. analytical "and anuxry skills that will allow them' to read research
reports.and listen to inservice presentations, digest the
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This paper presents‘the reflections of two social scientists re-

- garding an inserwice education program for elementary, school teachzrs.

We approach this task as outsiders .in the world of teacher education.

. Neither of us has had formal training.in teacher education, and be-

'classrooms has beeh as observers and researchers

tween us, we have one year of teaching experience in'public schools.

Our advanced tra1n1ng is in educatlon, but most of our experience in

v

We teach in a college of education because we believe that the
. i e .

- - - .
issues we study and the findings we obtain should have some- practical

consequences. We are very much concerned with how best to apply the

findings’ of our research. Our training amd experience have been in
i

doing -basic research, not on how best to communicate our findings to

. teachers or how to translate our finﬂings_into prescriptions that can

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

. 1 . . <

. . . . N % -
be introduced into teacher training curricula. We agree with Fen-

stermacher's (1978) criticisms of teacher educators’ tendencies to

convert basic researeh'findings int0°ru1es that teachers can apply
pncritica}ly\in their classrooms. We advocate the skeptical con-
sumption of research findings By teachers. 1In order to be able to
translate researoh findings into practice for the1r own classrooms,
teachers need to have analytleal and inquiry skllls that will allow AN
them to read research reports and listen to inservﬂce presentations,
diéest the infermation, and "‘then apply what seems useful to them in

their. particular situations. 1In addition, teachers need these inquiry

skills in order to find out what is actually happening in their own

classrooms, regardless of what is said in the research literature or

in inservice presentations.

Our beliefs are not based solely on abstract theoretical notions.

Our training is in education bsychqlogy (Yingex) and in £;thropology

L
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and education AShultz). Between the two of‘us, we have over Fif-
teen years of ekperlence teachlng and ta1k1ng with teachers. Both

pf us have spent our proféss1ona1 dareers doing field research in
school settlngs. Shultz has spent the last, ten years d01ng research
~on the social organlzatlon of.interaction in schnol and homglsettlngs.

+ This rggearch whlch has been almost entlrely ethnographlc, has - focused

on trylng to describe and make sense of teachers' and students under-
standlngs of classroom life. Yinger has spent the last 51x years
studylng teacher th1nking, and specmflcally, teacher planning pro— '
cesses in naturallstlc settlngs. poth o}rus have developed from ‘
these ‘experiences in schools and classrooms notions about teaching .
that rely heav11y on v1ew1ng the teacher as a profesS1ona1 funct10n—
ing in a veéry complex soc1a1 and psychologlcal environment.

We wanted to state our beliefs and assumptrons at the outset be-
cause we will be wrltlng.apout an inservice workshop we did tor
teachers this past summer - a workshop dealing with what ;e cail

. . .
"inquiry skillsf. We knew we were in for a challenging expersence
when one of the first questions we were asked in the workshop was:
Have you ever been classroom teachers? We had to answer honestly
that we (except for the one year by one of us mentioned earlier)
have mot been. Our qualifications were calle§~1nto questlon, based
not on our training or knowledge, but on our work experience. This
was a familiar theme to us; we are occasionally criticized by our
teacher education colleagues for not knowing abeut what goes, on in
schools., . "
We made it clear to the teacher participante that we were not

there to :each them specific skills like how to work- with special

kinds of childre&,'how to implement a new curriculum, or how to use

q . C ,




- How did we get*lnvolved in inservicd education to begin with?

the "ten best rules for discipline." We tried to make it clear

that 'we were there to help them find these things out for themselves

by prov1d1ng them with some of the skalls that we thought were ne-

- cessary to be reflective and effective professionals. - o

%omewhat hos-

'To some extent, we.succeeded. What at first was d
tlle audience (as evidenced by the first question we were asked) was,
at the end of the two week summer workshop, an attentlve and appre-
ciatiyve one. It is our version cof this story and our reflections on

it that constltute the subject matter for this paper.

!

-

Host\of the courses we teach in the College of Education are what

. are known as "serviee" courses: classes for classroom teachers who

have returned to'school to obtain a masters degree in .some area (spe-

cial educatlon, curriculum and 1nstruc+10n, business educatlon, etc.)

or to obtain add1t10na1 credits in order to qualify for a higher

salary.. As such we come in corntact with many classroom teaqhers

-

through our ordinary dnties as faculty menbers.
"

In ‘our classes, we deal with issues related to cultural differences,

.1nstruct ~onal theory, soc1ollngu1st1cs, and cognitive psychology. We

|
have heard from many of our studehts that the subject matter of our

courses was never covered (or only peripherally so) in their under-

graduate teacher tra1n1ng programs and that we had a gre!L deal to

.

offer, not'related to specific currlcula or inst'ructional methods,

but rather related to ways of thinking about children, about learn-

ing, and about teaching. We believe the key phrase hereé is "ways of
| ,

" ..thinking about." We were st1mulat1ng and challenging teachers to

think. about what they were doing in ways that they ggsslbly had not

done before.

¥
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-into inservice education. As we said earlier, this move was spurred

We would also overhear teachers comp1a1n1ng about the irrele-

>vancy of. inservice educatlon programs. Oor we would be asked d1rect1y

if we could do an 1nserv1ce educatlon program for teachers at their- -

r

\
,schools. In the summer of 1981,~w1th the availability of state funds

for summer institutes for teachers, we decided to take the plunge

-
.

by a (maybe) naiye belief that we had something to offer and that we.
in fact knew some things that we thought “teachers should know.

The Workshop'

A

N ]

'We'originalby conceived of the .icea of conducting such a work-'

shop ih a series of c0nversat10ns with Dr. Eileen Raffanlello of the

-

-

schoolgsychology program. She had ‘been talking to the prlnclpal of
an elementary school in Cincinnati which had recently undergone a
transicion from a traditional self;contained classroom structure to

an open-concepy sc¢hool, where teachers worked in teams in large, open

-

areas. The pr1ncipa1 was concerned about the ability of his teachers
to gd from a sxtuatlon where they worked independently to one where \
they were to work 1n teams. He feared that many years of te hlng

in a self-contained classroom would prove to be an 1mped1ment to

Ie) " f

working closely 'with other teachers’ in’ pIannlng curricula and in
. 7. A . :

working out compatibl instructional approaches.
\In these preliminary conversations, we realized that we.each

had some skills, derived from an training, that would be beneficial

to teachers (and others) who were working together. These skills

were: journal keeping (Yinger), i.e., the ability to reflect on one's
"own petformance; ethnographic observation (Shultz), i.e., the ebility

to observe the actions of others and attempt to gain an understand- .

.

ing of those actions from the perspective of the*participants; and

6
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collaborative consultation and\problem—solding (Raffaniello{, i.e.,
the ability to work and commun;cate.effectively with others in deal-
ing with problems of mutual coﬂéern. These gonversatién% made it -
clear (to us at thsf) that the;e were skills that were ugeful not
only for:conducting reéearch and for use by outside ccnsultan{g, but

. would also be useful for practitioners in dealing ‘with the problems
’

+they ®onfront in their evervday work lives. S

7/ : . - \
Based on the§e conversations, we decided to submit a proposal \

-

to the State of Ohio to conduct a summer institute for teachers deal-

fkg precisely with the three areas mentioned earlier ; journal keep-

ing, observation, and collaborative problem solving - whigp we came
to call “inquiry skills." We planned for the summer instjtute,which
- 7z . . .

was to be done for the staff at the scinool ,undergoing the transition,

. to include two different kinds of experiénces for practitioners:

\

- k]
lécture and class discussion dealing with theoretical

.and method-

: -8
ologieal i’ssues related to the three skills; and a concurrent simula-

tion exercise, during which the participants could try out some of
; . o |
the new 'skills they were ieanninq.% ' o R
r : T ]
As originally conceived, each one of us -:Yinger) Shultz, 2na.!

Raffaniello -‘hould be responsible for teaching égput the skill we

[N .
In the sipulation, one third of the participants in the + -
workshop were to act out the part of a teajher whp was
having management problems in his glasgroofi. The other
wo thirds of the participants we)ﬁ‘to;pretend being othér
teachers in the same school who were to work as consultants
" in teams of two with one of the "teachers" in, .first, id-
entifyinghthe problem the teacher was having, and second,
- formulating potential solutions for the_problems the teacher
- was facing. Material for the simulation was to be drawn
from videotapes made’ in an actual classroom in which a white
mdle primary school teacher was hdving problems in his first
. Year working with native American children. '

1

.
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were most famlllar w1th and that as a teani, we would lead them

s

th}ough the simulation. We ant1c1pated an enrollment of approx-
‘imately 25 students, giving a student/teacher ratio of approxlmately
L3 - .

8:1. The-institute was approved for funding in the spring of 1981,

x

and, after consultation with the school, was scheduled to‘}e held in

August of the same yea
As witb all well laid plans, several modifications had to be made

te the original proposal. First of all, Dr. Raffanlello ‘changed JObS

in July, and she was replaced on, the, “team by Betty Van Wageneg, a
doctoral student in the school,psychology program who ‘was profic?ent

in the ‘theory and method of collaborative consultation and problem

solv1ng» and who had conducted workshops on that topic in the past.

She, 11ke -us, had had no public schoo} teach1ng experience, although

shg ‘had worked for two years as a s€hool psychologist,
Second, although the pr1nc1pal was supportlve of the 1nst1tute

and there was a perceived need on the part of the teachers at the

\

school for such a workshop, the’ month of August did not turn out to

be the best time for“all concerned. As such, only ten to twelve

\

teachers at .the school made a comﬁltment to attend, and in order to

ma1nta1n the - fundlng flom the state and to make it worthwhlle for all

.

1nvolved, we had to look elsewhere for other teachers who were in a
. ) Y - | .

similar team ¢ _uation and who could benefit from such a workshop.

In the end, eight teachers were recruitcd from an intermediate school

.

(grades #-6) in the C1nc1nnat1,system, and an additional two teachers

v
were recru1ted from a suburban middle school;”All three wefe,open-
‘ concept schools where many oﬁ the teachers worked in instructional
teams. o .
~ P K ’
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The institute was scheduled for the middle two weeks .in »

[

August with meetlngs scheduled from 9:00 A M. to 3:00 P. M., w1th »

a one~hour break for lunch. A day—by—day schedule of act1v1t1es

for the institute is contained in Figure 1.

-~ - ) 13

Reflections on Workshop . .
i

The preceding description of and schedule for the workshop paints'

.

a pictpre of an orderly, coherent activity. Ig reaiity, as anyone

who has conducted such a workshop knows, there was a great deal of
fumbling; trial and efror, and confusion associated with the workshar
(as well as some good’ tlmes, 1nterest1ng presentations, and stimula-
élng dlscus31ors). In this sectlen, we Qall'present our 1mpress1ons
of thp~§onkshop. We will also present the impressions of. the par~
ticipants, pased on the written 2valmations the§ turqed in during

the workshop and on our cTnversations with_the tezéﬂers in the follow-
‘up sessions. 4 » ’

The first question -we ;vere asked after we prbvided'? brief antro-
duction to the workshop - d1d any of the three workshop 1nstructors
have any publ;c school teachlng experlence’> i\conflrmed what we al=
ready felt: Feacher; have a-general distrust of inservice programs,
particularly those conducted by. university faculty members. This is
especially true Yhen the facplty members are barely wet behind the
ears and appeared to be younger than many of the woréghop partléipants. _
One way of paraphras1ng this questlon is: What do you young, inexper- o
ienced un1vers1ty people know about what happens in schools and what,
-can~“you tell us about teaching that we\already den't know? After a pit
‘of hemming and hawing, we tried to an\ﬁe;‘both the explic%t and‘implicig

questions: we have had little public é?hool teaching experience (one

.
»
v
. °
. v
.
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Figure 1: Day-by-Day schedule for workshop

; : |
o |

|
. | .
Morning Session

a. Introduction of participhnts a.

-

b. Goals and objectives of the ~
workshop ° ,
Beginning of simulation ex- a.
ercises: 1) meet with par-
tlchpants identified as

L4 "teachers”;2) show them video-

T tapes of ,actual teacher inter-
acting with students; 3) pre-
sent -them with bagkground in- *
formation regarding the v
community, the school, and the

‘ students; and 4) as a group,
formulate what it is that the

: "teacher" is having probiems ’

with. :

b. Discussion and processing ¢f
"systematic, reflection exercises |

-

« C. Presentation and activity; using
journal keeping for planning and
» . * collaboration.
i bax 3 , . a. Introduction to obsérvatjion: a.

meet at downtown location and

observe interaction (no explicit.

o . directions given except to ob-
serve any.persons interacting:

. w1th each other and to take notes

on w’at is observed).

a. Continuation of simulation:

1& All participants view video-
tapes of teacher who is having
‘Problems;

2) All do systematic reflection

. writing exercise (individually);

3) Consultants meet in teams to

discuss, their observations;

4) Teachers meet as a group to
further refine and define the :
problem; ’

Videotapes shown to whole group

of other teachers in same school

interacting successfully with

students; . .

6) Individual reflection exertise
on observation of second teacher.

~

)

5)

/

p—— e

X o
Afternoon Session
Presentatlon. journal keep-
ing - desc ptlon and rationale

Journal ke plng exercise:
systematic reflection

Continuation of simulation ex-
ercise: 1) teams of.one "
"teachex" and two "consultant§"
meet. for the first time; 2)
"teacher" shares problem with
consultant; 3) "consultants®
may. ask clarifying questions;
4) each participant completes

a systematic reflection ex-
ercise on the interaction (s)he
has just participated in; 5)
groundrules elaborated re-
garding interaction among

."team" members., . i

L4
Presentation: theoretical
and methodological issues
in doing observation.

Evaluation of first week

* No class meeting: time to do reading assignment dealing with
collaborative problem, solving for following wayf )

10 -
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1)

2)

3)

¢

) Figure 1 (continued)

‘
\

Presentation: Introduction
to Collaborative Consultation

Communication skills exercise

Discussion of processing of
communication skills exercise

v

z}deotape demqgstration of
o2laborative consultation:

'Collaborative consultation ex-

ercise: problem identification

: R J . . . ’
Continuation of simulation

exercise
Consultants meet in teams

(without teacher to formulate

consultation strategy)
Participants meet in com-
plete teams -(teacher and two
consultants) for collabor-
ative problem solving

‘Geheral discussion among all

participants and workshop .
instructors regarding
simulation

[ ~

7

a. Presentation: Thedretical
and Methodo'logical issues in*
doing ‘collabordtive consul-
‘tation :

as Discussiof of collaboratiye
consultation exercise

b. Group consultation

a. Discussion of follow=-up .
activities for workshop

‘b. Formulation of problems

teachers at each of the
three schools would like
to tackle using skills
acquired in workshop

All day: evaluation of second week and workshop as a whole and
discussion Qf how these skills can be used in everyday work
of participants.

No me€eting. Further ieflection of merits of %orkshop and utility
of skills.
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yéar amohg the three of us) although we have had ov.r ten yedrs ‘of

comblned teaching in a unlver51ty and we weren't there to tell them

.

how. to teach better. we only‘hoped that the skills we were presents- ._
o ) 4 ikl

] oouId be used in helpind them with everyday problems. All we
planned to do‘was to prouide thep with skills; they‘would ‘have td
decide how best they eould be ‘applied. o

“This first-question;.in addition to providing some neaSure of
distrust‘ofqoutsiders, also pointq? out that there h&d been some ‘
mlscommunlcatlon regardlng the purpose and expected outcomes of the
;orkshop. From some ° source, perhaps even from one or. another of us,
the partlrlpants in the workshap had been led to believe that we -were °
.golng to tel), themKWhat tc ao,ln order to work better in teams’ The’
differences in expectations betueen participants and~1nstructors be-
gan 'to becOme clear: we' thought that, we were there to teach the par- .

ticipants some skills and ye expected them to make the, connections .

.between whet we were saying and better team-work. ' The participants

. R . 1

expected that we were going to provide them with some ready-made

-
.

solutions for how to work better in teams. .
o )

In attempting to understand why the difference in expectatione
occurred, we see two potential sources'of confusion. The first has
to dg}with the ways in which the'teachers found out about the work-
shop. There ﬂere at leaét,two eources of inrormation:;the prinei=
pals at the two'Cincinnati schools had coo%es of the proposal for

the workshop to share with interested teachers; and we made brief

.preéentations at faculty meetings at both schools.2 It became clear

¢ ‘ ' ' . . ° ;
The two teachers from'the suburban middle ‘*school were re-
cruited through one of our classes, and they had a better
understandlng of what the workshop was about. -

~

. . 19
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that'we had not done a'good,job of communicating with eithet the
_ 'teachers themselves or with the principals régarding the pur ose
of the worishop. fhas was the first place where our inexperience
1n d01ng inservice workshops created a problem.
The secbnd potentlal source of confu81on also has to do with

" our gaivete‘regarding inservdce_education. One of the things that
we‘didh' }eali?e (or at leaet didn't realize‘the extent of) was
that teachers were accustomed in inservice‘workshops to be infused

'uwitH"knowledqe" 3

In some ways, by retecting the traditional notion
of what an inservice workshop is supposed to *=, we created some
prbblems. We were not prepared to make the connections between
‘what we were saying and what the teachers should be doing. But even

more than that, we did not believe that we were in any p051t10n to

make those connections fbf“them Only they, as the true experts re-

gardlng what happens in their classroom in their schools, are

ion.

equlpped to deal w1th the 1esues related to applic 1
This was not a cop out. We were not going to shy apay from dis-
cussing the issue of application of these skills to their particuiaf
situations.. As 4 matter of fact, referring to ?igure 1, t;me had
been set aside in both days 8 and 9 of ti.» workshop to discuss these
very issues. But we were merely going to act as facilitators and

discussion leaders. We were not going to play the role of expert

and tell them whet it‘wasjwe thought they should do. From our per-

spective, this was not an appropriate role for us to play.

.

’

3Ton1 ‘Sharma, a teacher in Columbus, Ohix, compares this,
process to the artificial insemination of a ~ow in an
article in the Phi Delta Kappan, February,- 1982.
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After receiving assurances from the participants that they would
withhold judgment regérding the purpose of the workshdp until we had
had a chance to present some of the material, we prouceeded with the - .
presentation on journal keeping.- DuriAg the following three days, we
presented material on jQurnai keeping and observation,.;ncluding a
number of egercises which the participants could do to try their
hands at using these skills. 1In addition, during da?s two and four,
“the participants engaged in the simulation of work in teams where two
of them helped a third paréicipant with a "p}oblem". This was a
second source of hands-on experience.using the obse;vag&gﬂ_gnd
journal keeping skills we had presented.

The first week ended with an evaluation session that included both
verbal and written assessments of the workshop by thnggrtiE;pants. In
both the written and verbal evaluations, '‘a number of prominent themes
emerged. The first had to do with the physical and temporal arrange-
ments. The aircondisioning did not work mroperly in the part of the
building where the resouree room was located and the air was often
hot and stuffy. The ch;;rs we used were ;ot verf comfortable, and
sitting in them for as many hours as we did (up to six on an& given
day) was not&conducive to paying agtention. Finally, the length of
time involye& was perceived as being ‘overwhelming. For that reason,
we cancelled #he last day's meeting on the first week to allow par-

‘ <

ticipants to recover and to givg them time to do some of the reading

for the collaborative consultation sessions that were to take place

the following week. A
The second set of themes that emerged in the evaluation was more
substantive. Participants enjoyed the hands-on experiences they were .

getting. On the other hand, they felt that much of the lecturing we

= r
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- workshop, the first week ended.

- 11 -

had done on journal keeping-and observation” was superfluous. They

also wére'having trouble secing the connectiogs between the two skills.

TheSe latter two criticis.s seemed to us tohbe related to each other.

As long as they viewed the two klnds of skllls as being unrelated,

Y

all they were interested in learning was how to do them.
F

%hy they should be done that way did not’ seem very relevart.

”

The reasOns
Since

the lecturbs were related to the theoret1ca1 and research based under-

~.
pinnings of the methods;" and because we were emphasizing the ways in

which the methods complemented each other, we,were looking at the work-
shop as a whole} The participants, on the other hand, because they did

not yet have a sense of the whole, particularly in light of the initial
LS 4

misunaerstanding regarding objectives, confinued to view each of the

units discretely. After obtaining a second set of assurances from

the ‘teachers that they would withhold judgment until the end of the

s

In cbnversations among the three instructqrslzdoubts began to crop
- {

up regardlng our initial assumptions about the workshop. That is,

even though the three of us ‘believed that the three 51‘115 we were

[
-

presenting complementeﬁ each other, and that all of them were neces-

-~

éary for effective teamwork: to occur, we began to have\sbme doubts -

about whether or not we cci%d.communicate that to others. And even

~

/though we believed that we were not the experts and that our job was

3

~

to present material to the teachers to absorb and apply as they
-thought best, we feared tH‘t the teachers' expectations for more
‘traditional inservice education may have been a stumbling block in our

oS

attempts at helping teachers improve their professional practice. In

other words, after one week of doing inservice education, our naivete,

n
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ignorance and enthusiasm began to fade, to be replaced by pessimism

‘and skeptieism. — S .}l\ - s
+ On.this note, the second,week of the workshop began. Partly

due to Betty Van Wagener s presentation skills and partly due to.the

continuation of the 51mulat10n and other exercises, we began to notice

a change in the participants shbrtly after the start of the second week.

2

It'seemed as though t%lking about how people shoulh communicateé and
solve problems together put the other skills into perspective. It
began to bspome,apparent to the .teachers that ih ofder to work toéether,
it was necessarg'to have skills that would allow them to observe their
own behavior and the behav1or of others, to reflect on that behav1or,,
and to communloate the1r observations and reflections to each other.

——e e

In other wordS} the master plan for the workshop began to. becone ap-

~

parent to'the participants as well as to the instructors.

#BY the end of the,seeond week, what had started as tentative ac-
' ceptance and approval during the first days ended in an overwhelming
show of suppott for the workshop by the time of the last day;s

written and verbal evaluations. Aside from the complaints regarding,

physieal accomodations and time, the participants were almost unani-

Y

mous in their approval of the goals of the workshop. There were com-
‘ments made about how they could now see the televance of the lectures
of the firs: week and how what had originally seemed to be three
sepatate sete of'skills now fit together into a coherent who?gp This
enthusiasm for the material presented in tHe workshop was evident in
'tgz small group meetfngs the patticipants had by schodl, where they
made plans for using these skills to tackle a problem they'anticipated

at their school during the coming year. After making plans to meet
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each of the groups of teachers at their schoel for a follow-up ses-

s,

sion during the coming’ two months, the workshop”“ended.

Follow-up sessions . ] - .o
The original plan included five foliow-hp sessions; one session
at eacﬁ of the three schools during early October, followed by a .
session in,each of the two Cincinnat? schools in Janua?y. Due to \
gbhedu}ing probléms, both at the schools and at the Univérsity, the
first foliow;up sessions were' held between November 10 and November 24.
The méetings'at the three different schools'proéeeded in ver§ much
the same fashion. Teachers talked about the importance of pbserGing
children in their own classrdoms and spoke of how the 6bservétional
skills they had learned had helped them defer judgment on students
until they had‘ga;hered sufficient information on what the child coulé '
andy could not do. '
On the other hand, the other two skills - journal keeping an@ ?ol-

laborative problem solving - were not viewed as useful because of time

constraints placed'on them py their jobs. Thé\tyo teaghers at the

Y
s

suburban school were embarassed to report that they had not had any
time to write in their “journals and other teachers reported that they
had used the journals but only sparingly. More significantly, the

teachers complained about not having time to work collaboratively, °,
& . -
either to observe in each other's classrooms or to sit agwn and solve

-

problems together. Their own teaching and administrative loads pade

work with others nearly impossible. '
This last.point - related to collaborative work - came somewhat
N -

-as a surprise to us. Even though we knew about the overwhelming

)
‘

séhedules of teachers and the litg}e free time they had to work on
» S

anything except their‘assigned tasks, we felt.that since we were

17 -
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dealing with teachers who wére working in schools where the team con-

cept was not only accepted but was rather the norm, that the teachers

yould be able to find time to work together at some point during the

* week. ‘This was the place where our inexperience with the everyday -

3

.lives of teachers had its most significant impact. Our naivete in

this regard led us to make rertain aqumptlons about the material we

presented and its utility for classroom teachers. During these

2 »

initial follow-up ses51ons, we learned the hard way that although we

feel that certain skills are important for teachers the institutional

-

and bureaucratic constraints under which teachers operate make 1%?
Virtually impossible for our ideas to be placed into grggtice. With-

out some radical changes in teachers .work schedules, knowledge about- .

s

how to reflect on your own work "on how to observe the actions’ of

-
?

- others, and on how .to work together would, for the most part, go for

nought. Based on these ihitial meetings,,the second set of follow—up

gessions was cancelled.

*
.

That is not to say that the skills we gave the teachers were:

-

totally useless. For one thing, we don't know what the long term

¥, \

. effects of the workshop will be. In the short run, it was apparent,

that some of the observational skildls proved to be useful for teachers
in their own classrooms ,(as opposed to their utility in observing some-
one else's classro 9) and that for those teachers who. used their,

™

journals, however ringly, they too proved to be an asset in re-

flecting on their own teaching. .




»

Discussion and Conclusions o '

.

»

This paper has been a personal account of our de1v1ng into

‘

the area of teacher in-service educatlon. The basic issue we are

dealing with is the sticky question of translating research into

N . s . ) ~
practice. To deal with this question, we have ventured from our.

rolesjas researchers to that of educators.

2

We have both beeh infloence& by ‘other educators who approach

the area of 1nserv1ce educatlon from non-trad1t10na1 v1ewp01nts.

*

We concur - w1th this oew th1nk1ng that the 1mprovement of practice
is best based on developlng the profe551ona1 sk;lls of teaching,
(e. g., dec151on making, problem solv1n94 1nqu1ry, planning) instead
of focusing on specific teaching skills or methods. Jackson (Note 1)
conveys this orientation Wlth its emphasis on teachegs' ab111t1es .
to customlze strateglea and methods for the1r own teaching situations
when' he states.’ : Ty ‘ . '

LCustomarlly, we speak of putting theéory into practice. But '

that-is not what we do at all.q We put theory, or whatever

you want to call the ideas we' transmit,- into practitioners,

where it may serve a wide variety' of functions, only one of
whifh is the actual gquidance of their actions (p. 36).

Fenstermacher (1978) has developed the most t?orough rationale

for this viewpoint. He bases his argument on Thomas Green's con-

o

ceptual change definition of education.

Green (1971) has contended tlLat the purpose of teaching is

to lead students from what is subjectively reasonable for

‘them to believe to what is objectively reasonable for them

to belleve. That is, a student comes to school with a cer-
tain set of beliefs that, given his or.her experiences, seem
plausible (subjectively-reasonable) to him or hers But if

the weight of established evidence available to humankind

is krought to bear on these subjectively reasonable beliefs, .

"~ it can be shown that same, many, or perhaps all of these’
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- beliefs are not reasonable in an objective sense. Ed-
ucation, for Green, is largely a matter of transforming
a person's subjectively reasonable beliefs to objectively
reasonable beliefs (p. 167). - \ -

\

Fenstermacher arques that "the .transformation from subjective
e . , :
reasonableness to objective reasonableness is undertaken by develop- .
g
1ng the student’ s capacity to reason and by presenting evidence for

or against subjectlvely rea;pnaﬁle bellefs" (p. 167F' From this

N
, 6

standp01nt, he proposes that education (and in.this case‘ieacher ed- ¢

ucation) will be most effective when it focuses on presenting

a

teachers with evidence of effective practiee that may be .used to ex-~
-amine onefs own beliefs apoﬁi.teaching. He criticizes the large

body of éeacherueffectivedess research for its tendency to take .
correlational findings and to convert ;hem into rulebound procedures -
for teachers. }n contrast to this "conversion schema" for tr@ns;"

lating research into ractice, Fenstermacher offers a "transformation
p

Bl

schema" where-"the results of the researther's 1nqu1ry are used as

ev1dence, as information, as sources of insight for teachers to con-
sider along with their own experlences" (p. 175). .

As an alternatlve to prOV1d1ng teachers with rules and prescrip-

tlons as a means to 1mprov1ng practlce, Fenstermacher advocates the
presentation of evidence. To this, we would also add the importance
L e

of providing teachers with new conceptions of practice and with new
'wayé of thinking about and conducting their professional ‘responsibili-
ties. The emphasis here is on cQanging beliefs about practice, rather

than ways of improving practice per se.

Pelers (1977) has written along a simjlar tack, emphasizing a V

»

view of the teacher as.a self-directed, ‘critical, experimental per-
. ] . " [
son. He advocates the presentation of educational theories as a

> o
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means to sensitizing the teacher'to new ways of seeing stuoents
and teaching. ThlS v1ewp01nt has been recently suipported by the
writing of Tom (Note 2) and the research of Berlack and Berlack
(1981) that empha31ze the.yse of educatlonal theory and knowledge

_as a source of .insight ghd enllghtenment rather than a source of

speciflc rules or general prescrlptlons. Clark and Ylnger (Note 3) .

used a*8imilar ratlonale in their appllcatLOn of recent\hgfearch

_on teacher plannlng to teacher educatlon. . o %

-

‘As we alluded.to 1n our dlscuss;on 'of the Inst1tu e and the

follow-up act1v1t1es, ‘the crucial 1ssue 1n\1mprov1ng practlce is

\
. not only the holding of ‘certain beliefs (though this is a neces-

“’m sary first step) but also being able t! act upon them. As Fenster-

macher anticipated, "what seems objectively reasonable in the ab;

’

stract can'become debilitating ano3destructive in the conofeteness
of social systems like schools® (p. 181). 1In our\case, we found
this to be especially true of the'inquiry ékills,we taught the
teachers. The flnal‘evaluationa'and dlbcussione with the teachers
strongly sugoested that certain beliefe about teaching had been --

. o
changed. The follow-up visits indicated that it was difficult for

[

most teachers to act upon these new beliefs.

-

How can .this problem be dealt with? If'the social and insti-.

¢

tutional constraints of schools prevent or -preclude teachers from

functioning in objectively reasonable wayef'what should be the re-
sponse of teacher educators? Shoul& we encourage an approach to

N -

= inservice education that emphasizes.the téacher's role as a pro-

5 7 " fessional capable of being reflective and makihg decisions? tIf we

accept this approach, ire we.stuck with the dilemma of providing

» %

o | 21
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« when they try to implement them?

- »

Obviously, there is no simple-solution to this problem.. We see

; two means tg becgin dealing with these issues. ‘First,.we think that
teacher educétors shduld continue to reevaluate what the essence of

professional practice is and what kinds of ways professional, devel-

L4

. opment opportunities can be provided for teachers. We have'cast

(0]

- our vote for VleWLng teachers as professionals and for the importanc

of providing, evidence and new conceptions of practice.' We would

therefore advocate in-serVice efforts like the one described here
!

with an added emphaSis,on working closely with the teachers to see

(A

how thei; new beliefs'might,pe broughi to bear in practice.

is call for-studying more

closely hoy teachers' beliefs are formed and especially the roles

*

that schools play in this phenomenon. What is needed are more de- -

Second, we-join,Fenstermacher in

scriptive studies of teachers' conceptions of teaching and scapol-
ing like those of Bussig, Chittenden and Amarel (1976), Eddy (1969),.
Marland (Note 4) , and Munby (Note 5). Also we need to more_closeiy

¢ examine how beginning teachers form .their heliefs about teaching in
the course of pre-serwvice education. Descriptive studies of this
type‘are being initiéted_(e.q., Robbins, Note 6; Hill and Yinger,
Note 7), but we need more resgarch along these, lines. |

In sumiary, we feei that the inservice'workshop we presented was

successful in that it did change teachers' beliefs"éhout teaching.
However, it was not successful in that we did aot deal with how ‘

teachers were to impléﬁént these changes given the‘constraints im-

posed by the ways\s%hools are organized. Even though buf naivete
regarding the ways/in which schools operate lessened the impact of

the workshop, we still believe that our initial' assumptions regard-

ing what teachers should know and ke able to do are right.

Q ' ) .

. i
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