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.The National Commission for Excellence in Teacher Fducation
by
i
| Dr. Harold Finkelstein :
/ . President
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The myssion of Discovery Learning, Inc. (DLI), a non~profit
organization begun in 1977, is to help improve classroom instruction
and gtudent learning. DLI conducts teacher in-service training
natibonwide and administers after=-school and summer classes for
children and youth in metropolitan Atlanta.
DLI receives contract and grant support for its programs from the
National Science Foundation, from county and city governments, trom,
individual schools and scheol systems, and from community foundations,
- corporations and individuals. ' T T T
"~ The target ‘group. of -all DLI programs is- educationally disadvantaged §
_minority populations._  DLI has consulted with elementary and secondary.
schools and colleges in 37 states, focusing mainly on large cities,
rural areas and Indian reservations.
\
h After 20 years of teaching, my recent observations are that:
a) students are not learning - they are:
- not lnterested o
- not challenged
. - not knowledgeable:
g: b) teachers are not effective = they are:
v -~ using outdated methods
- not able to compete for their students' attention
\n " '
a
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f' Learning patterns and learning styles are changing rapidly in our
society. The methods that most of us were taught by are no longer -
effective for a large and growing segment of our population. However,
there are new and innovative approaches to teaching which need to be
disseminated to all teachers. DLI has developed cne of these
approaches. '

The DIl in~service program has two foci:

1) REACHING all students = full participation at all times in .
full-class settings; ‘

o

2) TEACHING all students - using interactive dialogue.

p

The three-part DLI methodology:
A) Presentation methods and techniques to generate and maintain
full participation; '

B) Question/answer teaching delivery to create a true interactive _ "
/ experience;

..C) . Recasting existing curriculum contnnt in support of new
technlques and delivery. '

The key elements of the DL1 in-service model : .

1) It is conducted in a school setting (either 'simulated or real)
rather than in a university setting. '

2) Desired outcomes are elicited from teachers, not imposed upon

them. This provides ownership.
. I

-3) Techniques to effect these outcomes. are demonstrated by the
Discovery Learning trainers using students typical of those in
. participants' classrooms. .

~4) Teachers practice these techniques with the same students while
the trainer observes and crithue

DLI in-service programs follow a simple progression:

¢

- .. .a)--demonstration classes at a school - in one classroom with many
teacher observers or many classrooms, each wiLh a few observers;

b) critique and analysis of the approach methods and implications
for the students and the teachers;

¢) intensive in-class and outside-of-claas training for those
faculty who need and who want the program. The training ,
" condlists of lesson preparation, practice teaching and follow-up.
The length of training varies from one week to several months.
THIS TRAINING SHOULD BE CONDUCTED DURING THE SCHOOL DAY. AS IS
ON=-THE-JOB TRAINING IN ANY PROFESSION.




/'. d) content reinforcement and enhancement to help teachers improve
their instruction of concepts they have not yet masterea.

Special’ features may includg: :

- tuqchlng the 'subject mattex using the same methods that are
expected of the teachers when they teach their own students;

- reaching all of the teachers in 4 school in some manner;

- peer presentations, observations, and cr1t1qu1ng u51ng a class
of students..

- demonstration/observation, peer presentations, peer critiquing
using-a class of cooperating students (on a topic familiar to ) “
the presenter), supplemented with reference material for
teachers., '

Saveral factors are c¢rucial to successful training:

1) Having LEA collaboration. endorsemnnt, 1nv1tat10n, support, use
of their space and time;

»
a

... 2) Using volunteer teachers: stressing delivery rather than o
curriculum, proving it will work in their own classes, obserV1ng : )

them teach, v

3) Providing live training, rather than only tapes %nq books; and
lastly, but most importantly, 7

4) Previding follow-up. : " .

The DLI Process of Instruction meets all of tqéSe criteria.

o
o

“

_ - -1 -propose to this Commission that as a. result of the successes and
' ~ intense interest in the DLI program throughout the country,

1) a careful and thorough analysis of this prograﬁ'ahd”othbr
effective in-service models be undertaken;

2) elements of the DLI program be incorporated in pre-serv1ce
tratning programs. - e
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-] am happy to have the opportunity to address the Qational Commission
for Excellence in Teacher EdULat1on today I believe that war is too
1mportant to be left to the generals, medicine is too 1mportant to be
left to the doctors, and 51m11ar1y, education is too 1mportant "to be left
to the educators ’ Thus 1 tome to you not only as a Dean of the Schoo]
g of Education of- Georgia College but also as a parent and citizen. All

v

ethree roles 1nf1uence my thinking.

The g1st of my remarks today is quite simple. " The State has a

respons1b114ty for teacher, ‘education, and we as teacher educators share

” to be made. Teacher educators can't do it alone; we are all 1n this
, together ~ And what 1 wou]d 11ke to do today 15 to share some thoughts

W1th you on how states and teacher-educators can work together

_, <

1. /étate Departments of‘Education need to work closely with Schools,
/ColTeges, Departments of Education (SCDES).

/ Let me say at the outset that 1 believe’ that the ‘approved program

n“: Fdel by which SCDEs have thaeir programs evaluated by yotate Departments

of Education is a good model, and the locus of control is.appropriate.

The -idea of States, through their Departments of Educat1on, developing

‘riteria, inspecting programs, evaluating and- approving orrdenying approval
is excellent and the model should be rigorously and un1form1ly applied.
ut I do belleve the process can ‘be improved in three ways.

F1rst the State Department can he]p by having levels of approval.

IAs it stands now, the typical model for State Departments of Educat1on

|
f1s to consider a program submitted by SCDEs, and either approve or not
!approve it. From the polnt .of view of the SCDE there is only one thing
| .

i
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that reSpons1b11 There are issues to be addressed and 1mprovements-
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tomseek and that is approval. I would like State Departments of Education

to consider the idea of having additional levels of approval. Perhaps
a program could be rated "Exemplary" or perhaps there coald be “Leve] I
or Level II" approval. The effect that this would have would be to keep
a safety net at the bottom of the approval process to make sure that any

progre .nat was approVed did, indeed, meet minimum requirements, but

_in addition it would encourage SCDEs to aim higher, that is, to develop

programs that exceed the minimum standards promulgated by the State
Departments of Education. This would encourage SCDEs to be creative in

their efforts and would allow for the develppment -of 1nnovat1ve programs.

‘which otherwise might not come to pass. ' y

iSecqndlylk I be11eve State Departments of ‘Education can help by . |

not being overly restr1ctjve‘1n ‘their minimum standards, For example,
often requirements for programs are stated .in terms of specific courses

carrying specific numbers of credit hours (e.g. five quarter hours for

¢ ’ '3

“a curriculum course, or three semester hours for a course in reading
, . § :

methods). It would be much more desirable for State Departments of

‘Education to. state -standards. 1n,.terms of .competencies,. .that. is to say,.

Aknowledge to be acquired or behav1qrs to .be exh1b1ted My reason for

~~~~~~~

everyone else is subjected, and when the State Departments of Education

spec1fy that there must be taken f1ve hours in one course and five hours

. in another course th1s bu11ds up rapidly to the point where all of the
/ A

possible hours available for the program have been preempted. This results
in pregrams needing to go beyond a traditional four Lyear time frame.’

Additionally, there remains virtually no  room for electives in a

3

thisais simple. SCDEs are subject” to'\he same 1aws of ar1thmet1c to wh1ch o




program. Neither of these results is a des1rab1e one, SCDEs cannut utilize
-effectively the time available p#ﬂprograms when they are over]y restricted
by State promulgated criteria, j - ,
Third, and perhaps most 1mportant1y, State Departments of Education

need to put a\ﬁevere restriction on the issuance of substandard credentials.
In the state of Georgia for examp]e, the number of teachers certified
with substandard credentials greatly exceeds those certified with regular
credentials. ~The standards that are pub]ished by, State Departments of

Education have sno meaning if they are constantly undercut Furthermore,

circumventing pub]ished standards makes a mockery of the whole concept

;;of approved _programs., In the end we all look bad--aCDEs as we]l as State

Departments of Education--and the pubiic 1nterest is poor]y served
\

2. The 'states must help SCDEs attract better students to teacher education
programs, ’

This is the real key to having better teachers. From the point

of view of an SCDE, we must be judged in terms of a value added mbdel.

Students come to us with certain levels of skills and abilities. We take

those students and we add to their skills and abilities and we may be -

:judged"on the basis of the difference between- how tney were when--they
‘came to us and how they are when they ]eave us. The problem is when the
students themselves\pome to us with very low levels of skills or abilities.

Even though we can add some value, the absolute amount of value may not

be encugh to meet the high standard needed for effective entry level

teaching.” Input begets output. The better the students we have at the)

outset, the better the beginning teachers we will produce.




Hggsimply nust attract better students to teaching if we are to

produce better beginning teachers. The first way to do this is obvious:
, i »
teacher s salaries must be made more- attractive. If the starting salaries

for teachers‘,were ra1sed to the point where they wpu]d be compet1t1ve ,
with other profess1ons whose training lnvolved prdghﬂms of sam11ar 1ength_
and difficulty, more students would be attracted to teach1ng - There has:“
been S0 much wr1tten about this already (e.g. the Rand reportl) more need ) L
not be said: ' T oo

The second way better students can e attracted is to have a Career
Ladder? in effect, because even if beg1nn1ng salaries were rafsed to be

b
)

.comparable w1th other profess1ons a real need exists for teachers tQ ‘be .
:”st111 mak1ng comparab]e salaries after they -have been teach;ng for ten, '“nCVf N
fifteen, - twenty, or th1rty years, In obher' words, money. 1s needed ndt\>

only to get teachers 1n the classroom but to-keep them in the classroom

- a
An added attract1on to the concept of Career Ladder i that I believe

e e ey e e e o i b 4 by o e [ e

it will reattract qua11f1ed women into the teach1ng work force The current

generation of women 1f enter1ng many other f1e1ds as of course they should

“have the’ opportun1fy to do. However, many of these women are of h11d- ,
-~bear1ng ~age: and- w1sh to: indeed have_ ch11dren wh11eh they canm; Th1s has i,-w,”,w,;m
been a perennial problem with woLen in the work force but it is now

exacerbated by the fact that women gray going 1nto professions where

'typ1ca11y prev1ously ‘they had not gone. Women "are finding that it -is - - :
very difficult to. 1eave‘ jobs in. the corporate world- in order to raise

children and then return at the level they were at when they left.

v . .

1. Darl1ng Hammond L1nda, Beyond the Comm1551on Reports, The Coming
Crises in Teachfng, Santa Monica, California, The Rand

2. Tne Tennessee Career Ladder p]an is an | excellent model to consider
from among a variety of plans. 13
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| believe that teaching still offers one of the best profess{ons for the
...~ stop-in,  stop-out needs| of. women in childbearing ages. With a career
ladder 1n effect to allow fhe resumpt1on of profess1ona] duties-at a high
level, I believe that more talented and creative women will be reattracted
to teaching.

3. States need to reconceptualize what teaching and teacher education
- is all about. '

There exists a corpus of research which shows the importance of
the years frdh birth to five on the subsequent intellectual growth of
children. This developmental stage is referred to as pre-kindergarten
years and these years are seen to be extreme]y 1mportant in the development

" of” the ‘child-but there-is very-little-talk of. capitalizing on thisi o
'V1rtua1]y all of the- reports emanating from governmental and nongovernmental

agencies have made recommendations almost exclusively dea11ng with secondary’

'schools. Such recommendat1ons are necessary but are not sufficient to

““improve “our education—system. -1t is my contention that if we as a nat1onw -
| pay attention to the pre-kindergarten years we will be dealing.'with an

_1nvestment that will ‘reap great ‘dividends later on. ~This isfan extension .. ..

Vof my "va]ue added" comments stated above. The better- prepared the children

are as they enter e]ementary schoo] the better they w111 he as they. enter

middle schoot, high schocl and college. oo :

The fact is, that the first teachers children have are their parents.
They are noncertified and they are not educated as teachers. Nheh:Qorkihd
with their children they follow their intuition: sometimes the}lare right

and sometimes they are wrong in what they do.

14




The major reconceptua11zat1on necessary to -improve education in
this nation is to acknow]edge fhe importance of pre-kindergarten educat1on
del1vered by parents and teachqrs We must deve]op education and training
for both parents and teachers so they may do an effective Job w1th these
children, and we must fund and, implement such programs:. When such a
reconceptualfzation‘ occurs and we‘!és a natioﬁ think of education as a
"womb to tomb" endeavor and recogniie ;he extreme importance of educatioﬁ
in tha early years,=I believe that thé*effect 6f this will be a better

educational system at all levels.




