v In Johnson's terms, then, Ph/SlClanS responded to a situation in.

v

hich uncertairty in their relatlonshlps TWith %heir_plients was being -
reduced in favor of the client b&‘increasing their dfstence from the

clients-and by mystifyihg their-roles, that is,.by specializing., And while
-

it is doubtful that individual physicians wﬁuld have descr1bed their action

’

as a conscious decision in this d1rection, the net result was “the same:
la system of medical‘seerce in.which the&;pe01a11st—physlclan préscribes
not/oniynmedlcation, but also the-form and content of health care in general,

| If teacners ha&e sought~conseioﬁslf to, foster those trajts Qf medicine
that they saw as.leading to professionel~status, {hen ﬁerhaps'they have alsol
hnconsciously attempted to guarantee thelr own professional position in -
a manner similar to that used by physierans-—by speclalizing. Tge case‘for

‘teacher control of cliepts through specialized practice follows, -

Teacher Specialization Reviewed

Teacher training end_prectice. The current eontext of teacher supply

and demand provides a good *framewark in which to view teacher specialization.-

.
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market conditions are certainly tight for «eachers at the moment. With a -

dramitic drop in the'blrthrate(betucen 1960 and 1975, the teacher shortage
. ) . : . . [ '
of the 1960s quicklf became the surplus of the ezrly 1970sf Estimates by

the NEA put the number of surplus féﬁchers at I%&,ého in 1974, a number
equal to more than 63% of the total number of persons completing teacher
°education prograns that yeaf‘(Graybeal, 1974) . While figures collected

since the early 1970s show that college students are less likely to choose

education as a career today than they were five or six years ago, there l1s

still perceived to be- an oversupply of teachers in many areas of the

Acountry ' ' A e . . )

N
1

Interestingly, there 1is some evidence at hand which suggests that

-
~ A

teachers may be reacting to unfavorable market conditions not only by
(ﬁ‘

4

enrolling in teacher education pﬂocrams in smaller numbers, but also in
_the same way “that physicians did earlier in this century, namely, by

specializing. A receni national survey of pre-service teachers, faculty,

’ . - -

and dezns in colleges of education showed “that, while the humber .of teachers

LEN
Via.

intending to specialize in particular fields (special education, subject-
matter areus, occupztional and vocational education, scheol support

. N A\ -
services) siayed roughly the same between 1971 and 1975, the number of

maJors in genaral elenenb LTy and/seconddry education dropped dramatically.

The proportion of teachers indicating an intent to specialize has thus ' _
. : . - ] =
. increased from approximately 19% to 29% (NCES, 1978a, p. 13)« And while

.

demand for specialists would not-justify'increasTNg the“size of specialist

&

- training programs in colleges of education, these were the only areas in

‘which any growth in demqnd Was forecast (PP« 14 43, Other corroboration’
o‘,f .ft,he reliii!\{ely high demand 'for specialists has cope from several

national ‘SWWeys (NCES, 1978b, 1978c).

T




Further evidence of spécialization may be seen among elementary
teachers, traditionally the 1can£ specialized of teaching oécupat;ons.
The NEA recently'fstimated that elenentafy teanhers working in a
departmentalized setting (as,opposed to se;f—contained classrqoms) now
constitute 20% of all glementary teénhers, ns éompared tn only 5% 15 years
ago at thé height of the teacher shortage (NEA, 1977, PD. 19420). Twn
‘state studies of supply and demand for teacheré have also pointed out the
growth in demand for'specialists. In Oregnn} thé>number of épecial education
teachers, téachers'of_;eadiné, and teachers of nigrant chi}dren innreased
bf‘}é.b%.betwéen 1971 and 1975, while guidancg counselors increased 16.2%,
and librarian$'by 8.1%’during the_same period; tng number of general

‘

elementary and secondary teachers, however, increased only 3.8% durmng
‘that time (Oregon,'Note 1, é;. 32-33). 1In the state of Washington, a 19?7
repért noted, "Growtn’has'consistently occured in the support.services.
area (21% o;er 1970 19% over 1965). This is consistent with the increased
emphasis on utlllzatlon of dlfferentlated staff 1n spe01a1ty areas ‘such

as reu‘adlng, ete," (Ane’t., 1977, p. 27). Similar studies in Indlana,

Illinois, Michigan, and other states also indicate continuing demand for

sﬁeciaiized education31~p°rsonne1
Slnce many undergrﬂduate teacher education programs do not make
! . provision for work in a spe01a11zed fleld of education, interest in '
graduate work may be seen as a second sign of teachers~ intent to cope
with'a"tight job market by specializing. Between 1972 nnd 1975, the ratio
of masters to‘bachélors degreés granted by collgges of edunation rose from-
1/5 to alnost 1/2 (NCES, 1978a, pp. 49-50). - Those pursuing

graduate degrees also seen to nense in which fields their specialized

training will 'do them the most good: over 43% of those intending to do
. . . .
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graduaté.wbrk plan to do.so in high—éemand spocialit& arbus‘(NCES, 19?8&, p. 51).
| ~ The génural }evel of postwbabcalnurewte‘edﬁpation‘among tégchers

has been rising gradunlly for a number of years. 'The‘NEAvestihates that

about 25% of all teachers held mqsteré degrees in both 1961;aﬁd 1966,

By 1971, that figure had grown to 277, and it.jumped to 37% by 1976.(NEA,

V1977}\Sg 11) The Oregon study mentioned earlier noted that- increuses in

" numbers of graduate students were expected primarily in specialized areas
- such as sPec;alfeducatlon and the library—medla field (Oregon{gNote 1,

: g . : : :
PP. 25-27).. , L .

s
Two other'types of dat&‘furthei support the contention that 'teachers

are'becoming more speéialiZeq. One of these is the proportion of £imé_

.teacherg.spend teaching outside of the partiéular'field for which their

college major‘prepared Fhem.‘ This figure dropped from 29% of totai time

in 1966 to about 19% of total time in‘1976’(NEA, 1977, pp. 21-22). 5

Finally, figures on differentiated staffing show that thé\ééﬁ?er-of te'chefs

reporting pefsonal’invblvement in team teaching has growq.froﬁ
“1971 +o 16.5%,in 1976. The number working with teacﬁer’s aides has élso
grown Tronm %é% to 47% (elementary level) and from 16% to 20% (secondary
lé;el) during the same period (NE4, 1977, pPp. 22-23). -
‘_Certainly it should not seem too surprising‘that-teacheré wouid res-
pond to a' tight labor market by prepzring themselves i#:épecialized fiélds
in which Ehere are greater chanées of finding a joBr‘ The individuélfs
decision to enter a specialized field, however, is not the only thing con-
‘triButing'u)increaséd specialism in education. Employmenf'of teach;r—
specialists is often explicitly méﬁdated by federal or staée programs, for
example. Teacher supply has responded to such governmentally-induced

demand before With science teachers in the 1950s and 1960s, and with

o . ) )
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ABSTRACT . :
‘A trend toward more specialization among educators’ is
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viewpoints. Teachers, reacting to a tighter job market in their
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ABSTRACT /

Recent déveiopmenfs in the sociology of occupzations and professions

provide a new theoretical framework for analysis of teacher specialization.

~

The power that specia}ization provides may ?é‘&syi%portant as efficiency
in explainihg grow?grin the number of s?eéialist teachers. This paper

) briefly reviews ‘that érowth and qiscusses probiems associated with
power—based_épecialiZétion. Actiom in five areas (state law, pfograﬁ

funding; teacher training, district planning, community involvement)

may help to cdug@eraét negative- effects of specializ%%{;n.
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L Teacher Specialization:

Efflciency or Power? ‘ -
\ L B
This paper presents a theoretical framework for the analysis.of
specialisation,@mong teacher%. Drawing 6h recent developments in sociology
of occupaElons-and professiomsz it takes exception to the rationale of
lncreased efficiency commonly advanced-*for specialization. Efficiency,
-1t argues, may in fact be le$s importan} than power as an explanation for

=t
. why a growing number of gducators are specialists, It also posits that

"“”{i> economic coméitions mey be %§itical-in§determining the extent and nature
of specizligzation, WlthxnéEhls general framework, ‘the paper has three
‘9\
vcéoals: (1) to review the growth in number and varlefd of speciallsts over

o

,the_past decade;ﬂ(2) to demonstrate a number of problems that may arise from
unfettered specialization; and-(3) to suggest some ways in which negative

effects of specialization might be countered.

Professionalization, Specialization, and Power: A Theoretical Framework

Traits of a professidn. Goncern for the professional status of

»

teachels has been ev1dent for a number of ygars! Etzioni (1969) included

e

teachers, together with nurses and social workers, in the ranks of the "sem1—

professionals.' G00d (1961 L969) predictéd that neither teachers nor librarians

would become prof $ionals in the near future. Dreeben (1373) and Miles

.67) noted & varlety of problems which prevent teaching from achieving

—
~

P 'fessional,sfatus. Lortie (19?5) commented on the lack of a professional
L . B . .
orientatitn among'teachers and suggested changes in the praetice of teaching

~
to ameLaorate the sltuatlon The theme of _the 1976 annual meeting of the
American Associatlon of Colleges of Teacher Education was "A Profession--
Now or Never!" (AACTE, 1976). Discussion at that meetlng revolved around N

& ‘
a report, Educating a Profession, prepared by a special commission of the
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Association (Hohsam, Corrigan, Denemark, & Nash,-1976).

Clearly, then, there is an interest in deciding whether or not Co

1
-

publlc school teaching is a profession. At-this point, it may pa.’ to ask.

on what grounds those 01ted above have faulted or disqualified 1t In

most cases# the argument-has proceeded thus: certain occupations (notably
includiﬁé medicine and law; sometimes also including university teaching,

the ministry or priesthood, architecfure: dentistry.,engineering, etciY\

are repognlzed by scholars L ox by the general pub1;§ as professions; ' ;
theseloccupatlons exhlblt certain common traits (autonomy, commitment to

public serv1ce, a base in a body of aQ§tract knowledge, involvement In 3 4

"1ife and degth" matters, etc. ); therefore, to the extent that occupations

" that aspire to profe551onal status (e.g., teaching) share the traits /)

whi-ch mark a profe551on, they are entitled to be described as "true"
professions. : ) ) )
Amon%%kociologists, key proponents of this traits model of{' ‘Q ff,,
professionalism have included Greenwood (1957) and Cobde.(i95?). Etzionj ( *
(1969) later accepted this approach in his influential work on the semi- f e éx

J
professions. In an essay appearing in the same volume, Goode (1969)' SRR

reiterated the position and identified what he termed the two “generating"
traits of a p;ofessioﬁ: abstraci knowledge and‘an ideal o% service. JThe
treé%ment-of Eééiodi and Goode has, in turﬁ, been'incorforated into numerous
other studies of the professional status of teaching,.” 1nclud1ng Howsam |

et al. (1976). Others, such 3§ Cox and Elmore (1976) and Ornstein (1977),

have taken issue with spe01€i;s of the deflnltlon or tbe way 1n which 1t o

e
is Ijgibﬁd but have accepted the underly1ng premise that medlclne and - N
., certain other occupational groups are the professions, while teachlng ‘

-
i

is a seml- or sub-profession.
, L 2 , .
. < A
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Problems with the traits model. The traits commonly associated

with profe551onalstatusobv1ously appealto those concerned about the
3

future of teaching-—and this appeal is not dlfflcult to understand
L * «
Certalnly one would find it dlfflcult to argue with the need to develop s
g .
more rigorous theoretlcal and emplrlcal bases for teaching actions, or.

with the de51rab111%y of 1mprov1ng the quallty of professional preparatlon‘

in the field. _ _fj'

leflcultles ar1se"€{owever, when one profe551on (algiif/a;yayg_“\\\

X .S .
|

' nediéine)als accepted as the paradigmatic case, and all other occupational

N 7
™ > ~ .
groups ar; measured against it. The.pi?biems which this accgptance creates

' I

- "o

are various. ' For one thing, th? ‘social and econéomic conditions under '

which one group strivés to achleve profe551on§% status are not likely to

be duplibatéd ekactiy for a second~gioup underiiking that task at a different
'tina. Perhaps more 1mportant1y, the trn;ts model 1mp1101t1y supports the
sfatus qua. If a profesglon must always confof}'to a set pattern, then

L
ex1st11g profe551ons are prov1ded with a mantle of legltlmacy, -and aspiring

a ' -

occupatlonal groups are held to a 51ngle acceptable model vAlso eliminated

from'consideration are the p0551bilit1eat;T5% established professions may

'lthémselves be changing Cberhaps in ways that will cnanée which traits

?generateﬂja prniﬁgsion),~or that some of the traits listed may not be

especially valuabie for sdciaty as a wh !

>+

Powerifcontrol and p_of9551onallzatlon. Sociologists in r#cent years
I’ .

hate questloned increasingly the usefulness of the tralts model. Hoth.(19:
noteg that, by limiting the discussion to traits, only a "yes or no" decision

can4be“madé aboBﬁ tpe professional status of any group. He proposed that a

v

study of the processes byiﬁhiib;an occupation attains and maintains its I

- . T ¥ .
~ + N ’ 4

-§ t
\ @
A
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-
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as a profession would provide more uscful informatlon about tbe.dlfferences '
among occupatlonal groups than the "score card" approacn which bhe trait— .
model:encourages} Freidson (1970, 1971) appr%ached medicine in this way

and observed features of that.professional culture rabher dramatically
di%ﬁerent from those?which'nad previously been stressed through application
of the traits model. Tbe'developing interest has therefore been in

professionalization (the processgs by which an occupation attains and

maintains its professional status), as opposed to professionalism (the""
description of ex1st1ng profess1onal groups in place). . U )
- ~ — _(u

Terence Johnson's (1972) analysis also urges a dynamic model of :

professlons and profes 1onallzat10n. In partlcular, Johnson's taxonomy f,;"

> .

‘of professional occupatlonal groups is based not oma collectlon of traits o
- \l

but rather on sthe ways in whlch thosﬁf roups seek, gain, and lose~c0htrol

e “5 ®

over the narket for their servif ess Eéedlal %istance between producer and

e 1'& &

consumer, Jonhnson notes, is gene;ated qﬁy‘tlme the producer af goods and
. MR S '\4

services becomes so spe01allzed tnat the c0nsumer (or cllent) cannot produce
. . o

those gobds . rvices hlmself. Thls dlsiance Creates uncertalnty on the

r both pro ucer and. cllent about the relatlonshlp, an uncertalnty that
A i" ~ [ & y -
‘must be. reduced 1f&¢he relatlonshlp is to continue.’ v"Power rélationships,"

Johnson notes,  "wild determlne whether Jncertalnty is reduced at the

-
L

expense of producer or consumer“ (p. 41) if uncertalnty is reduced at the

(
client's expense, then the producer emerges ,as the dom;nant a;iy in the

-

relationship and. sets conditions under which services will be prov1ded-

the producer’s knowledge remains Tecondite and inafcesslble to the client.
\/ ‘ v <
Ig? on the other hand uncertalnty is reduced at the producer's expense, -

then the client is in a better posltlon to set thejcondrtlons undcr which

sy

services will be obtained; in this case, the knowledge base of the producer .




over its clients @nd its work.,
' * <

it occured. | * )

- ‘ - “~ y ’
- has become more readily accessible .to the client.
4 . . L} , . .

Specialization therefore cmerges as.a key part of the process of .,

-

professionalizatioh. By specializing its:knowledge base, and therefore

1

mystifying its activities, an occupational group may be able to maintain

~

or_even_increase its distance from its clients, and thereby increase contyol*
. ’ v

I

, Just as medicine has served as the touchstone for a taxonomic 4
definition of profession, so it'has also been a prinary.object of analysis
by those who would approach professionaliZation through power and control.
In addition to Johnson, Freidson (1971, 1977) Starr (1978), and Turner
and Hodge¢(1970) have all dealt with how medicine has consolidated its own
occupational position 'and prestige. Socioﬁogists haye paid attention to _
the way in which‘physicians~have used,$Pecializationvto gyarantee or limit
access to.particular clienteles (e.g8.» Bucherﬂ; Strauss, i961). Since |
nedical specialization provides such a clear example, of the way in which

control is used by a profession, it may be worthwhile to examine it.here

A

in further detail.

-

The development of medical specialism. ’Fifty‘yearsbago, the

average U.S. physician was a general practitioner. %n-1931, only about

" i

' 17% of all doctors identified, thcmselves as full time speclalists By

' A\
1969, however, fully 77% of physicians considered themsel&bs speCialists

(Stevens, 1971, p. 181). In "2 recent survey, only about 1&7 of medical

, : S
graduates of 1960 reported themselves as genefél practitioners'(Schwartz

" & Cantwell, 1976). What is particularly interesting about this change |

is not so much the bald fact of it as the set of conditions under which

4

[
Co
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During the first thirty years of thi® century,‘professjonal medical
Iy ,
societies and_assoc11¢ions ‘Were partlcularly concerned about both an r
oversupply of physrcrdns and the low stand= rds of profess1onal preparatlon ’
in many tralnlng.lnsbltutlons. Stevens notes thaE in 1910, "many small
" towns of 200 or less had(2 orl3Qdoctors" (p. 61; see also Pusey [1925a,
1925b1‘and Simmous [190&] forfother.comments on/Tsdical "oversupply“);
The publlc image and economic posltlon of physicians were seen to be in
Jeopardy. Whlle a. range of new technical developments did allow new

. T .
lspecialties to arise (asepsls and antisepsls in surgery, new, instrumentation

-

in otolaryngology, etz,}{ it was under conditions of real or perceived
the

economic hardship for profession that they flourished

. 1’7v In Johnson's terms, then, Ph/SlClanS responded to a situatlon in.

v

hich uncertairty in their relatlonshlps TWith %heir_plients was being -
reduced in favor of the client b&‘increasing their dfstence from the

clients and by mystifyihg their-roles, that is,.by specializing, And while
o - ' '
it is doubtful that individual physicians would have described their action

as a conscious decision in this direction,'the nep‘result was the same:
la system of medical‘seerce in.which the<;pecielist—physician préscribes
not/oniynmedlcation, but also the-form and content of health care in general,

| If teacners haue sought~conséiouslf to, foster those trajts Qf medicine
that they saw as.leading to professiondl~status, {hen perhaps'they have alsol
unconsciously attempted to guarantee thelr own professional position in -
a manner similar to that used by physioians-—by speclalizing. Tpe case‘for

‘teacher control of clieuts through specialized practice follows, -

Teacher Specialization Reviewed

Teacher training end_prdctice. The current eontext of teacher supply

and demand provides a good *framewark in which to view teacher specialization.-

.
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market conditions are certainly tight for «eachers at the moment. With a -

dramitic drop in the'blrthrate(betucen 1960 and 1975, the teacher shortage
. ) . : . . [ '
of the 1960s quicklf became the surplus of the ezrly 1970sf Estimates by

the NEA put the number of surplus féﬁchers at I%&,ého in 1974, a number
equal to more than 63% of the total number of persons completing teacher
°education prograns that yeaf‘(Graybeal, 1974) . While figures collected

since the early 1970s show that college students are less likely to choose

education as a career today than they were five or six years ago, there l1s

still perceived to be- an oversupply of teachers in many areas of the

Acountry ' ' A e . .

N

Interestingly, there 1is some evidence at hand which suggests that
e

-
. i

teachers may be reacting to unfavorable market conditions not only by
(ﬁ‘

4

enrolling in teacher education pﬂocrams in smaller numbers, but also in
_the same way “that physicians did earlier in this century, namely, by

specializing. A receni national survey of pre-service teachers, faculty,

»

and dezns in colleges of education showed “that, while the humber .of teachers

LEN
Via.

intending to specialize in particular fields (special education, subject-
matter areus, occupztional and vocational education, scheol support

. N A\ -
services) siayed roughly the same between 1971 and 1975, the number of

maJors in genaral elenenb LTy and/seconddry education dropped dramatically.

The proportion of teachers indicating an intent to specialize has thus ' _
. : . - ] =
. increased from approximately 19% to 29% (NCES, 1978a, p. 13)« And while

.

demand for specialists would not-justify'increasTNg the“size of specialist

&

- training programs in colleges of education, these were the only areas in

‘which any growth in demqnd Was forecast (PP« 14 43, Other corroboration’
o‘,f .ft,he reliii!\{ely high demand 'for specialists has cope from several

national ‘SWWeys (NCES, 1978b, 1978c).

T




Further evidence of spéci#lizatioﬁ may be secen among elementary

teachers, traditionally the 1ca§£ specialized of teaching oécupat;ons.

The NEA recently'fstimated that eleﬁentafy tea;hers working in a
departmentalized setting (as,opposed to se;f—contained classrqoms) now
constitute 20% of all glementary teééhers, és éompared t& only 5% 15 years
ago at thé height of the teacher shortage (NEA, 1977, PD. 19420). Twé
‘state studies of supply and demand for teacheré have also pointed out the
growth in demand for'specialists. In Oreggn} thé>number of épecial education
teachers, teachers of readlng, and teachers of mlgrant chlldren ingz?ased
by 36.&%,between 1971 and 1975, while guidance counselors increased 16.2%,
apd librarian$'by 8.1% during the szme period; tﬁg number of general
elementary and second;ry éeagbers;,however, ihcreased only 3.8% during
“that tiﬁe (Oregon,'Note 1, é;['32—33)- In the state of Washingtén, a’19??~
repért noted, "Growtﬁvhas'consistently occured in thé suppo%t.services.
area (21% o;er 1970 19% over 1965). This is consistent with the increased
emphasis on utlllzatlon of dlfferentlated staff 1n spe01a1ty areas ‘such

as reu‘ading, ete," (Ane’t;, 1977, p. 27). Similar studies in Indlana,

Illinois, Michigan, and other states also indicate continuing demand for

sﬁeciaiized education31~p°rsonne1
Slnce many undergrﬂduate teacher education programs do not make
! . provision for work in a spe01a11zed fleld of education, interest in '
graduate work may be seen as a second sign of teachers~ intent to cope
with'a"tight job market by specializing. Between 1972 ;nd 1975, the ratio
of masters to‘bachélors degreés granted by collgges of eduPation rose from-
1/5 to alnost 1/2 (NCES, 1978a, pp. 49-50). - Those pursuing

graduate degrees also seem to éense in which fields their specialized

training will 'do them the most good: over 43% of those intending to do
. . . .
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graduaté.wbrk plan to do.so in high—éemand speciality arbus‘(NCES, 1978a, p. 51).
| ~ The génural }evel of postwbabcalnurewte‘edﬁ01tion‘vmong tégchers

has been risling gradunlly for a number of years. The NEA estimates that
about 25% of all teachers held m;oters degrees in both 1961 and 1966,

By 1971, that figure had grown to 277, and it.jumped to 37% by 1976 (NEA,
V1977}\Sg 11) The Oregon study mentioned earlier noted that- increuses in

" numbers of graduate students wefe expected primarily in specialized areas

- such as sPec;alfeducatlon and the library—medla field (Oregon{gNote 1,

: g . : : :
PP. 25-27).. , L .

s
Two other'types of dat&‘furthei support the contention that 'teachers

are'becoming more speéialiZeq. One of these is the proportion of £imé_

.teacherg.spend teaching outside of the partiéular'field for which their

college major‘prepared Fhem.‘ This figure dropped from 29% of totai time

in 1966 to about 19% of total time in‘1976’(NEA, 1977, pp. 21-22). 5

Finally, figures on differentiated staffing show that thé\ééﬁ?er-of te'chefs

reporting pefsonal’invblvement in team teaching has growq.froﬁ
“1971 +o 16.5%,in 1976. The number working with teacﬁer’s aides has élso
grown Trom %é% to 47% (elementary level) and from 16% to 20% (secondary
lé;el) during the same period (NE4, 1977, pPp. 22-23). .
‘_Certainly it should not seem too surprising‘that-teacheré wouid res-
pond to a' tight labor market by prepzring themselves i#:épecialized fiélds
in which Ehere are greater chanées of finding a joBr‘ The individuélfs
decision to enter a specialized field, however, is not the only thing con-
‘triButing'u)increaséd specialism in education. Employmenf'of teach;r—
specialists is often explicitly méﬁdated by federal or staée programs, for
example. Teacher supply has responded to such governmentally-induced

demand before With science teachers in the 1950s and 1960s, and with

* Q ° )
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media speclalists and counselors since the m1d 1960s Currently, federal
- ‘f.

'uand state programs in special eduCatlon, bilingual education, programs_

for ;the drsadvantaged and remedial and bas1c'skllls programs all increase

demand f@r~spec1alized personnel. AlSO, the effects on these indicators - .

)
of state andﬂiocal practice -in rgyardlng teachérs with salary increases
’ \‘ k4 .

. for taking. in- service courses sHould not be overlooked nor should the

L

A‘_effects of 'such other lamge scale trends as ind1v1dualized instruction or

competency—based edufhtion. Nonetheless, economic motivation must be
45

recognized as one factor contributing to speclalizatlon : . ;

. ; . .
Teacher certificatlon. "Legal control over access to clients is one

. powerful device used by specialists to solidify- their position. What if

" educational specialty boards or associations were to seek and gain control

35§3Ver that section of the school's clientele (students) in which they have an

1nterest? .Could prattiee of the teaching of reading, for example, be limited

strictly to those with specialized training? Such limitation might-be attempted

-

either by writing restrictive clauses into local bargaining agreements, or
by urging state departments of educztion to issue restrictive endorsements
y ' ’

to certificates, or by encouraging state legislatures actually to write

restrictions into law.

Insert Table 1 about here

Certification has, in fact, changed considerably over the past
N ‘
decade. Much public attention has been focused on the question of performance-

based or competency-based teacher education, and on the changes in certifi-

cation systems which have resulted from adopting CBTE models. At the

i )

v

L]
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~same time, however, a more subtle chznge in certification has been taking
" - i . L
place. As can be seen from Table 1, the number-of states certifying .

-

teachers and‘other}scﬂool pgrsonnel*in specialized roles or ih_sﬁbject— '
*matter areas has grown.rathér dramatically dver the last decade. Special

education teachers, reading sfecialists, and vocational educatien teachers
I ¢ . n N

érg now béginnKt to, be recognized ﬁy the states as distinct professional
n

groups. Eve hqt}onger—established Eatf@rn of specialization by grade-

level has been ézpandéd by severallstafes to include separate certification

forfearlyvchildhood qducatioan And in generalvteaching, twenty:staﬁes now
: , * " ’ - ™~

endorse or certify teachers in their subject-matter fields. ’

States are also incréasingly recognizing throdéh certification~

) Ea

t - -

teacher—cdnsultants) as distinct from principals and superintendents,
counselor specialists (e.g., directors of counseling, school psycﬁologists,
sockal workers) as-distinct from counselors (note also the marked increase

. L3
in the nruner of states certifying elementary and secondan&\counselors
. . A T

separately), and library/media specialists (e.g., audiovisual, media,

or instructional development personﬁel; see also Kerr, 1977) as’

.
v
'

distinct from librarians.

The fact that a systemgof ere specialized pertification is developing
does not, 5f course, say how indiQiddal statgs and 1oéa1 districts are
actually dealing with those teachers who are certified as specialists.

While the NEA figureé on the number of teachers assigned out-of-field
(cited above) suggest that more a;a more teachers rkally do work in the
areas in which thevaere prepared, the extent’to which districts‘
actually assign staff by specialized certification is a matter that would

have to be determined separately within each state. A general trend -

toward specialized ceftification,_however, is evident.

administrative'specialists (e.g,h-supervisors, school business officers, T
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Problems Accompanying Specicnlization

In the preceding section, 1 argued that specialization within an

occupation maylbe generated by economic Ppressures. But what of‘thffwork.
of specialists'once their province has been defined? Efficiency,is the

‘rationale advanced by most speclalist groups for their specia}?ﬁtatns.g

‘ The claim in both medicine and education is that efficient eéfvice——the

—l A - L
! swifter identify o of problems, the application of precise treatments,

the monitoriné?g-” -fess——w1l} result from spe01allzatlon. But while

these claims ﬂay havé merlt, criflcs“of specialism have begun to note

Problems in provision of specialized services that may outwelgh the advantages.
. iy .
Problems of medlcal spe01allsm. In-recent-years,,medlcine has.
%

\increa51ngli come under attack because spe01alized services that seemed

efficient to physicians did not meet public,expecﬁations for health care,
dritici;; of medical SDeeialism hes'rangedffrom pfoposals for eeform from
" within (e £, McKeown, 1976 Mechanic, 1976) to demands for radical re-
structurlng of the entire health care - system (Carlson, 1975; Illlch 1975)
Ivan Illich has been most bitter in his critigues of specialism, noting that
the bodies of specialists that now dominate the creation,
ad judidgtion, and satisfaction of needs are a new kind of

cartel. (1‘977 y DO 23,,! ) : "; J

/ ’ In particular, the criti have focused on four problems of medical

specialism: (1) feductionism in diagnosis and health care sometimes means
that the patient is treated as a "bag of symptoms" to be dealt witﬁ, rather
than as_a whoie person whose problems may not be eaeily attributable to a
single identifiable cause; (2) epecialists' certification, licensu;e, and
professional autonomy, based on claims of arcane particular competence, may

intimidate laypersons and keep them frbm seeking the information they need
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to make informed choices about ﬁheir own care; (3) at the same time,
public cgnfidence in tb;T;bilities of specialists to apply a "cure for
anything" may lead to unreasonable demands for specialized services, and
governmental response to such demands may lead to further'bure@ucratizatign
and'fregmentation in the quality of service offered (see esfecdally Gildb,
1966, and Ritzer,.1975); (4) finally, maldistribution of personnel may
regult fron the need-for epecialists to have a 1arg§gpopulatron base~and
a constant stream of referrals from other.practitioners (e.g., Stevens, o
1971).

. Another problen medicine has experienced.in»specielizing——referral——
has affected not so much consumers of medical care but %ﬁysicians‘theﬁselves.
As all forms of practice become more interdependent ﬂﬁe process by which
physicians direct Patients from generalist to spe01allst and back again

becomes critical. ;Referrals come to define a physician's ecopomic positi§n

w

(through their quantity), but they also pla& an increasinglf 'v;$rtan§\
role in defining doctors’ "dignity and career success--their very ideh%%ties
as physicians" (Freldson, 1975, p.- 85) Changes in number and distribh{ioq
of spe01ellsts have thus brought with them confllcts about referrals |
EjeeSalso Hirsh, 1977; Shortell & Anderson, 1971),_

Perhaps the irends described above have been re5ponsible for the
rise %n medical "consumerism” overﬁthe past few years. .Healtn maintenance
organizations and lay'participation on pr?fessional review boards, two
Bspects ofumedical care that were anithem% to .organized medicine in the
United States until very recently, are now much more widely accepted
(Starr, 1978). Freidson, who in 1971 championed the "essential right}

indeed obligafion, of the paotient" to participate in planning for nealth

care (p.'180), was by 1977 predicting a continuing decline in physicians'

3

’(h
O
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traditional dominance in healt care and a, br)adening in th\\roles of
Ay s
ancillary health seryices (nursing, etc.) And Yarmolinsky (1 8) foresaw

)

physicians responding to_public critic¢ism of over- specialization*?y

s

limiting access to specialty training. o

/! ' -

Incipient problems of educational specialization. Medicine has

been highly specialized for more than fifty yeafs,‘while education is
only starting,to develoﬁ specialties. .Nonetheless, thert have been a few
initial warning sign%ls-that indicate potential fdture‘prdblems. McDonnell
(1977) reported a dramatic increaselin the number oi‘fﬁmcfessional" issues
that figured“in collective bargaining agreements over the 1966 71 period
Amoné these, tne nse of teacher aides and special education assignment, tWO
issues related to specialization, shoired increases of 612%land 723%,
~respectively.; Such issues were predictedé?o become much more prominent
- in coming years as financial resources %ecome scarcer and "bread and butter"
denands thus become less realistic,
Evidence that. generalist classfoom teachers perceive‘at least a
" potential threat to their position in,the iise of specialists can be seen
in a resolution passed by the NEA in 1978;: The resolution pertained to
L. 9h—i42, the Education for A1l Handicapped Children law; while the
resolution supported the intent of ‘the law, ;o fewer than 16 qualifiers
were'appended, among them the fcllowing:
f. The classroom teacner(s) must have an appeal procedure regarding
the implementation of the program, especially in terms of student
placement. |
o. All teachers must be made aware of their iight of dissent concerning.
the apprcpriate program for a student, including the right to have
the dissenting_cpinion recorded. (NEA, 1978, p. 2131)

B
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. Cautions have also been voiged about the féssi ly destructive
\ ,
effects of a, "micro approuch“ to eduomtlonrl program ccreditation and

certification by numerous separate profess1ona1 organlzﬂtlons Such

L

an approach, warned Koff and Florio (197?),~could lead to "the education
» ™~
profess1on becoming a collection of societles“or grodps each in search

Jof a professlonal identlty" (p. 37). (a nearly 1dent1cal set of points

v

with regard to medlcal certification was ra1sed recently by Chase, 1976 )
5 ~ S

‘At present, there seems to be 11ttle evid?nce -from research‘or

4 -~

evaluation studles indloatlng potentially negatlve conséquences of specdalil

A . \

gation. - One study by Weatherly and Lipsky (197?) d1d indicate a number

of" problo¥3-+hat resulted from state- mande&ed specialization (or provision

of broader peciallzed services)——"retionlég" of services with growth in P

deman failure to respond to parent needs, generalist- specialist tension,

" and local "short—circultlng" of required procedures. Additional anecdotal

reports in both specialist and generalist newsletters and\journals éive
furbher indications, that, as in medicine, the referrals necessitated by
speoialization may generate partioulartfension among teecﬁers (who have
long been trained to see themselves as onf#—oompetent in bhe classroom), N
The title of one such article ("Whose Child Is He——Yours}aM}ne, or'Ours?G;, ¢
Maitland,‘19?6) iflusprates well the problems in defining roles and jo® | (3y
, A

responsibilities tnet may develop between specialists and generalists'ﬁ

)
g ‘8

(see also: Baver, 1976; Cohen et al., 1977; Quinn, 1969). ,

/-

Educational specializa&ion at present does nof begin to rival that

Countering Potential Negative Effects of.8pecialization

¥7n medicine., Nonetheles s, a trend toward more spec1allzatlon among
educators is evident. It therefore seems prudent to anticipate problems

and, where possible, develop strategies to avoid them.' Severai,areas for

¢
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research and action appear promising.
. » ) ‘ ‘
_ Teacher certifidation and state law. The legal dcfinition of”
3 ) - ’ .
, ' o . ~
standards specialist and generalist teachers must meet for certification

is a prerogative of the state: In many states, professional standards boards
_now have advisory (and in two states full legal) respgnsibilities for
':defining those standards. It ¥ intereSting to" note ‘that of 28 states
'ha?ing shchiboards. all include.cl;ssroom teachers (at least implicitly)
* on the board, while only eight thclude specialIsts (NEA, 1976; NEA, Note’ 2) .

The California Commiss10n for Teacher Preparation and Licensiné, one of

’

those With both specialist representation and legal authority, had some
difficulty recently in defining standards for special education personne]f*"~
(McDOnnell 197?) It would" help to know more about how specialist and
generalist groups participate in developing state certification standards,
and in particular abqut how specialties come to be defined as»such at.
| the, sﬁgte level, l,.. ° | N - |
- Little definite information is available onlthe way in yhich_state
< laws that define the scope of generalist and specialist:practice are in fact
| implemeated, Weatherly and Lipsky (1977) illustrate graphically the
divergence that nay occur between the intent of a law and:its implementation.g
nnecdotal reports to'this author indicate that,fmhile laws often prescribe
the employment of only‘those holding specialist certificates into specialist
positions, these faWs may often be side-stepped in practice, More information‘
is needed then, on the ways in which stat?/law either promotes or inhibits
the development of specialization Also, more gé@ds to be known about

de facto definition of generalist and specialist respons1bilities Within

the schools.
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f/ - Federil and st1te fundr~g Federal and state programs have led to

" the prov1oion of a variety of speciali7ed educ: tionil services. bn the A . v{
federal level P, L 94—1&2 the Bducation for, All Handicapped Children Act

'of 1975, has had a dramatic recent effect; the Emergency School Aid Act W
(Esa#) and the Elementary and Secondary EducationiAct (ESEA) have also |

increased the number of students receiving specialist SerVICGF through t%

schools.~ An interesting development related to Pil 9l-142 is that fewei'“

«
—

§ L ’-
A is less obvidus. . The only recent national survey on this topic/
1 “‘/f?”
did not deal speCifically with would- be teachers perceptions of’funding
G o o it

But those in their final year of a specialiZed teacher trainrgé program

did appear . to be more sanguine about Job- prospects thah did__hose com- . -
ey . )
pleting Eeneral elementary or secondary programs (p. 21) %’Nonetheless, . .

) studies examining the link between funding decisions and career choice

é .

. ‘could be seful i
? ¢ T - 3 g . / .
. : e service and in-service teacher education. One common“complaint

raised by speciilists is that generalist teachers receive no: formal instruc—

( : ° 4

tion in what specialist se§Vices are available, nor are they giVen practice

-

. in working with specialists. In the state of)Washington, : ﬁecent reVision

N
I N

N - iy
e ~ . of standards requires candidates for initialqcertificates to demonstrate
competence in the area of "pupil student personnel ", Continuing certification
PN -:‘&-
R e

requires an additional demonstration of competence with referral'agencies

s
-

‘( B and resource personnel" (OSSPI,fNote 3). - The- efiects of such requ1rements,

. N . ‘ o : A la
/ . - ’ B * . ! ]
B

/‘ . . « . e . . o e
N * v ' (9 ’ L - -0 . c L. .
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however, remain to be seen. é
. L

In—service,education programs forfteachers offer another avenue for

A !

encouraging productlve generalist speciilist interaction. P.L. 9L-142

%

" was innovative in pl‘OVldlng for in- serViCe training ,programs. Lit‘lﬁe .

4

igformation is yet available, however, on their success or failure.~

' Further information‘is needed, then, on the value of particular-approaches

tq both pre— and in-sexrvice education for improv1ng the ways in which generalists

-

and specialists -Work together. Quick dissemination of such informatien

to colleges of educati@n will be increasingly important as specialization
LR

develops. ¥ . 3

Local organizetion of generilists and specialists. What specific

ﬁocal arrangements are most useful in promoting positive interaction
among generalists and specialists? A few basic patterns appear to

predominatesamong‘organization schemes. When specialists were few, they
' ’ 4

tended to remain in a district’'s central office or‘perhaps worked as
itinerants, spending a few hours in each school befoge moving on. With

5

the erpan51on of specialist services, more specialists found themselves

attached to Just one or two buildlngs. Supeiﬁntendents in some rural areas

have formed consortia to prov1de special services, sharing specialists

among districts but perhaps locating them in only a single districts -
A comparative evaluation.of different organizational patterns, however,
remains to be done. Do itinerant specialists develop less productive ties
to-students and teachers than stationary ones? Doesgthe rate of referral
to specialists depend on the phy51cal/distance of the generalist from
specialist services? What are the effects of differing patterns of,
central office administration? Answers to such questions could help
districts to define a morc'productive administrative structure for .

. . :
s N

A o »’ N \
)\ s
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specinlist and generalist educational ssrvices.

» Community involvement.. Perhips the most critical aspect of the

growth of specialism <in educatign is how tq'encouragc community‘involvement.

Public participation in making'educatibnal decisions is a value widely held
N . LY -

in -American society. Yet, if the history of mgﬁicai specializa?ion provides

\

any guidance, the specialist's arcane knowledge and special status are
often perceived By the public as being so abstruse that they inhibit even
a modicum of participation in policy-making; How might the public become

more involved in making decisions that cofidern both generalist and specialist
‘ N B ’ . . l\ /”'

educational services? . T .

L

Q ~

- LawsﬂestabiiEhe;>ip.rqcent years to handle placement of special

v

~ education students inc ude clauses requiring parent participation in that |
process. Yet, as Weatherly and Lipsk& (1977,'p. 188) found, "both teachers
and parents have played a secondary role to specialists in the evaluation‘_
process." If this sort of specialist dominance is emerging widely, more
should be known about it énd ways developed to"rginﬁolve parents and
generalists in making placement degisions.

Indeed, education may suffer in dealing ﬁitﬁ‘this problem‘exgctly
because it has had éﬁch a long and successfuf tradifion of communif&j
participationl Sociai scientists who have analyzgd the "consumer revolu-

. tion" in medicine and other’professions have predicted that aware and demanding
clients will force changes in the ways in which profeSsional\services are
provided, ahd that negofiation pf standards will then become the major -issue
between clients and professionals (Haug, 1975; May, 1976). In education,
parent participation has beeg a -"given" for many yéars..‘The danger is that
parents andacommugjty members will accept a role in the definition of only
the general education program, and not press for a voice in how'specygliét

.

Q :223
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services are Planned, Since thosc services are-often funded b& state or

) federgl agencies, and since they affect fewer people thuin general progr;ms,
there may be a fempfation to leave the shaping of spébialist services >
(to the gpecialisfs and to those purents with a particular staké'in those
servisgs. It is importaég:;then, that we find ways of assuring all clients
of thé educatipﬁéiwsystém that they can and must assf$t in making decisions
'about'specialist services, dgcisions that will be increasingly imPoitanf

as educational specia¥ization grows in the years to come.

-
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Table 1

Certification in Educational Specialties,

"1 967-68 and 1977-78

Number of States

- “x’ Granting Certificates
o -
_Teachers . ) 1967-68 1977-78
Specialization by grade 1eve1 " '
No formal distinctions among K-12 .7 10
Elementary/secondary distinction ) 30 ’ 31
Elementary/middle or junior high/ 14 . 10
high school distinction oo
Early childhood dlstlnctlon o 1 8

L

Specialization by role or subject matter

Subject matter distinctions 5 20
- ' Special education distinction 3 117

Vocational education distinction. 2 8

Reading specialist distinction 0 7

Additional specialized distinctions 7 12
(speech, health, driver education,
theater, etc.) : j ,

Adninlstrators
Specialization by grade leve /respon51bility

No separate administr{éir certification 1 3

No elementary/secondary-or principal/ %38 9
superintendent distinctions -

- Elementary/secondary and/or prlncipal/ 39 35 -
. superintendent distinctions
Assistant or associate principal/ 3 L

superintendent distinctions

SpeciMization by role

Additional specialized roles 17 : 22
(supervisors, business officers, '
personnel directors, teacher-
consultants, etc.)

Note. Total within each;"grade level" subsection is 51 (includes
- District of Columbia).
/TN

Source: Woellner & Wood, 1967; Woellner; 1977.
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Table 1 (continued)

4 P

Certification in Educational Specialties,
1967-68and 1977-78

Number of States
. Granting Cexrtification

Counselors ‘ : ' 1967-68 1977-78 J///i
Specialization by grade level ‘

No separate counselor certification . 8 3 A
No formal distinctions among K-12 Ly 35
Elementary/secondary distinction 2 11
Elementary/middle or junior high/ 0 2

high school gistinction
Specialtzation by role
Additional specialized roles Ly 6

(psychologists, social workers,
directors of counseling, etc.)

\,Library/Media Personnel
' Specialization by grade level

No separate library/media certification . -6 12

No formal disbinctions among K-12 -l 30
Elementary/secondary distinction 3 6
- Elementary/middle or junior high/ 1 3 .

high school distinction

Specialization by role

Additional specialized roles . 1 3
(audio-visual specialists, media
specialists, instructional
developers, etc.)

Note. Totzl within each "grade level" subsection is 51 (includes
District of Columbia).

. Source: Woellner & Wood, 1967; Woellner, 1977.




