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theoretlcal and ideological agenda

ABSTRACT

The Hidden Curriculum of Stddent'Teacher Evaluation

Ll

. . °
P . '
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Rather than belng neutral teacher educatlon is grounded in a
set of values that are cu]tura]]y defined.and po]atlcally transmitted.
These values, and their political significance in term;\of power and
contro! issyes go far 'toward defining the educational experience that
students and teachers, both?in the schools and i universities, have."
Educators are generally not conscious of the va]ues that are embedded
in the curriculum of teacher educatlon. . : _ L.

LY

" Our investigation suggests that the student teachlng evaluatlon

form uséd at the University of Alberta .s technlca] code (rather than
meaning) centered, and focusses upon knowledge and value transmission

rather than on a broader sense of education. The form embodies a set

. of ideological—beliefs that lmpacts ‘students, teachers, and _the school - r

community. Student-teaching evaluation forms, although they legitimate .
particular educatlona] "truths," do so qU|etly " They remain unexam-’
ined, part]y because those directly involved in the student teachlng
experiénce fail to see the experience in anything more than. the nar-.
rowest -sense of practical. Our pgrpose is.to examine one student
teaching evaluation form thorough]y“and crntlca]ly to expose its

-
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"~4such as- these .are.. almost never- serrousl) exammed as a personal construcuon of human , R

these forms vary widely becausc the) are fundamentall) lmked to the structures of the” A°

¢ o ' . :
7The Hidden Curriculum of Student Teacher Evaluation-
. : o . . V4

Introduction s o SRR ; h

-

‘Everyone involved with ‘teacher education is familiar with practicum progress report

°

,forms used in sludenl teaching'evaluation. The vasl majority.'of these l?orms (allhough they\

g

may " exhibit varrous structures) attempt to legitimate “the evaluauon _ process b) organizing a

.=

"body of knowledge around cerLaln' fundarnemal regularlues. In this way, cooperaung

teachers and faculty consultants are guided by a set of 'suppos’edly nequal statéments, based‘

\ .
ulumalel) right prrnclples 1o straufy sludent teachers accordrng to leachrng abrlmes
2 . ‘o 8

Although lhese forms generally reflecl a normative structure whrch is acceplable o) a
R .

wrde range of cooperaung teachers and facull\ consullanls lhere should be no mrslalung

that forms such as lhese acluallv create ‘knowledge and currlculum Srmllar to all

5 curriculum "the curriculum’ drsplayed on these forms represents rdeologrcal and cullural blasec o :

“which corne from somewhere.. \,oncepuons of student: tcacher compelence, good performance, . -

and proper behavior are not free-ﬂoaling ideas: each is a construct laden ‘with  values.
By develOplng forms of thrs nature do uni'versilies legilimale' lher limited and partial

- standards of . leachrng which make them up .as unquesuoned truths" Unforlunalel), forms .

3]

beings nor as lools of a culture Users should -not .take'for granted lhat cumculum

. expressed in them is neutral Rather they should look for social mteresLs embodled in the .

»knowledge ‘within the form itself . In addition, there can be no doubtv that lnlerpretallons of - =~ -

a

various socxal cu]tural .and rdeologlcal orders, in which the ‘users exist.

Too oflen ‘the currlculum espoused by these forms is taken’ at face value by its

users. There is a danger in this. We must hwd Pinar (1975) in his urglngs “to recognlze

'the need for 1nqulry into". .the deep- level structure and mtem base within Wthh curriculum

N s
is couched Others have also\alerled us to danger whelher lmenuonal or unlnlenuonal

" included in currlculum Polanyl (1966) has descnbed the idea of tacit knowledge Apple




'reproduce fhe .capnahsuc socxely in whrch xt ,exrsls.

studem leacher e\'aluatxon form in an auempl 10 brmg 1o lhe surface the meanings,

4

-

(:1979) has- further developed lhlS theme lO lalL of a school system whrch serves o

-

Ilhch (1972) drscusses “the . concepl of

‘the. hrdden currrculum Freire (1970) speaks to people. who have been programmed xmo

conformrty and therefore are a parl of a- culture of srlence

Each of these educalors suggests that learning does .not take place onh on the "face”

of what 1s learned Mcanmg and values' are reproduced and lransmmed b01h on the surface

a

structures and concomnamly in deeper structures. Thus it ‘1s'.1hat a form used for the

evaluation ‘of’ student leachers is more than a form used to evaluate; it .is a cufriculum

3 M ¥ . ‘} . * ) . ¥ 0 . . ;
document. We believe thal» as a prece of curriculum it has been designed, whethér

delibcralely or not, with intention. Our purpose 1s 1o crmcall\ anal\ze ohe parucular

values,

N .

~. and’ xdeolomes that . lie' within Ail. o . .

O
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. — Facuity of Education  PRACTICUM PROGRESS REPORT CULMINATING PRACTICUM

- Name of Stugen

Dates of the Round

‘Program

N School *

" Subjsect ‘and/or Grade

O Elem [J Sec. Majot

O 1A./Voc. Ed.

" Cooperaung Teacher

Facutty Consulang

-

Round! [ Mupoint O Final

Round il 0O Migpoim O Final

..

NOTE:

1. This document 15 an indicator of growth toward professional competency and is NOT FOR USE AS AN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE

2. Piease refer101he currenl Practicum Handbook for mstructions belore compleung 1h|slorm

. Evaluation: Check’
appropriate responss X

»[m

£ v

g E - Commenrs regarding main strengths
and areas needing amprovement

. v

“F|Ed
it

A

w sBureay
olnuv

LESSON PAEPARATION
1. Untt plars ot
-— appropristeness of ab,.:mni
— divison mio lesson packapes
— prepsration of matarals
— evsluzion of pupsl progress .t
1  of tescher eft

2 Lesson pans
— definmon of objectves
— pianning of proceaures.
— salecton of axis
L — praparation of maienals .
-— adapting 1o StUBTIONS

‘Math ~S"er'sglhs.

— appropristaness of lmcm i J
TEADHNG SKiLS .
Moivation .
,2 lllu-sumng/-whmmg o
- clarty t
- lwoo'manm of axsmples
— checking for understanding
3 Queshoning .
— .moum
— distr oulion thrpughout clnss
— sultabuity
— Gevelooment
"4 Instructional axts . .
— suttcent use :
— sunaddmy
— neatness
— organuation
5 Discussion
6 Pace dwuonof ume
COMMUNICATION SKILLS .
7" command of Engleh
quainy of voce R
enUNCIETON and ProNUNCHINDN
sopropriateness of anguage
praming/handwriing .
i non-verbal
RELATIONSHIP WITH PUPILS ',
smpathzes and gaing respect
sware of indmdusl diflerences and needs
abslrty 10 securs snd hold class amenhon
- CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
1. Handling rounnes:
YT T s sembling and dismassing - -
— dusubuton of matsrisls
~— feporting stiendance
— grouping tor enstruction .
2 Dscpline
N — wwarenessof codes o amcua
— apolcaton of codes of conduct
3 Self-conp

ol
PROFESSIBNAL AND PERSONAL OUALﬂ'lES °

annuoe
intistrve . 1
vnainy
sense of humor
. BCCEDIS ANG ACIS ON SUPEIVISOTY 3UQY

LY

Areas Needing improvement

Supportive Stasment

relatipnships with community
relstionshs with collesgues

For this vound {please check one at 1he time of making the Final Evaluation for the round).

] S-us{-mory Recommend that credit be granted. O Not slushmouly complewd. Recommend fidditional Culmmaung Pr.cncum expenenCes

0O Uns

Date.

atistactory. No additional Practicum expenences --comm' nded,

S:gnnure ................

NOTE: Mid-point forms ore retained by the evalustors and the student teacher.

O Cooperating Teacher

Distrdunon Green-

nt, Blue—or ]

O Faculty, c°nsuh-m
¢ But—Fie}d Services

[
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Anderson (1981) makes . a case for analyzing currxculum materlals in a .new and ' . T

> IESERIR
'xllumxnaung wa) His work xs based on lhe antique “concern of phxlosophers such as,
. Aristotle, wnh lhe rhetorical arts and thexr connection wnh the moral conduct of human
“affairs. Anderson founds hlS arguments on the detaxled analysis of texts. He® explains how
. ta.recognize'and anlalyze rheloncal usages so that curnculum users can evaluate the worlh
of ma}erials-. 1In essence-,' he has provided a deeper nouon‘-of cumcnlum analysis.
Anderson's‘_.analysis .begins ;Yith the gext;' ;‘>oi‘nls made are synlhesized in resphnse 10 o
,is_snes' generated ;whxile reading’ the Iext. Knowledge of ihe Q‘orld ;ouleide.,the lexl is used -as
.a res;').onse 1o .isénes- ‘in the text rather .1han as a way of'selecung issues ,-from .lhe lexl.. ‘
. The type of lextual anal\sxs presenledu by Anderson addresses th inter- relauonshxp of lhe,
‘ text as wel_l as the xdeas. It must “be remembered that words oﬁen meari more 1han. lhexr
literal def‘inilic')n beeause_the_v can suggest things by activating Understandmgs ‘that readers

carry with_ them. Using Anderson's approach, ‘we hope ‘1o, expose the nature of the social
. : ' . - L < :

and _edpealiona‘l context in which the selected form was produced.

[

An Emphasis on the Technological Metaphor

Richard Hofstadler. (1962), in a book enmled Anu Intellectualism _in Amencan Life,

... notes the existence in societies of ‘what he calls "God ler-ms and "Dev1l terms. "God"

T leTmS are; essenuall), terms Wthh carry wuh them meanxngs connotauons and nuances

which are alwavs good.- (For example, motherhood, for the majomy of people, .is a God"
L . e

term.) “"Devil” terms, on the other hand carty bad meanxngs, connotations, and nuances. —_—

(For example it would be exlremely difficult to be a successful junior. high school teacher

if your lasl name were Hitler.) For the past 350 years smce the radical mfluence .on

human’ though_L exerted. by Bacon, Descartes, Newlon, and Locke, the notions of scxence .‘_
S . % .

and technfnlogy have been. "God"™ terms - The Weslem tradition .has seen sciencé and its B

o Tesulting technology as ‘the "Novum Organum, Lhe new tool, which would affect progress

and positive "social change. The road to progress has 1been seen as "the enlarging of the .

r 0
‘




-ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

»

[
Y

bounds of human emp'ir'e, to the effecting of all things po'ssi%le," (Franci's Bac?n,‘ Novum

Organum, Book 1, Aphon‘sm 2). In other words, Bacon was _slating- that the toad 1o

progress was through conlrol* and manrpulauon of man's envrronmenl

.. Whrle the exlremel) posmve natures of *the. lerms scrence and. technologv mrghl have

’waned in more recent years, they have become _i-rrgrained into our rhrnkrn‘g in Western
society Chapman (1981) in her Tesearch analyiing the namre 5r Albeﬁa’s inserv‘icelfrom a
. rnelaphorrcal perspecuve descrlbes the lechnologrcal rrelaphor as hnear focused on . |
means- ends, ‘starting from objecmes and workrng to producls emphasrzrng packagrng and
sugaesune lhal all people ‘seen with the same, problem should be apphed"‘wrlh the - ‘same
solution Clearly since lhrs form was lo be used at both the elememar) and secondar)

o L

levels and with all SUbJCCl areas’ (rncludrng Industrial ‘and Vocational Educauon) this =

Q

Pracucum Progress Reporl is lechnologrcal Oslensrbly it is seen as possrble to develop ‘one
.form (package) which rs ‘suitable for all srtuauons and all- people For e\ample ‘the  notion

of the conle\lual or subslanuve drfferences between an. elementar) readrng class and a

©

senior. high auto-mechanics class is nol seen as, 1mportan1. The user of the rnnovauon (the

s

e»aluauon form) has, the task of applying ‘it to the -situation. o -

‘Lrsungs under Classroom Manaeemenl point fo the one way top- down nature of

education. Classroom managemenl, a_ccordrng to this form, 'is something whrch _lhe student

_teacher effects, Since. each note under the heading refers to an action that the student

° CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT *
. , Handiing Toutines ' Yy
— assembling and dismamsing . . ¢
. - — dxtouton of materials
L . : — teporung stiendsnce
Figure 1 ., -~ — groupng for insmruction

-

téacher does,, lhe focus of the leachrng is viewed as one way. The sludenl teacher

assembles, dismisses distributes, °repon.s and groups Thrs view is also apparenl in the notes

undér- Lesson Pregarauon and Teachrnz Skrlls knowledge is vrewed as. a commodrty to be

dxslrrbuted and rl is drslnbuled il one way--from the studenl teacher lo the studenls The

g  BEST COPY AVAILABLE

-
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LessoN msM 1 Moivatien ) S N -
Una pla ) 2 Nlustraung/amplaining , - '\

T, — =oproprisaness of objecinves I j ety _ )
. W = gnasion mio lesson packages | ) = T iatenoss of aximples : .
- — preparation of metenals. . _ ] - DI 0 g for undersundmg - )
. - 5 - eveluwion of pup progress , 1 « . a Ou:nn:\mo
- — evalualon of teacher ettectivenass . T - gy b
2 pian ) — distrioution throughout clnss
¥ — gefinmon of obyecmes . . ] Z romebirty )
— planning of procedures . - ‘ . develooment
- : . Temeamncleds : : & instructional aids
N X — preparavon of mmecials . e use
) — adaping EAUALIONE . . . sunabiny
— approprsiensss of lesson ev v, - — nesness , - . TS .
: ' ~e ‘ ) — organzstion . T
: . * e & Duscussion . .
fovre ' B . 6 Pace dwision of time. - e - )
Figure 2 L - N . " . _ - . )
. . S - .
oo o . N . . . e

=

n R . N : ]
N

student” teacher plans, énotivvales, illustrates, questions, discusses, and develops instructional

.~y

v
-

> aids. Why is lhere not, for.example, a nme-lo the efféct that the student- teacher is . | .
< . "able to learn from the students"' It appears that the nature of the studem leachnng
4 .
experience is nol'socially interactive' it. is lincar and technological. Inleresungl\ lhe one‘-wa_v e
rd S’ - ~
nouon also has 1mpacl (ma»be grealer 4mpac1) m the fac1 that lhe student 1eacher s own >
c evaluation is one-way from the cooperaunz teacher or university “consultant to hxm or her, -
. . i . S
There is. no sfster form where Lhe studenl can 'évaluale hxs or her leachebrs nor is lhere a - .
form whose purpose is 1o sumulale lnleracuve dxalogue belween anvone .
. Because lhe form follows the lechnologxcal melaphor objectives are given the first .° - -
< : . @ .
- © priority. In both 1. Unit Plans and 2. Lesson Plans ob)ecuves precede leachxng The
.. T - :
r LESSON PREPARATION ) o 2 pians
1, Unnplars
— » of by . ~— dehinion of pbjectives
T e o o pacsages = anming ofprocwdores
e e reess , = reparon of el .
- — evalustion of 1eacher ettectiveneis ™ D . R ::;Tu‘;l:::::::uonwnl;nlon . .. (
Figure 3 . o ~ L Lo T e et

Ky

implication here_is thal'proce'du*res. 'exi51 10 achieve objectives. The view thal education is
scinetimes Sponlaneous unplanned or lnsugaled by the*students is: comp1elely missing from

' A
; tbe form and, one must beheve is seen as forexgn to lhlS educauon 'EPe technologlcal

i

meLaphor is seen’as apparenl in phrases like dmsxon into ]esson packages The focus is *

s

clearly assembly -line- hke wnh 1e530ns belng packazed we suppose, much like frozen food o
|
|

Lo et OOPYNAUBIE
~EN{C . ’ ) “ - '. 9

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'l‘he\ are obvroUs‘y seen as commodmes surlable for.dehvery to sludenls, . . -

K -

Under 1. Unit P.lans (Flg 3) the notion” of evaluallon is linked dlrecll) o

3 ~

N , "progress. And the fact thal lhlS progress lS conlamed in calegorres Wthh also conlarn
. lernlsllke objecuves and dmsxon into packages show ‘the linea‘rily\of the evaluative act.
It is no accrdenl !:hat pupll progress is ued to leachern effectiveness.. The implication of ,mié
marriage de-noles Ehal, lhe nat’ure of edncalion and leagh.ing -is elearly ~rneans-end.and that
education * is accountable. If 1he end has- been' reached, the means Wwere appr-oprial's. "'l'o' fus.
this is'logic 'sua'ighl from ihe. Richard Nixon\'scli‘ool of pragmatism, wilhi'lhessarne

»polenual oppor;unm for inte nnonal cifcumstaniial, ‘unethical action as for ethical. action.

The title of the selected 'evalualion form (Practicum Progress Report Culminating

Practicum) also leads’ us towards the piecemeal nature of teacher education. .This form- is

"+ the activity- that cuylminates practicum, "Practice leachlng “and "real 'leaching""aren

P

differenliated wilh the: 1se of‘lhe le'rm culmlnaung. The culmlnallon of pracllcum mveans‘

v «

lhat the pracuce of leachlng -is over “In this deflnmon pracuce/pracucal is seen in an

[

- mcreasmglv lechnlcal sense. Practice happens before the real lhlng and, ‘'when the real lhlng

>

~ ‘comes, lhere is no time for pracuce or,. for lhal mauer no nee_dfor pracuce Wllh the -

initiation comes the” knowledge In a cynlcal way, we wonder wheLher studenl leachlng
. 5.
,lhls ‘sénse; is srmllar to the "hazmg"*oflen. used as a'part of fralernllyf.rlnmauons.

The nouon of aids in 2. Lesson Plans ‘and 4. Teachlng Skllls is 1n1eresung to

. .explore. The fact <that aids_;exisls as a. sub-calegory urider teachlng skills attests 10 its

.ow i ) . o ¢ ' B
e e s . ’ TEACHING SKILLS - L3 N
' T R basson plans., ' - — 1 1 Motvanon ‘ IO
. —::imnm::tr:::‘; . - - - 2 lllmmn@/tmwmr\g
== planning : = clarmy
T — selection of 803 - -« approoriateness of axamples
% . — praparation D"‘ ":‘"::l‘ L ° — checking for undem-ndmg
‘ - — adspting 1O BAPAIONS : © 3 Questoning Lo
— approprateness of lesson & - t T amount : ¢
. e — ghstroution throughoun tlass -
" — susabiiity
— Oevzicoment
4 Instructons! axds
— sutticeent use
~— surabiity
— nestness
— organzation - : : !
: § Discusson . : 1
o . . ! . & Pace, drvision of ime . 1

Figure 4 ° ' ' T . .

] v » . . B H
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\lmportance Plty the poor student teacher ‘who attempts to teach wuhout aids. *To -us, thgnn
bl

3 % »

1rnphcauons are 1nterestlng One is- that teachers are not excmng enough 10 carr) the .focus

of the class alone; lhal-lS',' wrthout nelp One must .haye an ald--help A second - ) ]g’

*

rrnphcauon is that ‘help is inanimate; it _is _not’a person. The l'act that an aid ,rather. than

. an arc’l‘e is used reinforces the notion ‘of the te-acher as on'eval‘one., dealing with the f\-'

) ., students'as many..-' A'l'he i-clea_'is_. economicalfy 'ef'ficien;t'. Should the fo'rrn Ncarry/‘a category, k _— L
. . . . . . X R
named "Use of <aides,” "we. b‘elieve that the student teacher would‘ be encouraged‘ andf in v -

fact, directed to utilize another person or persons for ‘instructional assistance within the

q - e Y n PR R

context of the class ‘We regret the- belief that a teacher ShOUId work alone_in a " S . ®

. , . - B ’

classroom. In. this form, followed carel'ull), the elevat;on of other students 10 peer- educauve

LA

roles’ seems unlikely. If the teacher wants an aid, that a1_d_ is vrewed as a pill for an // " v T

- [}

e illness, as opposed 10 a human 'pe‘rson who teaches‘ and .counsels_, This form was created
within an historical time period where knowledge of things rather than kiowledge from . -
people ‘was seen as most important. = | : ' : .

[ . 5

L "Selestion .of Aids" under 2. Lesson Plans (Fig 4) carries a third assurnptlon about

. alds AldS exrst in some manufactured form whlch are catalogued stockpiled and selected

- as approprlate The 1mplicauon is that the teacher is viewed as a dlspenser of information,
\ K
- using alds o help, as opposed to a bullder of curricula’ where a1ds are bUl]l by the

teacher to. frt that teacher s own - rntents and acuvmes Ards'are seen as existing. in a type
of supermarket where one selects rather than bullds .The best aids, it is implied, are rhass

producéd rather thah individually produced. This-statement is ,supported by criteria used o -

e judge .aids in number ‘4 junder Teaching Skills: sufficient use (number), neatness _ .
R Coe : ’ . '
i 2 ’ < > -
r X . . ) . ) - . ‘
‘ . TEACHMG SKILS . . ' . » R ‘
4 Irmrumbﬂqlmds <, . . - . .
L. / < suthceent use | - .
. °- 7 — suntabiy ,
. . . - “— Pestness .
Figure 5 .o Towenaiten

(market-produced_ aids’ are often more appealing), and organized. We believe that such a . N

< ¢

- T .

T ST mPv AVAILABLE




.education.

“believes Vp_a»ckagugg and marketing are crucral factors in the "selling” of merchandrse from a.

_ conceptualization of aids does two things. First, if teachers are to select aids from a

common stockpile it ‘moves toward homogeneous education. Second the notions of number . =
) . e . N . .
and the'neat.ness-.(quality control)A of aids smacks of piecework. We ',unders_tand -the .

dependence upon aids for teaching as a support f'dr.,the, technological metaphor in teacher

“ - . o . ) o

%

- Under the category entitléd'ﬁCommunication Skills, the focus on icommand of English,

quality of voice, enunciation and pronunciation, printing/han'dwriting, etc., shows a strong -
(1o the point of. almost ignoring other ,qualities)v focus - on the teacher as a delivery svstem.
Each of the components in this category'focus"on one-way delivery--from the teacher to

A4

)

COMMUNICATION SKILLS - \ . 4
command of English - - |
- quality of voice i
enuncistion and pronuncistion” .
. . 200roprimieness of languape . T
o T printing/nRancwaTting . o . . -
© non-verba! . - - . -

Figure 6 S . L NG

- ) . * . ¥

the students Thrs category also assumes the posture of the 1echnolog1cal metaphor that

st

S

producer 1o a consumer. Also, several assumplrons are mzde, some of Wwhich have been

-
1

menuoned before.-For one thing,- the student is a passrve consumer who can be persuaded

e

. 1o buy what is attractrvely presented and drsplaved Second the best t achers are good

-t t,

dehverers Substance and character are secondary to presentauon content is secondary for .
form.fThis in fact assumes that the nature of educuon is not subslantxve lt is a -surface

transfer based upon shckness For if it Were substantive~ would we ot be assurmng

B

that teachers were communrcaung some substance" There is. not, in the entire form, a

category where the surtabrhty of content is Judged -The focus of the whole form as we N

)

see it, is’ superficial ‘We call this’ ‘the "whiter teeth and fresher breath syndrome.» In bemg T

» - . -l\ ‘ . . . ’ . . = B ) T . ,‘ ! 0 R
" - critical of a socret_y where it is obvrous (e.g., statistics on marnage and home breakups)

e
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that relatronshrps between people lack depth’ of substance we lament lack of substarrce in

!

rdeas of the c1assroom as a commumty, or teachers as critical judges of content for their.

- - o
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students. ‘We " are .afraid that prospective teachers are encouraged by~ this form to

concentrale - upon lhernselves_‘-’-teaching_inLo a video-tape as a mirror--as .opposed t0 a real
N 6 .. - '.' ,. . - -
undersianding of teacher and student. communication. “We believe that the more time spent

o®

z

~on Tprimping” ourselves 1o become teachers as deliverers, the more narcissistic we become.
. ™ - i
' . . . ' S . 'x~. . .. -
'.9 In such an educalion._\sludenls become increasingly more objectified as "audience,” or

ignored altogether by sclassrooms sometimes eonsli;pa'_l‘ed “by plans. - .. s ;.-A_,.e-_.wm -

L : ~

Fd,rlunately_ we can recall inslances where this focus on delivery and,:in .extension,

lhe possxbxht) of a narcxssxsnc paranoia, does not exxsl We have walched Yves, .who could

.- - we—

—- S

L : hardI) speak Enghsh noL._on]) survxve ‘but lhnve in an Enohsh classroom: and ‘Bill, who

. ~.wasa’ donstant stgterer, ace .smdent .teachxng. We hear lhal ‘thes¢’ men continue to teach
.(' l.,: . v ) - . ) . . - - . ,
and, from' speaking to"“a-parent of a child in Bill's class, express a real knowledge and
sensilivil\‘ about lhe .needs and futures- of individual‘sludents It is, dare we say; more
,.. - - bad “a b ﬁ .e.
. valuab]e that? lhese men ho]d,LreaI passion for leachlng and a Iove for their students . L
«r’ 1han have a shck'delwer’mould’ Yves and Bxll fare as sludent leachers w'e' wonder. .
R B o
when evalualed with a form which has sacrxf'xced soxﬂ fqr lechmque'7 . .

. %

o As we made the. sludenl teacher evaluauon form problematxc and loored_at.it- :;F
. , RE ’ ¥
'crmcally one quesuon we asked ourse]ves was: "When can (and when should) evalua'uon"

v A ]

. best take place"" The focus "an progress in . thxs form is -that it lakes plaf‘e in, small linear
S o
increments lowards some goal--ln lhlS case the culmmauon of the praclxcum experxence , .

+ »

Embedded wx;han the conlexl of thxs forrn is lhe belief - lhal teachers can_ be eva]uated’

almosl lmmedxalely (after four weeks) But how: is .11' that we know when a teacher has . .

e
9 . B - -

: 4‘been_ or is being_ effective?  Are -sludenl/achiezgr{enl test scores the answer? If so, when
'should these tests také place? Or is it ‘more “correct - to judge the'aclibns of teachers by ™
the. q'ualily of men and' women whom 1heyf help to nurlhre? Can this-nurluring behavior

be_ judged 1mmedxa1elv or b) its long lerm effecls” The po:nl is that, while” debate should

L " Continue about how one mxghl Judge teaching effecuveness lhe student leacher evaluauon .

' ‘ . _,forrg.yhag-opted“rof"jﬁd'ge “the eff ecliveness"of . ;egghers immedialely; Cerl‘ainly'_. the observer

FullToxt Provided by Eric [RRNSIRNNN



can see why immediaté evaluation is necessary. Without some sort of evaluative ¢riteria,
how ‘can the ~practicum=program at any university exist? How is it .possiblg to know
- whether a student can go from one step to anolher towards lhe compleuon of his or her ' _ .

. program" What we. have lS a pracucal technological' problem.

. The immediacv of evaluauon extends not onl) to prozram bul also to lessons (see

Ry

T under Lesson Plans:_ 'app_roprialeness of lesson evalualion )_. Is it possxble‘lo evaluate the

2 Lasson plans
— definnen of objectves
- planning of procesaures
— selecton of axas
— preparanion of materials
— agiapting To ENUSNIONE * L. -
— Bporopriatensss of lesson .

- “Figure 7

effectiveness” of a pariicular lesson immediately? The form -says "Yes!" Theorelicall_\": it is

possxble 10 evaluale the lesson wrlhout even seeing it in lhe context of a unit, let 'alon'e 'in

@

Cits more far- reaching scope This focus on immediale evaluauon of lessons (we see il as

qualily control) reinforces the notion oif lessons asrproducts 1o be markeled and sold 10,
- generally, passive consumers. .;li'his.' immediate evaluation ilimils the lcind"oi"~ teaching v)hich

'can‘ take p'la.ce. That ie,\’lhe leaching' fostered vby a form \rhich focuses pn immédiale

e\'/a'lualion is’ cogniiive or straight recall teaching.” Such is the only teaching which can be

measured im medialely

s ’ o _,?’;‘ - e

‘We also believe thal one cannot forget, the experience of sludenl leachers in a

_fishbowl situalion like practicumi. P.eople are watching, things seem magnified .and, as if

L — .

seen Lhrough glass and water, slightlv oul oi' proporuon Our pornt is- thal studenl teachers,

i e

are alwa)s aware oi' exam evaluation and are t.rying not to make mistakes. Therefore. Lhe) : .

v

opt. for the immediatel) "evaluatable" if- they are’v to; be immedialely evaluated. Even.if"

:. . they do not Lhink Lhat all teachlng lS tlus way, for the ume #under surveillance they act.
;o
),,..l % . NP

to do is what you l%'am to do The teacher '‘who learns to teach recall, teaches recall.

- . . . PN
'

- as though it were. And, according to- Parsons and Beauchamp's law, "Whatever you learn ' ‘
i
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The Context of Language

. d,// o “

- As mentioned earlier, the language one uses must be seen “beyond the definition of .

the terms used. 'Kinneavy.'(~197}).,‘"in his book A Theory ‘of Discourse, suggests .that almost .

- all language can be seen)as persua_sive in its ‘intent. Terms and ‘phrases are used for their
. - >

-~ Telational “impact, “for their < \cal ‘impact, and formsuaswe appeal. Kennelh Burke

- (1941) suggests that - much of the languaze we use has the purpose of persuadmg olhers

. \

that we can and do idemify with lhem, Language - carries lhe ;full impac1 of ..lhe culturc

from which it originates as well as the imemions‘ of the individual or the corporale emily
which produces the language. thle words ma) be used lhoughllessl), they are not used
without intention. ‘Language can, therefore, be sludxed as a. critical hermeneuuc 10 liberate

. ‘ ) kd » - . . . - . ’ ’ |
~ the embedded lrulh within it, even if “that trulh is not conscxously apparent to the user or

-

L Spéake_r Thus it is lhal a prerson who conlmuall\ lells Jokes with rac1al slurs cannot,
a'lrulhfull_\t, say that he or she is not a racist’ Nor can - person who -uses his or her_
'S'pouse as the focus of embarra}ssing st‘ories wuly say. that he or she -respec,ls that per'so'ri.

.W~i1h§n -the é\valuli‘cjn form ‘undér study, contexts, "cdmbinélion's; and " juxtapositions of

- terms offer ‘more understandmg of the real nalure of lhe emerpnse lhan the meanings of

.the terms laken in_isolation. For example, the use of the term "dxscussmn (s under

Tea;hme Skllls) can only 'be underslood correcll) wnhm its comexl--as a sub- calegory of

[y

-~ 1

- Teaching Skxlls. Truthfully,-wc cannot see this type .of discussion as a real _dlalc_)gue

«
- TEACH!NG SKILLS . . -
1 Moivaton C T T 7 1
2 fliustrating/explaining ‘ f
— clarity

. — sporoociatensss of o
“ - « checaing for underilancmq
3. Questoning |
— arnount )

- umvomvon thioughout class
— surtability
— pevelooment
4 Instructional sxds
— sutiiceent use

— surabiity
© — Deatness
— organuaton
5 Discussion

. File)re' 8 §_Pace. division of ime |
hd . B

between learners, ‘with the teacher énd student both exchanging rtoles ‘when the’ need or ‘the

,
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circumstance  arises. This discussion is a ‘skill of the teacher. As a skill, it is a thing

~useful for somelhing else. We understand ‘the coneepl of skiﬁ as, generaIIS', used as an -«

adjective, as in 4 skrllful farmer or a skrllful musrcran Or 1f the term is used as-a noun

as in, "He has .learned a §_lg_l_l.k Lhe 1mphcatron is that the skill is useful for somethrng

else If nne goes lo school to‘learn a~skrll~-wpresumabl-yut-he—fFuncu_on~of~t—hal~—sc—hpo.

'auendance is clearly to a1d “that person in the makrng of a lrvrng--t 1e earnrng of 4none\

~to--satisfy thal persOn s material needs and desires. Thrs notion of skrll in its t_\'prcal

b

-

sense i's opposed to the. notion. of liberal aris where a' person typically undertakes the

study of an arl‘ or arts more 1o enhance lhe apprecrauon of life’ lhan to sausf) malerral

needs and desrres ) ' ' o

- When 'discussiqn"' (Fig. 8) is seen as. a skill 10 be utilized by teachers, given the

term’s context within this form and 'its juxiaposilion as a sib-category of 'leaching skf‘_lls.

‘we envision a lvpe of- discussion used by the leacher 1o enhance the one-way passage oﬁ«

it is a skill for another and, we believe, .a more appropriite .§ense.. We contend that the

'anolhér. excha'nge ideas, bqth teach and learn, and be generally ‘,s‘een,as free from

'n.egoLi,ale_d andr‘re-negotiated as the-talkelrnove’s and flows: In our sense, the “ five-category

rnformatron 1o an audience. If drscussron could be seen any olher wa), we conlend

would be calegorrzed under Relationship wrlh Ptgnls (meanrng lhal the studenl leacher can

both talk to and listen to studenls) or, perhaps under Communrcauon Skrlls (meanrng that

a discussion has a sense ~of genre, -much’ like an essa)". and that the student leacher could et

understand thrs sense of purpose and had the ability to use the genre effecuvely) Under

the second category, Communication Skrlls, discussion must. sull be seen as a skrll however,'

- . . s

purpose of this discussion is in part to open a forum .for discussion. That is, in one’

-

sense a discussion is an end--a place where teachers and students can discuss, talk to one

-

..

behavioral, means-ends objectives. -In a true discussion, the course of the talk is'con[inually

2

ERIC
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chiecklisT given to the right of the categories like Discussion -is inappropriate. How can. a L
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dxscussxon be unsuccescful" From our perspecuve il there*is a discussion it is,

aulomal:cally successful However from the perspecuve. of lhe form,” we imagine that

dxscussxon 1S unsuccessful if it does nol accomphsh lhe sludent leachers prescnbed

ob}eclive. Here,~we believe, .is the Calch 22 If discussion is used to achxeve a leachér's'

_objecuve and seen as a leachmg skill, then discussion cannot truly be a dxscussmn It iS'

-mformauon passmg wxlh a lot of s?ludem noise. To us, as well, the fact lhat Discussion.

_entity unto “itself. ' . o o o &

2

has no sub-categories suggests il§ status ‘as an add-on rather than a lhoughtfu}!}; conc'exv’ed
Two "other terms stand out in interésting juxtaposition. These -are the terms of Success
(Fig. 9), seen within the five-calegory‘ evaluative schefna, and Satisfaction, us'ed‘ as a_final

evaluative criteria on the bottom ‘of the form. In a real sense, the use of the terms. in

] . -

. For this round, {please check one a1 the time of making the Final Evaluation for the found)

O Satisfactory. Recommend that credit be' granted. (3 Not satisfactorily completed. Recommend additiona) Culmmlunp Practicum experiences
— 1 Unsatistactory. No additional Prln:cum expenences recommended.

.-Figufe“i'O ) o L ‘ - - R

O

RIC
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the preeise manner in which they were used points againf.to. the ',m'indsee'of"tl;e
lechnoldgfcal 'melaphor;‘ The aés_'t.lmplion. is thal,‘on'ce the - experience is. compleled in a-
successful mahner--the student has passed'lhe practicum énd does not havej to_'haive
addmonal pracucum--then botb the sludem teacher and the grammg agency wm be

sausf'ed 'I'hxs atmude supports the notion of* student - teachmg as more of an mmauon

.

L]

LhanM_an__educauon—wlfume—experlencx——wefe—seeﬂ—as—edﬁmuonal —undoubtedly—there—wrmlo be
" portions of the expenence Wthh mxghl not mduce satlsfacuon even lhough they ‘were -
successfully compleled o L _ o : .
 BEST COPY AVAILABLE ST
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. When Iooking at the- bottom of the form we asked ourselves "Whose satisfaction is
implied?"” cTo us, it is the satisfaction of . the degree grantrng institution Probably the o
",Studentteacher, although he or she may R _}O)ful about bis or her success is 'the person -

least ukely to be satisfred from the experience However as we mentron-ed earlier.,. the form

does not really concern itself wrth the student teachers satisfaction It is, again, both“

one-way when deahng wrth the students wrthin the classroom and one- Wav when dealing
-wrth the student teacher However,’ once ‘the student teacher passes student teaching._there
is always the pOSSlbllll) that the post- student teacher will “use” this form 'on" a student'.

of his or her own. Within this discussmn of. Success and Satisfaction \ve see a creeping

paternalistic stance by the granting institution There is'a sense in which\ the institution has
a fatherly happiness (satisfacuon) when one of its "lambs comes into the fold. On ‘one
hand the form suggests a fatherly stance, on another hand it hints at a coliegiai st'anCe.ﬂo
rWe ‘sense it is, partially, the promise' of reward. f‘or.a successful_life. \ |

" While some terms can only be .‘known through- their contekt other terms cannot be

known even through contéxt. And, we believe, some terms are used for good sound more .

than for clear meaning "Empathizes and gai-n's.respect found under Relationship with

‘Pupils ‘lS one such phrase, In the i'irst~'place. we see problerns with’ the idea that one .

RELATIONSHIP WITH PUPILS n . . N
y empathuet and gank rospect ' . ]
.~ ' swaie of momdunl ditierences and mds j " -

. . © _mbdny W secuTe and hold class
Figure 11

-gains respect only through emoathy: The first. problem with tbis' understanding. is -that. it

.represents an untrue picture of classroom life. While empathy Tepresents a "God" term

and it is difficult 1o argue against the need for an empathetic teacher we have drfficulty

picturing a teacher who sees: the bulk of 1nteractions in. terms of empatheuc behavror if
Y

this—indeed is':understoodT*Such”“Tac i“O‘ns' "confus’e“éd'ucation with “therapy.

. A

-
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Our crilicsl‘may suggest Lhal_'we_are going too far; but, we perceive that, for
\ : exampie psychialrisls rather lhan leachers burid reiauonships soiei) on empathy.! A teacher's ‘ -

Lask ailhough it mciudcs the ability to be empathetic goes beyond this. Furlhermore

students do notineed_ lherapy because they a'fe, not IU» nor."do 'lhey have’ probiems. They o -, , L
may be immature and uneduca‘hed A parucular—areas but-this we see as'.lhe- naliurai 'state \\
of their hves ralher lhan some problem »i/hich ‘must. be 1rradica1ed .oT some spectre thal . \ " \
hangs over their heads. These are children lhe)' are not psyc\houcs’."\The)j\heed to be |
nurtured, not -healed,.‘ c A L - | '., ‘r\\‘_”\";r\... §

Ahoiher -prob]em-wilh the phrase i"empathizes; and gains respecl" is that 'erripalh_v is a '\ \\\\v"\

M

difficult ".concepl"z to measure. Regardless, the linking of ernpalhizing with ga._ining' respecl('

smacks 100 cioséiv" o[ pragmalism for.,us. One empalhiies to understand another's -

. .

' , : percepnon or lo parncrpale wuh another. The idea of "walking in a'nolher's' shoes” loses
“its real meanmg when one fmds out lhal lhe purpose of the emparhy was. 10 get
somelhing in relurn‘-respecl. In the case of lhlS form, - the ability to rneasure, e“mpalhy (the -
'meas’ur,emem conducted on the five-calego'r'_\“ form-.;if'r:)"m unsuccessful 'empalhi' to e)gceilehl o ' -

‘empathy)® is tied 1o gaining respect.fv’Again'. we do not know how one is tc measure this

e ot e et syt

res.pect excepl in the most typical way--a qurel well-disciplined classroom 1 lhlS s lhe

®

case and we believe it oflen is, we encourage readers lo consrder the possible gulf between

..

: srlence and respec;.-
One final comment concerning the nature of empathizing is that, typically, we
understand empathy to be extended from someone more experienced or mature 1o someone

less experienced or malure-.f Em.paLhizi‘ng; especially - when iin'k‘ed‘t,o a sutcess;drien'led
‘For some, lhlS starice sugeests more demeaning stances with respect to others ‘Walter
Kaufman (1976, p. 42), in discussing Karl Jaspers communication style, says, "Jasper has -
remained true to his lrammg. he has never abandoned the psychialrisl s condescension.”

e —1We see...sdiffieuiuesmeven in-° nammg empath) -a :concept Or some other term. Empathy is

known—through—the—experience—of ,—rather than through, its definition, since defmmg takes it -

out of its context and it can only be known within its context. ’ A

‘We can't imagine ‘the scene where the “evaluator tells lhe student leacher "You- did weii

‘on almost everything,-bul you had unsuccessful ‘empathy.” "I guess you're ‘right,” replies

- the student teacher. "I know I talked with the studenls a lot, but I just couldn't think of - ,
anything I -wanted in return for my empaLhy s . ’ e ’

- [oe—
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"and personal quality.

evaluation form, re-emphasizes the one-way nature, (from greater 1o lesser nature) of -the

e -

teaching experiehce.' Again, empathy in teachers is necessary and should be a "professional

However, th€ pragmatic empathy shown in this.form cannot ‘be true -

~empathy, since” true empathy ei(p‘ects‘ n.othfng in return,

.. Since reépecl must be measured by some criteriaélfand, since in a four-week period of

- . N S

2y Jui
reviously cug~9<19qumet and

student teaching time—the—criteria—are—limited—(we

well-disciplined classrooms), -we expect that respect must be measured by some’ p_raélucl.. o
- .' o . . ' . . . . 82 . .
Again, like the technological metaphor, the emphasis on measurement by looking at the

product ‘as opposed to the process does not establish any qualitative distinction ‘between the

8

action of a ‘student teacher as that student teaciier moves toward Lhc secuting—and ‘the

holding of respect. In a ﬁroduct-emphasized respect,. a t\ranl may be as good as an angel

, Furthermores—the link 10 empaLhetrc behavior does ‘not wm lhe day. We both rememb'er

well the ju'nior high sludems\ who used their new-found ability to empathize with their

peers s0* thal ihe\ could fmd "soft ‘spots™-to_exploit. |

Pl

A th1rd term of mleresi and pne that has been memxoned\earher is the term aid,

As previou‘sly mentioned, -'a'ids .(1) sugeesl. lhal lhe student leacher cannot: carr);' the foad—_

-

alone--he or she needs help, (2) the help that studem teachers use ‘is mammale, and

‘a

(3) axds exrsl outsrde of the studem leacher and .are not created by that studenl teacher
Ss: 5
to fit any -circumstantial need rather .are’ prepared professipnally,’ and the implicalion s

’

homogenexty

5

- Additional meamng is 1mphed when the use -of axds is connected to the concepl of
.

‘sufficient “use- (under Teaching Skills, 4. I-nstru_e‘ljonal""ﬂids). The slaulemem' 10 ;studem ’

TEACHING $KILS -

4 Instuctiona! aide

v-use e e g

O
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Figure 12

-

teachers is that they must use aids. ‘We wonder what the difference might be between aids
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"and what teachers -call instructional materials. Is a textbook an aid? Is a blackboard an '
. . L ) . . ° X R = .

aid? The point is that” one effect of narriiﬁg aids is to break up, unneccessarily, the

N . : ! ' ' ’ ' ' N &

enterprize of teaching in such .a manner as.lo make it unnatural. One effect of this form

a k3
N 2

- s o breaknlhe world: dc;wn inm little pieces ‘and' then to aﬁalyze ihose piece‘s towards
knowmg lhe whole. This act ‘extends the metaphor of lechnolog) by making leachmg known

“through - the - eplslemology of science. We see scxence as an mappropnale epxsnemolog\ for

n

understanding ed"ucational .acti.vilies. The focus- of science is the study’ of an objective

'd
.

reality.” The classroom filled -with. peopl'e‘ is not an objective reality. To rﬁake 'leaching a.

scientific stud) is 10 ob_}ecuf) the humans mvolved thhm 1he -»mleractxon This

obJecuﬁcauon is alread\ too -apparent im -education and can be seen in acuvmes like

o readab’ili\ly 'fo"rr'nulas,‘ ab_ilit',v grouping, and in -labels like 'speeialf' education and "alyipieal

"adolescents.”

- We also submit ¥hat, ‘'when considered seriously, jargon liké "organization of ’

instructional aids” is used more as sound-goods* than as meaningful concepts. In, the

. Lo . B LY .
. . 0 ¥ . N } " M . - . ¥ . H . -
" Aristotelian sense, the terms are used as logical rhetoric--who can argue with the néed for

- Qrgenizéu‘on or »'neathess?e However, . in really l‘flinki,ng about thepﬁraee ‘and m piclufing the
aelivi;y' in orﬁe's mind, _lhe effect borders on the eb_SU{d. Only an absolute idiot y‘;ohld
- | censistemly show .reel three of a three-reel movie vafte"r r'eel two and before reel one-or
woﬁld organize the. classroom so' that the_imc_)vi'e' projector would point towards-~.an 0;;);:!*«
\ window, etc. We- submit 'lhabll' mesl of these people‘ha've already been "courlseled out” of

the teaching profession.

Some other interesting juxtapositions -include under Teachmg Skxlls Queslxonﬂg “the
notion of suitability of questions. What makes a quesuon unsuxtable" Recenl criticism of

o
-

‘We have coined the térm sound- goo
unconscxously ‘used more for their- hxgh-

to refer to phrases that are either consciously or
unding terms ‘and* nuance .than for their meaning.

e - . pEsT COPY AVAILABLE
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Figure 13 ‘ - .

B2) focused on a questlon in a study of the Protestant Reformauon in Europe

o ’ TEACHING SKILLS
o 3. Quesnoning |
— amount
‘— thstribution throughout class
-ﬂlunlblmy -~
— develooment

~ the Alberta Socral Studles Currlculum m an Edmonton Journal news arucle (March .7, 1983

It asked

"“‘luxury items as Corvettes or pantyhose The. crmcrsm was that- such a questlon was a

-

,whether there mrght be a connecuon between John Calvrn and the developmenl of such°

However to look at the questron in the context of the stud) is

N

perversion of htstor\

‘lllumlnaung The questron followed an exposmon and- study of ‘Max Weber s thesis that the

O

ERIC.

P A v ext Provided by ERIC :

" prove their. pre-election was by arnassing material goods..

ludicrous

-students’

_ successl'ull) be

growth ‘of Calvrnlsm and the resultlng tendency of Calvinists' and others to attempt to
Weber -argues that ‘the result of

this Calvinistic activity set the proper conditions for 'the growih of the system-of ~

o

capitalisrn. Our point is.that,'. when out of 'context a quesuon relatlng pantvhose 10 John

-

Calvm seems ludlcrous However, wrthrn context it ma) seem ironic but it seems less

How is a questlon Judged unsultable especlally b) an observer who may not

N

know the whole context in whrch the questron ‘was asked We have often seen e\aluauve

commentary focus .on. vocabulary or..

percerved" level of the students ( You _ Were, OVer, the

heads"). Suitability is an’ especially difl’.icult evaluative criteria-, made even moige .

~

dlfficult by a laclc of 'contextual und'erstai’lding

Other 1nterestmg ideas. are expressed through Lhe language of the form For example

Under Relatlonlep wrth Pupgls. the - student teacher is evaluated on hlS or her abrlrty 1o

aware of lndrvrdual dtfl'erences and needs Yet there is. seemtngl) no

pressure upon the " student teacher to etther deal w1th .or be aware of how to deal wrth

SESTCOPY NALMBLE . -

°

—




ot gse needs. .Given the strong technologrcal ‘tenor of the form, which mcludes an embedded . B

.9
-
b
- + N
~
RELATIONSHIP'WITH PUPILS
and gaing resp ' A

. sware of individual ditferances and needs . L. 3

‘ ' abiinty 1 secure and hold class amenmon . ! - . . . ) .
Figure 14 - S 5 S . : R

E N

notron of dtvrsron of labor we suspect that the student teacher, and in some measure the

, a

. -

cooperatrng teacher who uses lhlS forrn wrll come to lmplrcttl) understand that those ' o

r3

o

students wrth 1nd1v1dual dlfferences or neeas snoum be bcpamrcu_eﬁ"t—&ﬂd—-s%m—t@-mh?fﬁ" '

I

spectalrsts--for remedratron ’ ; , . ‘ '
. - : : : - s .

We note wrtl;un our ‘own untversuy the formal movements 1o ‘create proorams for
/’
at)prcal“ adolescents The assumptron here is that there exists a maJont) of normal and

-

)

e

PAruitext providea oy exic [l

_homogeneous“ people and some abberant people who ha\te' specral needs ~oecause.'th1f—are‘

A 1s a collegtal relatronshrp between the teachers in thé school and the student, teacher This | A .

“ .

indiyi‘dually different Our knowledge of students suggests that the thoughl of berng

different, especially of belng labeled as dtfferent and separated out from others for a e

specral"edﬁcatlonal help causes trauma Our know‘ledge of chtldren is that the\ keenl)

Sa . '

desrre o - belong Our belxef about, chtldren is “that each rs drfferent with spectal needs. - . S

\

Profess:onal and Personal Qualmes ,relatronshrp wrth colleagues, suggests . that there

. ' ; . . .
° . - . . . .

. - , . . U T ‘ £

’ ’

PROFESSIOMAL AND PERSONAL OUALHIES L

. antude A N
- : nstunve L. A ) .
' witatmy: - i . .

. sense of humor .
% . N MTEpIs NG SC1S ON SUPETVISOTY SUDD ’ I -
2 relationshixs with communty .

'i:'igure 15 . l relationshos with colleagues ‘ . . . . . ) oty

- ~ - -

-0 N L t €

By
.-

%4

statement is more of a ptpedrearn than a reahty,for' two reasons. Fl]’Sl the evaluatron _—

form when taken as, 'a whole mrlttates agarnst a collegral relatronshlp because the one-way

»

nature of the form is so strong Second, a student teacher is" not a colleaoue because the
: 9

unrverstt),, throu°h an’ e\'aluatron form,v»says so The cooperatmg teachers know thrs and

. .

the student ‘teachers know this.  Unless the student teachér” is in a sithation with other

1

Al

BESTCOPY AVAILBBLE -
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* student teachers, he or she is usually “without -colleagues. . Unfortunately, ‘many pupils’see'”
- \ B : ' ' '

the student teacher as a challenge and many schools ‘see the student' teacher as a curse

(schedules must be changed, content must be 'rearrang’ed conferences must be scheduled,

s etc.). The ratronale mosl often menuon\d to us lor a cooperating teacher taklng a student

teacher is professronal responsrblllty

x

Webslers New Collegrate DlCllOHaLY (1980) slales that practicum"is "a course of

studv desrgned esp. for’ lhe preparaﬁon of teachers and clinicians that 1nvolves the

-

superviSed practical appl‘icau'on (as in a classro’om or clinic) of previously studied lheor};."
Vlemng studenl leachlng as pracucum and viewing practlcum accordlng to Websters
deﬁnmon furlher separates the world into lhe dual nouons of theor) and pracuce and
makes the purpose of practlce the conservative activity of passrng on prevxouslv studred

»

Sludenl leachlnz becomes more relnforcement of .other educallon and learnlng rather

i »

_ theory."”

——
et

than educauon in itself (as -would be implied in the notion of‘ praxis). The -f'ocus‘ on the e
5 o . s

e - "appllcalion R of prevrousl\ studied, theory™ tends to exclude as we see it, one Of(j

o

L4 .

In this notion of pracucum ‘the c00peraung teacher. is. no teacher 1n his or her own right;’

© -

but, ralher, must become (more or léss) a pawn. ol the umversuy--the place where:
previouély learned theory was"PreviOUSly learned- - reinjorcing® -that . previously learned theory.

l
l
. most lmportam peoplc ‘in. the educauon .of the prospecuve leacher--lhe cooperaung leacher

Edncators (Aoki, 1983; "Fr'ei're, 19‘7.\2) have ' warned 'aboift;.-the ‘Séparatiorn of thedry and

pracLice This division is made even. more evident in 'he not‘on of Culmlnamy; Practicum - L.

< K ‘e

(the top of the evaluauon form) Not only does llle form tend to separale theory and
pracuce in relauon to 1ts notlon of gracucum it also splits practlce teachlng and real

teachxn’g. Such a separauon lS not- vrewed as arnflclal ln the sense that pracllcum is

supervised and real leachrng --the teachlng which happens when a, teacher works for pay

’We have not’ h1dden our own values from this paper; and will not do so now. Nelther
~of "'us are supporters of behaviourism and’ are influenced negatively by concepts which seem N
to us to be supportive of a behavioristic view .of the world. We see this notion of - . ,
practicum as fundamentally behavioristic in both a socio- political sense (how should people - - -
in context. act, given. basis of power") and -an economic sense (who owns and dlsmbules L
Lhe knowledge as commodny") . L : _ , ' AN

.\)
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-

under contract--is unsupervised. - However, in terms of the way teachers learn how to teach,

the split must be seen -as’hiéhly artificial. Most teachers vlearn the ~majori,ly‘ of.'whato'they
know after their practicum experience. In. fact, one.of the real roadblocks‘.'to teachers

learmng much about how they can and snould teach in therr student teachmg is that they
are seldom, 1f.ever grven the freedom to explore themselves as teachers wrthm the context

. /~ ’ .
of a. specxfrc classroom. - Student teachers are taught encouraged and/or requ1red to make'

\a_pphcauon of prevrously taught theory," as though that theory were a commodm useful

" for distribution. Thus, the technological metaphor rears its head again. We alfo drsagr;e-r"""

#° that activities like micro-teaching '(tea‘ching to peers using video eq_uipment) aids a person'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

in the discovery of himself or herscll as a teacher. Micro-teaching, to us, places the

\

. person ‘in the:situation where he or she sees the pefson on camera as an il--someone who

is, a user of technique either good or bad--who is trying to accomplish a specific,

. .
short-term objective. The task is to see only the surface of the micro-teacher, that part

obvious to"all for scrutiny.” One never sees. the heart, soul, or vision of the prospective -

teacher. The™ value of,substance_ is given over to slickness. . "é,
‘Whose idea of professional‘ccornpetence is implied in Note l,{hn the form? Certainly.

g

)

.

LT IS - _ -_ @
NOTE: 1. This documem 15 an indicator o( growth toward proiess:cnll compelencv andis NOT FOR USE AS AN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE
2 Piease refer to the current Praclicum H-ndboo& {or instrucuions bejore compleung this form

Figure.lo _ : ; B .

it is the student teachc.r s growth which will be assessed. However,: where is there

. 1N :
(an)where) a descrrptron of -what a- competent« teacher does? Furthermore is competence the

correct eoncept fo use here" The term competence suggests only a sufficient . abxhty Two -
8

drctronanes Webster § New Collegrate Drctronu (1980) and Funk & Wagna]ls Standard

'
Desk Dictionarj, Vol. 1 (1976),' state,that competence is. suffrcrent ‘means  for comfortable

[ .

“living,"” Thus, competence is a mmrmum standard not ‘an rdeal However “the phrase in
. N .

Note 1 "of growth toward rg]phes 1deal rather than .suffrcreut or mtmmum standard. In
&

i

actuality, there are»three requirements necessary for present-day professional competence.

S . . =

eSTCORMALBLE

oo

ot
/
/




'-"‘Satisf' acto‘ry

Bemg h1red

'None of thess

checkmarks on all Pracllcum Progress Reans/—-r»

Graduauon wuh a sultable degree (usually

N

-

three requirements,

that one can

-evaluauon SO crucxal

. belief - that an

allhough _each is worthWhile. Tepresents. an

We beheve that a correcled note should read:

afor of _profes 1onal compelence and is
~Again lhe form gets caughl up in sound-goods" whxle 1mp]vm2 somelhmg}{false In ari ‘
we suggesl greater care.
illusion. As we~ have noted at the beginniné;pf_' this. paper,

it, are pregnant . with 'values--somrz apparem and some implied. In No.le' 1, we see lhe

1deal exists that teact

notions - c,arefu'lly’.j

Under Teachmg Skms

we find that one cannot lrul_v‘anach*"n'otions»-of,.compelence with notions

"This document

Compelence 1s concrele,

The ObJeC11V1I\"0f this form ‘is only an

this form, and all forms like

as we examme the .

lhe nouon of - dxsmbuuon thronghoul class”

3. Qxestions

quesuons is p,{oblemalxc On: the surface,

S

YEADMG SKKLS

. Questoning .
-—

the idea of equal dlsmbuuon of quesuons

mount
— dritrouion throughout ciass

-— pufiabiity . -
— Jleveicoment

.

throughout -a class seems democratic because it focuses on the accepted- societal logic of .

A gualfty ‘

the' disuibuuton does nof givve a clue,
comexl -in’ whxch the quesuons ‘were asked ~Nor does the - notion of dxslnbuuon give any
hmt #ds 10 the substance of the. quesuons asked .For example,
mauer ro ask one student the date of Confederallon and another student to state ﬁve

fundamenlal values Lhat have seemed to gu1de Canadlan forelgn policy since World War II

or even ‘make a connection to the

n is qunte, a dxfferent '

- BEST coPY AVAILABLE
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We agree 1ha1 surlabrhly and approprrateness concepts . used in ‘a' number.fo'f’ places
~ /
throughoul the form are both suitable and appropnale since lhey cal/mlo comexl the
s’ / )
particular actien whlch has .occurred. It is essentjal thal _an ob erver understand insofar as

1

- i

. L M / -
rs p0551b1e both the. lmmedrale ‘context and the broader/comext in which. the acLion takes

/

place. Student leachmg is’ nolYahrslorrcal. Il oc/urs ‘within - a poml m time. It 1s also -
. © -

o ‘underslood best wuhm rls socral pohucal comexls—-—Whrle certain teacher acuons like beating

- or verbally abusmg chlldren are xmolerable 1o us m any " circumstance, mosi actions fall =~ -

. 5 / %
into an area of acuons }hrch are neuher good nor bad in lhemselves bul ‘must be .

, - SR
understood in- context. Wuhm lhrs _same area we see lhe lmporlance of addmg a calegor\

o .

whrch evaluales whelher 1he sludem teacher can "demonslrate an understahdmg of lhe

- educauonal comext “of the parucular classes he or she- is workmg with.%

AR . . 3

&

The caleeor\ 6. Pace and division of timé, as_seen. under Teaching -Skills, tbrin'gs_ ’

wuh 11 lhe baggaze carned b) nouons “of skrlls whrch we menuoned earher They assume

an 1dea of teacher in comrol"_’ as opposed to beliefs that educalion(;?wilhin the confines of

Ta

p

S ’ ‘ : mcnmcsmus o IR

TN 1 Mowaor C N S S R
. : . ° 2 musu-hng/lmhlmnq _
- clarty

' .- 7+ — apotoorisieness of axamples
: . ) o . — chetaing for understanding
= : ’ . ’ ' 3. Questioning
) . : — amoum . .
. — drstribJytion |h'ou9hom :Ilss
. i L — sunability -
o e e e e — ’ . ¢ —cevelooment . L — . o o~

) ; Yo — sutliceniuse - ’ I : B T

. ¢ . . P -— punadiity 4 .

N - nestness

. — Uplﬂll."?ﬂ

RE e b § Diuscuksion -
5

': Figure ;.8 R © 5 Pace dwsionsfume: ’ . ' -

Loa classroom 15 a power shafmg, mlegrauve experience. ‘As well ‘they "beg the QUestions: 'f'

"’Can lime be drvrded""" and "Whal are. lhe 1mphcauons of dmdmg lrme""

“This suggeslron and olhers hke it, is- made under lhe assumplron thal forms like ‘the one..
being critiqued. will- continue to be used, more or less; in- their. present form. ‘While we
A have spent considerable energy in specific critique, we also believe that the form, in a

4 Insuructional mds - . e 5. PRI T O O S O

i wholistic_manner,_should. be made...problematic_. Thete... are. other. ways. one..might evaluate. the
.+ student - teachmg experience. Because we suggest ways to manipulale: the form to make it
L better _from our perspecuve this act does not -suggest that we support the use of this

. o ‘, rorm g - N . _- ‘ B . ] oo . ) _

e o S Rt . . . . o . . s

- .
[ . N - A% .
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Clearly, attempts to divide time, from a teacher's perspective, .focus on planning
activities and suggest that the best way to plan is in small increments, as opposed. 10

\fyholislically. There is no sense, in this form, of what Sarle'(‘1956) ealis 1he~"Fundamen'Lal,

' Project™ of gorng beyond srmple srtuaerns lowardSe a more lrberaung realrty As we -

~ mentioned earlrer breaking the world 1nlo small\mcremenls for sludy and lhen attempung

on the. other ‘hand, manipulates the malenal and, in turn, the audrence in an auempl_ to

to plrt’-lh_e world back ‘tovgelher aclively is inherent .in the scientific lechnologi-cal_ mindset.

“As a theoretical concept, we suppose-that it is possible to divide time and we -also suppose

that, ‘as schools have come to' be subject-content centered, this division- of time probably

seems sénsible, given the division of labor,melaphor which. abound wirhinr the 'schools."
. . . .

However, we believe that, c'eneraﬁy only leachers and admrnrstralors view lhe world as -’

3 0

-splrl 1nto preces for . ease of 1nslrucuon andQ then lhe) have not come o see the ’world

nalurally in lhlS way Sub]ecl and content-area specralmes w'ere,~er1grnall\ contrivances.

'They onlv seem lO _exist naturall) because lhe\ l‘ave remamed unquesnoned for such a long
'ume Vlewnng lhe world ~as split, 1nlo pleces or dmsrons whelher these are pleces of llme

" or ‘pieces of human experrence (school subjecls) is basrcally a conser\atrve acuvn)

conservrng the power of the teacher or school and the aulhorrly of lhe Icacher or school

'lo legitimately have ~thal'_p1ece-mak1ng power._ A | I g

The-notion' of pace. also ericourages the idea of leache"r as performer. .Pace, is

—pretmpee e v e

i \

s s 0T b,

rmporlanl in delrvery and“"We belrev'e “assumes @ Sset Dooy o! xnowledge lo be “deuvered

0

For, us, rrghtly or wronglyr rl—parnts a prclure of a solrlary performer (maybe a polmcran

or even a‘sland-up comrc) who ,rs atlempung to persuade an» audience to accepl the :

= - -

malenal being presenled ln a’ parucular way g gx the . polmcran the persuasrve appea.l is

5

lhal ‘the audrence accept the delrvery and conlenl as lrulhful and approprrate The comrc

persuade the audience that the delivery and content is funny.) The teacher, given the focus
e ’ '

.\}

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - Co 3 e oy ’ .
on..the_pace,.can..be_seen. as._no.different_than_a .comic. or.a.politician...In ¢3¢?h‘ of._these,

L, . '

instances, thefe is a focus on the manipulation of time ultimately’ to persuade, a focus'on



o

7 ’ ' . s

lpeople as. audlence rather than a communlty of mdrvxduals and a focus on delivering-a

open to QUCSllOH

" Figure 19 “ I R

staff . and even the- ‘manager oI OWRET of the shopplng mall ‘or the local store that became

pre set body of content Each sees the task of the llstene’r ‘as-t'hat'- of a ,pas'sive ".recei\_'er :

of knowledge This knowledge is static. and unchangeable and, wrthrn certaln llmlts " not

.
B

g .Bri‘efly,_ the use of the term. commumtz ungder Professronal and Personal Qualmes is a

-d

"sound-good." Depending.upon who-uses' the form, the notion of communlty would be

‘ PROFESSIONAL AND'PERSONAL QUAUTIES 2 . . N
» Snnude . R ) . . ) ~
innitve .
witairty .
sense of humor
s . . . SCCRDIS #NC ACHS ON SUPETVISOTY SUGD
o ) relationships with community

relationsh s with collsagues .

- - . . .
. . € i

P

dif ferent. As We ‘recall -our e'xperienc‘e'as‘ "real" 'teachers in -'Seco‘ndar)‘ and junior high

-

school an important part of the school community was ‘the jamtorlal staff, the couns'ei'ing e

- &

the hangout durmg',tlmes when st:udents were not attending class. or is the term - B

communlt) referrlng lo the part of town in Wthh the school 15 located" If such is the

" case’ (or even in the -case  where the communrt) is thought of as . onl) ‘ the school

-commumt)) it s a prpedream that the student teacher wrll develop elatlonshlg in the

- sHort .tlme_devoted to the student’’ teachlng experlence.' Frrst the student teacher 1s~-not - e

- . )

e

nnmarll) concerned about relatlonshlps w1th the communlty or even with’ colleagues "The .~ rv'—”‘”"-‘",’
student teacherc ﬁrst concern is satlsfactory teachlng performance Second it is the raré 1

student teaching experlence in our:” oplmon Wthh offers the student teacher entrance mto
the whole: communitg'ol: the school Certalnly. the student teachef almost alwavs gains

admiésion to the teacher's lounge, but often onl) as a spectator in the holy of holles--

most of the brldge games have con51sted of the same partners for several years Also. L e

 "The form attests to the relative 1mportance of - tbese relatlonshlps placlng tbem at the

hmtnmmofﬂthec..hst._rlnman)ml1suuwhxchucxxstsnvenrcall}n -uthcremrsuanmlmplrcltuassum plion—that

'Q

ERIC
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most important items come -first. o B
‘In our experience, it is a’ rare student .teaching placement Wthh lasts long enough for . .. .
such relatlonshxps to bave time to, develop.

B ] . .
. . . )
({n . . . -
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lhere is lhe notion of ownershlp lhal exxsls "Sd and so is Mr. 'X's sliudem ieacﬁef." Our E
,poml is thal for most sludem leachers lhe commumty generaally con515[s -of the |
cooperalmg teacher .to Whlch the sludem teacher is assigned and lhe classes in whxch' the
- student leacher comes to.work. - '. o ' ‘ g

““Under -Classroom Management l.Z'H’andling Routines, the juxtaposition of the comncept

of ro'utine.wi'lh its sub-categories suggests meaning different- than we believe should. be

_ suggested. The notion of routine suggests two things. First, to be routine is to. be -
-] » " -
. cmsnoou MANAGEMENT ? A
1 N-ndl:ng routines Q'
— assembling #nd dismissing . .
Lo s — devbunon of materials - +
. ~ -— 19DONING anENdance -~ = N
. . . - \ . . — grouping for instroction o s
- T \\ ’ L ) ) 2'-Elﬂ.:l’:rrwut)ft:udes‘)lt:m'-dut:l
. i . . ) —Apolﬂhof\?ftodudcﬂlﬂm ‘L . o @~Y
‘Figure 20 3 Sati-conuol o . : R _ :
habitual. Second, to be rou;ine»is'yto. imply " insignificance. Certainly, "assembling and
dismissing” and “"reporting attendarice” is routine action for teachers. And, generally, the
=~ .. (distribution of materials- is thoughi ‘to be routine, although there are p_edagogical choices lo"
. make” even in, .this aclivitj'; but, there is no way that "grouping® for. instruction” can or
. N - °or " R i - : . . .
should be thought of as routine. ™~ . - ' : N o
Choices 16 be made in the area of grouping students ar¢’ both pragmatic (Are ‘there
. . : { . S o : N ' o
students,—because—of - their—propensity—to—disturb—the—class;—who—should—net—be—placed——-— - -
_together?) and pedagogical (What is the best.way to- achieve. the. intentions of thé learning '_ - -
activity? or What students, if put in the "same group, would likely work together in -such - ‘
a- way as:to’ maximize their learning from each other?). We see grouping for instructioni as -
a teaching .,.ski'll_';-rather than.as routine behavior. The reasons_for grouping in one way or
another should, be carefully' considered and not subject to. routine. ‘In fact, grouping
pauqrns'which become rouline are also likely to b_ecorrie borihg. ‘That the grd,uping'is
placed under the caIegory called 1. Handlmg Roulmes remforce= our expenences wu.h e
observmg classrooms These are.- thal”(l) groupmg is hardly ever done and (2) groupmg is. . .

e T - . °
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h?”‘&'@}’f&f"“ thoughtfully or well. Placement .of grouping und_er routines. in lhis form“v

- will consérve the thoughtless uses of grouping in classrooms.. It may also 1mply more an

¢

. abllny grouplng based on IQ scores rather than on pedaeocucal crllerla

. Under Classroom Management 2. Dlscrplrne it is assumed thal codes of conducl

[

“exist in some'formwwhl_ch is 'both observable andappllcable Such is - seldom the case Each,

" CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

2. Ducwpline
— swarenass of codes of conduct

‘¢ . - spolication of codes of mndum i - . . . . ..

Figure' 21 . L 3 Setcomuel

- . i
e
©° .

" school, each leacher within that school and even each claserom"which a’ particular teacher
works ,wilh is llkel\ 1o have a different code of conducl Each school each teacher, and

each classroom has 115 (hlS or her) own personalm folk wisdom, and social mores. Far .

frOm being- problemallc we see- l.hlS as natural and positivet Sludems are not lhe same and

£

classes are not lhe same.

. ’
o

The debate oullrnmg the possxble dlfferences belween [eacher acuons belng consistent

or being - farr is pursued often in educauonal d15cussrons Should every sludent be treated in

exactly the same ‘way? Should all codes of conducl be applled in exaclly the same wa\'7
We suggest Lhal lhey should not To apply codes of conducl unlforml) lmplles thal

' )— studenls -are hemogeneous. this deprives them - of mdlvxdualuy and personalny and lends lo
' obJecufy lhem in the mlnd of lhe leacher '
e Furlhermore even- though a school may have a, wrmen code that ~Wriuen_'code~can ’.
lbe lnlerpreted in many different ways. Some’ leachers may ‘see it as- an ldeal 1o work
lowards some may' see it as a set of slandards 10’ apply absolulcly and some_‘teachers_
may see u as hopelessly anuqualed‘and useless II would be presumptuous for an '-”

observer- evalualer lo evaluate ths calegory wrlhout speclﬁc and lhorough knowledge as to

“how lhese codes of conduct are’ vxewed in .vlhe particular clrcumstance in Wthh the studenl o

e o
A

.teacher -finds himself or hers_elf placed. § _" - : : o SR
o - | er (PY AVNLABLE
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“Although it .is’ impossible to know what “the creators of the form meant to say, our

nolion is that they believe that classroom"'Discipline" can be maintained lhrough the. -

awareness and appllcauon of codes of conduct. The form prima facie says as .much. If it

“is truly belleved lhal discipline is malntamed by lhe appllcauon of codes of conducl ‘the

..

e
’

Lask of the*‘"sfudenl leacher lS to moblllze as much powcr as-is necessar) to apply lhese , .

? codes of conducl ThlS action, in and of itself, precludes any desxre to share -power or-

o

.relrnqulsh power to lhe studenls The sludenl' l"eacher will work to build himself or herself

up to as powerful a posmon as posslble These power bulldlng acllons further’ cement the

one-wa_\' _(from teacher to s'[udenls as audience) nolion of lhe e“)';perience of ‘educalion.», Not:
.only s knowledge passed in one .way, dxsclpllne is also passed 1n one way. Unforlunalel_vr

we see the form as essenuallv worklng lo encourage studenl teachers. lo maxrmlze their -own

power in relauonshlp 10 lhe power of lhe studenls ‘We belreve lhat ‘this ulumalel) resulls

-

“in a separauon of lhe leacher from lhe sludenls ‘and lhen mlh an allenauon between the

. Figure 22 ' - nonverbal S — S

‘teacher and lhe students The leacher comes 1o feel more ‘as a colleague wrth thc subJecl

‘mauer lhan with the studenls leen lhxs form as we see it, it is unthinkable lhat-.

v

~teachers would feel any collegial relauonshlp wrlh sludenls ’ !

Phrases like apprOprlateness of lanszuage nder Communication Skills are dlfﬁcull to -

e

'understand Nol everyone's values are the same, nor. are lhe goals of educauon srmllar for -

"COMMUNICATION SKILLS . ot
. command of Englxh . _ - R N

© gualiny of vocce : .

and pr ) . -

appeopristeness of langisge . -

. pmmng/runmvmmq . .

ever)one This is especlally true in cultural situations, but it is also lrue in situations.

- where, ‘on lhe surface 1here seems 1o be consensus aboul goals Frank. Kush, former head

-l
- cos

) foq{ba“ll coach at. Arizona Slale Unlver‘sity, would probably. allest [o_Lhe fact. that

| tmc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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,"Réaders should not” assume that we are calling. for a buddy-buddy or touchy-feelie

relationship between students and teachers. There are, however, formal ways in which -
teachers and studenls can both view lhemselves as berng educable.
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'approprxale aclxon is v1ewed dxfferenlly by different people involved -in the -aclion. Kush"s
" example can "be instructive . for educalors Whenl people are placed 1n .tense sxluauons (hke .
vcoaching f?)otball_or teaching) _wherfe .goals are measurable in terms. pf producrs (Iike wins, .
grades or b'ehavior) "appropriale" can ’be vit’:‘wed.pragrnatical'ly and'rneans can be seen as
) subservxenl to ends (like when it seems approprzate 10 beal a foolball plaver on _the helmel.
) wn.h your fists or when 1ntellec1ual or physxcal freedoms are cu’rlar’ed in an effor{ o
achieve approprxale academic behavior). In. lhxs sense, almost every classroom is’ a
'cxrcumslance where  the War Measures’ Act has been effecled bul never repealed Our
reading ‘of l_his‘ form suggesLs that martial Iawl, in the form'of leacher power, is .lhe ideal -
' 'for every classroom - -
The mixing of quanmanve and quahlauve criteria on -the form seems silly, at best,
“and d"amaging, at worst. For example although we generall\ se¢ concepls hke -pprognal
and suil}ab'l’e,lc.), be useful terms for. e\raluauon because Lhey- require the- observ-er-evalu‘al@r
.1o 'be cqﬁgni'zanl of lhe 'cqnlexr rh ‘whi'ch an'aclicn occurs,'.‘wh'en‘ linked lo‘lhe checklist

evaluation ' found horizontally on -the top “of - the’ form, the resulting juxtaposition seems

Al

. o R {3
. s . Evaluation: Check
LT ’ . appropriaie response

ey !
peuwn .
| sBemay|’
slumay
Ay

= WSy
s

Figure 23

-

a

sstupid.. For ‘example, can a ‘student teacher be said to have “"average™ success at being .

appropriate. "Almost™ appropriate or "somewhat" appropriale leave something to be desited. -

.
°

'Appropriate is’ an all or noLh‘ing' term,. much’ -Iike' pregnancy.—. When linked to; terms of
degrees (hke "hmned success”) the term becomes meanmeless

Nowhere is the confusron caused by Jux1aposrng quanmauve and quahlauve

'ler_rninology rnore apparent than under Prgfessxonal and 'Personal Qualities. .Can' we say

STV RABE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . . o T

t L " X .,~ ) ] . ) . 30 , - - . - i V v". “ e - | Lo




L

PROFESSIONAL AND FERSONALOUAUTIES

annude
- inminve
h : . wialny;-
' . sense of humor
BCCRPIS ARG 8CIS ON BUPAIISOLY suggesnnns
um»oruhnas with community
' with rolleag

;Figure 24

&

unsuccessful sense_ of humor? One cannot meastrre{

can measure "inilialive" or "vitality.”

‘about a student teacher: *Yes, he has a ot of al-u',ludes,"

"attitude”

What does. it mean to have an

¢

in" the same sense thal’ one .

One of ‘the mosl frequentlv asked queslrons by. lhose who .use lhe rorm for-

evaluation concerns lhe notion of the term average.

o

. Does lhrs lerm,mean average for “the

i

pamcular studenl leacher averdge for al] lhe studenl teachers whrch lhe evaluator has -

-

evalualed "or does it mean ar’erage given some rdeal conceplron of what or how a student

leacher should .thEoreucallyehave been” able 10 do at a par:.icular' point in his of her.

w e

"grow'fh loward professional c0mpe1ency? Also,“a quesuon in such an evaluation is the

L

context in whrch lhe student leacher is placed 10 There ‘are cerlarn schools, coopera'ling

leachers, or classrooms where frcedom- abounds. There are other classrooms where even lhe

~ best- student leacher would have reaI difficuhv "look'rng good"' 1o an'evalualor'; l‘n some

A

<

‘ pfacemenls the sludent teacher can look weak .and yet must be vrewed as average or . even’

as above average. " The mrxrng of success whrch

1S evenl- 0]' crrcumslance orrenled Wllh

average " whrch is person orrenled is potenuallyr troublesome

v

In lhrc same- hghl it becomes drffrcult to drsungursh belwee,n well- rnlenlroned activities

R

‘.

and evil-inlentroned acuvilies. We have’ both.'encounlered Lhou‘gh not -often, 'student leach‘ers

' ﬁwho have worked hard wrlh the besl of rnlenlrons but have had "a, drffrcull trme frndrng

', success. - At the same trrne, we both have known student teachers who have had less than

e

" *Throughout this paper and lhe language of teacher educatron is . the - -concept of " student
Meacheneplaeement~~-?he~xdez ~of-~-plaerng—-~a~studentﬁeachere-xmp}rertiywdepnvesmum t--student
teacher of 'power, impiciily views the student teacher as an object to be manipulated by
others, and implicitly conserves the power and authority over the placement of student
teachers wrth that institution doing the placement--mosl often ‘the university.

O

ERIC:
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. good Intentions ('Lhey"havcobeen,extremely self—cen'tered 'or._la'z.y_) but who have been

i

éxtremely successful given their ‘intentions. An unethical action, even done xwe]l, remains

©

'unet"hical. It would be ludicrous to-congratulate a mass murderer for the-clever way he

-disposes of his victims or to admire the marksmanship of. a political assassin. There is no

“way to conceive of someone doing something bad, well. In such circumstances, the mixing

of "qualitative and quantitative "terminology has little meaning.

The Message of Form - o

- , . F * . . El

- o Meaning is carr,ied ‘not only by -the language used but also through formal, stylistic:

means. In this respecl <a critical reviewer can address* the formiat, or package,. which the
. \_ . -

2

‘ eva]uauon form adopls ‘and lhrough this. process come 10, understand the meanmgs rnherent

'.rn lhe form. For examp]e why is it true that the - form is onl) a one-page form as

- opposed lO a lenglhrer form whrch addresses the calegorres conlarned in some grealer deplh",

'Those studenl teachers who are bemg evalualed usrnz this form, would certainly agree’ lhal

a

: lhe form is rmportanl enouzh Fo]L wrsdom subslanlraled by occasional _admrnrslralrve

comment,, suggests;.lo- us that the form" is. one, page simply because those- personnel who .

hire teachers would not take the time to: read materiél any lengthier. Whether such- is true
or not or 'Whether it is more h'ke]y. that these’ evaluarors ‘using the Torms’ whave a “history _-

- - e *

3 . of nol comp]eung longer forms we do. nol know. But what is obvious to us is that the

value of efficienCy ‘has laken' priorr'ty over'the vélue of  thoroughmess." Neilher."of?irsr is

- -

teacﬁ'nng can be adequalelv lold on a one- page eva]uauon form, regard]ess “of * lhe size of

type.-

:

~Besrdes the fact lhal we believe the form is, an- inadequate 1ndrcglor of a student

s

.

teacher's performance, our general 1mpre'ssron is thal lbe form_rs'a c_ountrng form. When a -

.convrnced that the story of a studenl leacher ] experrence w:Lhm a round of : sludenl -

W~w~person»reads~{hﬁ~f orm--whieh— has~beeHﬂ4ed—out—on =0

that the person looks wrthrn the mdex on the lefl srde ‘of lhe form for lhose marks out

A e provided by R
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of -the ordinary. Does the studenl.te'acher have any 'check marks on the left of the ‘i‘ndexr;
the sxde lowards unsuccessful" If so how many" Or, does ‘the sludenl teacher have a.-

grealer propensny of checkmarks lowards the rlghl sxde--excellenl success? If so, how many

L

‘ here? The lendency‘ls.lo first count the marks,whxch seem out of " place, either good- or
. bad. - How does  this form ‘compare ‘to others 1 have seen or have ‘filed? -Although the form '

states lhal it is "NOT FOR USE AS AN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE" man\ students

-
<

jdo in. facl . use it as- an emyloymenl reference if onl\ 10 glve grealer specxf:cm to -their

evaluauon items.

~We have staled lhal the fxrst 1mpressron one éels when usxne the form is lhal 11
ser'ves as a co'uming -index.” Just the faﬂcl'lhat the eya_luarion,form parlly cgmes in the

form of, a Checklisl sugﬁests that evalualor-responses can be discrete, In other words,' the

‘formal of lhe form encourages lhe b°lr)ef lhal the acuons of a studenl leacher can and

pes

shou}d be assessed in small pleces An acuon fits. nalurall\ accordrng to “the form, in

*

either one dnscrele space T anolher Much hke lhe nov°l Cheaper by’ lhe Dozen, lhxs v

a evaluauon form 1mphes that lhe “act’ of leachmg can be seen in. much lhe same way -as a

L

_lime and motion sludv The format of the form ,clearly. suggests a_particular. _view. of,;.lhe_ur,,,_,._.‘,

" “world. ,Al the rxsk of belng redundanl this view of the ‘world lifts the - technological
.mela‘phor to the _h'exghl of xdeal. e o , e

The™main "pr robler withTeliarice “on ~the techiiolo; g ¢l melaphor as the 1deal “for

evaluation is that it offerslhe -illusion of objectivity. The form not only lmphes lhal

pedple ca'n‘.be 'qalegor‘i‘ze’d‘bul lhal xf given enough cnlena (lhe checkhsl) lhese calegones

can’ be made objective. However, -student leaclg’evalualign cannot be ‘made Objecl-ive:-, Moré

discrete -is not more frue. Carefulness is.nol cort Ctness. What the evaluation form masks -

filling out with a system of values.

xs that it xs filled out by a human who comes 10 1

'thal boLh conscxousl) and unconscxously affcct Lhe wa) hlch the form was fllled out

-

olher—werds qfwthe::.umversrLyMexaluawrv.rsna“maleuwho_,h §= juSL ..bpm\——nhed~hv~ e R S

y

red- ha1red woman, we would hate to be a red haxred woman w

oo, »

is .depending _upon this

e
-



» N e, -

.evalualor S, objecuvuy Even if lhe same evaluater fllled oul a&l of the: evaluation forms
and was® responsrble for the evaluauon of all the student {eachers, we belreve :lhal lhese -

1 .

evaluauons ‘would sull not be objecuve Bul lhe situation is even miore compllcaled Usuallv

-evaluauons are filled ou1 by’ drfferenl people--each cooperaung ‘teachier. generally wn_h only
|

- ‘one sludem leacher and each umversu) evalualor wrlh only a small number of . lhe total

student leacher populauon As a Tesult, the objectivity of the form i3 firrlher complrcaled*
by the fact-that the’ forms .are ﬁlled out by pe(’)ple wrth a variety of drfferem nouons
aboul such basic lermr’nology ‘as "above average,' "nealness,”""clarily,ﬁ. and 1n111auve." We .
. o L . b . e .

" and the most important concept of the form cannot

sibmit lhal even lhe moslrbasic.

generally be. agreed upon--lhe concepl of satisfactory. While the .evaluati'on ,form seems o

be objeclive it masks real drfferences in ‘the way the form- is frlled out b) drfferenl

= o r

people or even the wsame percon with drfferenl sludenls People cannot be ca;egorrzed 50
7 .
. easrly IR o B

.

N N

The [format of lhe evaluauon Torm- also suggests  a frnrleness. It assumes because

%
4

lhere 15 a defrnue number of calegorles and these calegorres are specrally named, that we
as teacher’ educ:alo.rs undersl'and whal'makes‘ a good .leach'er.-Such is not-lhe.case.' As we
- recall lhose leachers in our pasl who _impressed us favorabl) and as we observe’ good.

teachers and good sludenl teachers we -are struck b) lhe drssrmrlarmes belween lhem There .

"are‘“no*clones*—of'*greaIWteacherS'““ln“facr*lhe*“good*leachers- -lhose~whom~sludenlrcn Joyv—and“—-

'from whom studenls seem lo learn a lov-are hardly -ever ahke Some lecture some, spend

.

almost all their lrme organrzrng group work or field lrrps Some demand whal seems hke

rnordmate amounts of homework some donl beheve 1n homework work 10 make , .
,cverylhrng relevanl to’ their - parucular groups of studenls and some are "'losl 1n their

content and invite sludenls lo share " this enlhusrasm
L . % : -

The checkhsl follows quality- conlrol/slandards construcied along the . lrnes of the

\
\

\
.
\ st
\

\

3
,,....._Wm.,tecbnalogrcal melaphor_.mand assrgnsu_lhgsemsmndardguaLQ.,a,ll;‘:studenL_Imchers in_ everv subiect
area or grade. level in which lhe form is used By dorng lhrs it 1mphes lhal good

- S

- '
.

Ao - %

O

we o N T

r
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..;_.drfferenl Lhan lhe elcmenlary school All of these are dlfferenl than .industrial education

*. . priority in order. We have menuoned this brrefl\ before but verucall) 45 the way we

: * . R . ‘ a . . ) -, LT : . . o
. . . . \\\; [ 35 ) . o . . . . )

. . : E \ -

leachihg is the same for ever}ne\i\n every subject area at every level. But social studies is.
o . . _

drfferenl lhan phvsrcal education 1s different from music. 'And the secondary sch"ool., is

3

“and vocational educau’on.'.Why' is. this same form used for -inherently different subject areas

and levels? The answer generally lies in ‘pragmatics- -cheaper, less confusing, and/or.more Dot

efficient.

Anolher'shorlcoming of the evaluation form is .its physical lavout. Under Teaching.

- 4 s
Skills, 2. Illusnraung/E@larnrng, for example are the sub calegorles a hrerarch) of skills or =~ - ¢

:

JUSl a lr@’ We suggest that forms lrke this one uses a- hOl’lZOﬂlal column as opposed 10 a

:

vertical column because a verncal column more lhan a horrzonlal column signifies a

.

T TEACHMNG SKRLS .
: 2 lllmulnng/-mh-m'nq .

— sy ' . . ] .

— apOCoLClateness o{ n.mpln - - X . ) R

— checuing 12* undersunamq . i

‘Figure 25 S T s

,_1‘ .

make our grocer'y hsts, remind ourselves of lhxngs to ﬁack on a business mp and wrne

.

down pornls to 1nclude in a. _manuscript on leacher evaluanon forms. In each case, we ‘put

S

;

those lhrngs we feel most 1mporlan1 at the top of the l:st We lhink of lhem firsl In

Y

1
. ~

.and eggs; whlle Professronal and Personal Oualmes is sage for seasonlng Whelher the
.
creators ‘of the e.valuauon form meanl- to or not _the vemcahly of the llSl 1mplles the

priorities - of the experience. In af debate’ that argued teacher as,d0er vs. leacher as be-er,

this form would clearly support ihe nofion -of a teacher as one who does. Skills’ have»' a' ' Mﬁi"

higher '~yenicali1y than qualities. ' " ' - - o

.

Earlier, we»Were crillcal of ‘the language USed in ‘the phrase "gro.wlh' lowards~

- . &

_ professional competency* Therc are other -problems wnh lhe use of lhlS phrase especially

E

loward the top of thls evaluauon fofm Assumrng studenl teachers need 10 grow towards

o

r mow AVA\LABLE L

e,
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L]

~professional compelen‘cy_,' when ‘they have "satisfaclorily’"‘ completed this ‘student Jeaching.

. round they are seen 10 be»_more "grown" lhen“ when they arrived--something rnusl be .

Lo e

=

responsrble for ‘this growlh Furlhermore since (as we have earher pomled out) the precise -

-

meamng of pracucum is a supervrsed chmcal experlence where the sludenl teacher apphes

"‘previoirsly learnfe.d _Lheory;‘ and that _growth is seen as‘resulung not so much from the

student teacher's own intelligence and initiative but more from the correct application of -

- previously . learned theory, the student teacher is.in debt to. the university for teaching him .~
or her that theory. What we are saying js, that, by using the phrase - "growth towards

2
e . B . - .

professional competency” at the top- of the' form and by linking that .concept to .
"satisfactory” compleuon the universil): has become an 'a_po]og‘i'sltfor.' its ~own 'conLinued R

" existence. First, rl sees sludenl teachiers as .immature and in need of further growlh

-~ -

.¢Second- it sets'up a pracucum nouon dependenl upon uself o provnde lhe fuel (lheor)) - ~‘r —

whqch is. fundamenlal to the- machxne s" movrng. : ' - o
We cannot be too. crilicaf of the university's position. We know' who pays us. And,
jin truth, a large porlion of  student -teachers - we have seen actually do grow .to be better = '

i ¢ v

teachers as a. resull of their *"praclicum" e'xperience. HoWever we. haVe*known astudenls -who* - e

¥

were excepuonal when lhe) enlered lhelr program of sludles and who flew lhrough their

studenl leachlng experlence wnh such htlle dlfﬁculty that we wondered . whether lhe - _ .
'expe‘r‘lence’ -did gthem any"’good’qr ‘not.’ There ‘are studenls for -whom lhe nouon of "growth , s
' ) iy l - : ’ : ‘. i ’q ( - ,‘ . i “
lowards professional cornpelency" is silliness.'_ T~hey are naturally gOod ‘teachers . who artfully e
N & * . . .

[N

continue lhenr teaching careers in and past pracucum .

. . s .4 = . , ~

EY

Il calches our eyes wher we look al lhe form which cerlaln calegorles have a gfeal
’ . - .
‘ number of’sub-‘c‘a'le'gories 'while' olher calegories exist “as smg]e enlmes.‘ Under Teachmg . ’
. * . \ B .
—————— _Skills, 1. Motivation and 5 Discussion seem’ parucularl) unadorned However 4.

. Instructional Aids has 1o r\sub-calegones. What does this mean? Certamly there are L

P
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: g



[ 2 ) B C - 8
- L TEACHING SKILLS . " . .
) Motrvation I T T T

. Hlustrating /e xpisining

’ a i ’ - . Zclarny
Id ’ — aporootsatensess of examples
\ B : . . . ' = checking for understanding 3
. . R - : . * 3. Questioning
- o o+ —amoum -
e ¢ ¥, —oswouion lruoughoul class
. . N . — sunabihty
° e . - . . — gevelooment «
: o ’ <-4 Instrucuonal axds : . A . -
T 4 — suflicient use - : :
Lo — surtabilny - )
T . . ’ — neatness

. . — organazanon ‘ 4 .
. . Discussion s
. . . Lot . & Pace. dwision of ime - o :
. _. Figure.26- T " \J o .
_ r
- A - .

. - 1

,
[y

4.

L B

- sub-categories that could, easily, become attached to either of these naked categories. Fc')r/

- _example,” imagine the following: ~
’ ] o - - .1 . *
5. Discussion
» - initiating - o ) L o & T
‘ - controlling : e ) : L
- distribution . S ' ' '
"- suitability . . > )
- amount : N o
-~ development .
- organizatjon ' . S ,
- sufficient use . . SR iy
. . - . &, . N

W

N . o )

Much like ‘ancient royaliy!* whose worth was measured by the entdiirage that ‘Tollowed

» . ~them, we believe that to sdme extent the worth of a calegory on this evaluation- form is .

, measured by the number of 'sub-calégor,ies it contains. If this is trué, as we -believe it is,
. o e muiiber oL s CEOLE 1L Ve
: ' ‘ . i . . * ) .
.-. - the evaluatiop form places a® high priority on categories like unit, plans, lesson. plans,

. ! S : . .
i "

1Hustralmg. qhesuonmg axds and'rc')utines. It is 'no accident that lhese‘aa"legorie are

. ¢
.

predommamly teacher* workmg categones and student recepuv‘g’calegones On lhe other

>

.hand‘, the categones of mouvauon and dxscussxon are: hxghl) dependent  on sludqm

! u

- interaction. From 1he~beginning of this manusycripl we have continually harped on 1he .
» ) \ i

one-way nature of this evaluation form and the beliefs and values -whic\h ground the form.

.This' is only one additional, case in point..

we o 0
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can get ‘an, idea of the: relauve worth of each category and a view of Lhe nalure of

ﬁ ln flgure skaung compelmons there are two  sets of marks one for school figures . R
= .t . A

and or‘e ,for freestyle As an analogy, lhlS evaluauon form emphasrz,es school figures 10 the

eyclusron ofg freeslyle. Because of Lhe number .of sub- calegorles wuhm each calegor) ‘ we

-

? a1ds and rouunes are noisy. The emphasls', surelyf wilhin t,his' form is- .on ?ood lech‘nlque;

teachmg 1mpl1c11 in. the evaluauon form Drscussxon_and motivation _are relauvelv srlem while

EE

~ .. -

i

Unforlunalel) good’ lechnlque alone does not make a good leacher Those items l‘ral we

feel are more 1nleractrve and;. thus® more 1nd1cmve lo us of whal we, valu° as good

-

1eaching silenllydisso!ve, into lhe solution for 'good leaching given ‘by the form. - _ S T

-

“There is one olher pornl we would llke o make concernmg the phrase "NOT FOR |

USE AS AN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE." The lmpllcauon is that the e\alualor can. be.

- honest on l-hls, articular form; bul. on the olher form!? the evalualor musl'. "cover up” - ' o
. IS P v ! -vail p"

honest criticism, Qur reaction is not so much with this form, but rather with the notion .

that onef" should cover up "faults” on an. employmeni reference form so the candidale

- .

e

- would appear wuhoul blemlsh Appearance wrlhoul blemish is not reallty, srnce we feel lhal

—

P

|
|
|
l
even masler teachers have areas .of weakness. However. thei notion of,appear‘a'nce wrlhouu . o

blemlsh is comnsistent wuh the nollon we menuoned earlier thal when a potenual leacher

»
’

compleles his or her pracucum _experience, fio, more learnmg is needed Again, we see the
PN

separauon belween {eachmg and learnmg 100 neat :and too clear

=
»

Spacin loo, can be-an mdlcauon df relauve merlt. In the column on the ri hthand
P g, g

(o
B -

sxde of the form Maln Strengths is given more 'space than Areas Needmg lmprovemenl

We wonder whether Lhe crealors of the"form had in mmd that it 1s good to be

psychologrcall) supportrve in whrch' case »this form has ‘a therapeutic effect_; or, ‘whelhér,‘»

'given ‘completion of the stu'dent teaching round. the .b'elief is simply- that there will be S

“fewer - areas needmg 1mprovement 'Although we have no quarrel at. all’ thh the nouon of

Supportrve Slatement at the, bottom of the rrghl-hand column this Statement. must be

11This form was used at the University of Alberta in connection with a second ‘form D -

enmled "THE EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE FORM T °

rutens proviea b cic [

-

l
l
|
|
l
i



- Lt underslood in: Juxlaposmon With "NOT FOR USE AS AN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE "

- If 5he suppomve stalemem is suppornve why'7 Jf it is not supporl for .a _]Ob it can onl\'

<

be seen as psychologxcal support As we' have lalked together "about our own ﬁllmg out of-

-

the form{' we both often apprpach-th}s secuon wnh the thought,thal we must be remin_ded'

to say sornethin'g good ab‘out a student’ te:fcher, no matter whél. Although it doesn'li' Lo

'

. -
‘.

»h.appen. oflen there’ ma) be txmes when ‘our responses here falh in the category or genre

of, "You. don't’ sweal much for a fat~ person We have been schoqled" 10 fill in every |

space, whelher we know anvthmg aboul lhe calegory 0T nol,

>

"Note, on the bollom_ of ‘the form, the a}mosl indiscriminate use. of capital 1e1ter§ -on

such- terms as Final Evaluation and Practicum. Why? These are not the names of anything.

v
- \

- o .For this round. (please check.one at the time of making the Final Evlluluon lor the round) en
O Satisfactory. Recommend-that credit be'granted, [ Not satistactorily completed Reccmmend additional Culmlnanng Practicum expefs
O Unsatisfactory. No lddmcn:l Practicum experiences recommended.

ces

Figure 27 ' -

In fact, the capitalization 'of the terms Final Evaluation tells much about the real naturc

-«of the form ‘On the surface the form is Simp1y a reporl'of progress by the student

-

leacher -through lhe pracucum expenence chromcled by thxs report. For ‘example, the. report

5. . L i )
.only "recommends” certain ac_lions.‘ These recommendations do not seem, on the surface, to
be carved in sione.-However, the reality is that- this - is the Final Evaluation. Really, there -

is .not a question in anyone's mind as to the status of this form. It is a Final

Evaluation. = | ‘ ' . : o .{ ey
The '-Do,min'an‘t' View of ‘Teaching and _Educ'a.ti,on

- Having' dxscussed formal crmcxsms of the particular student. teachmg evaluation . form

(m other words criticisms of the format of the form), it is now approprxale ‘to examine:

more -intrinsic pauerns that emerge from - the form. One of the miost nonceabl_e patterns, or-

groups of meanings, that can be analyZed 'w~ithin the form are the imrinsic meanings given - -

to what it means to be a teacher .what the emerpnse of . leachmg emaxls and, perhaps
more .importantly, the meamng of educauon 7

W . e
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One of m'e».v"éfy powerfui sets of messages embedded withrn this form is the message

i

“that the prospectrve leacher recerves about how learnrng takes place The"form means (0

- of leaching-f rom this perspecuve have been. used to make commenLary aboul' the phr]osophyAv

v

say thal ing is one way--frorn teacher’ to learner Certamh many crmcal metaphors

-

'i

of this. -one-ws learnxng The water jug melaphor suggests that- th° teacher pours

'(1nformauon or knowledge) mlo the sludenl (who 15 underslood ds emply or defrcn of

thrs 1mporlanl knowledge) Implicit’ in thrs melaphor is the idea thal what is bexng poured

.+ has substance, is concrele, is’ recognxzable through - its form and is parlrc]ized“ (or broken

down into 'poura'b]e quanuues). Thrs melaphor holds‘ attracuon to ‘those educators who are

- -

concerned with measuremenl and evaluauon Measuremenl must necessarr]) be of some

P
s - \x

substance; one does not undersland the concepl of measurement to be . approprrale]) app]red

o a nouon an rdea or those lhxngs whrch lhe Greeks lermed noumena]
In this notion “of one- way know]edge the function of know]ed'ge (as 'the Mariisl

critics would spggesl) is marn]y to reproduce the ideology of the dominanl.society. Anolher

-metaphor, the banking metaphor, points. out how the source and thc accessxbr]ny of

know]edgeis socially constructed by those in dominalion. The banking melaphor has~ two

embedded ideas: the first is implied status of .hierarchy and" the second is utility. Banks are

ihose places_ wberethe» indi»;idua'lity (both personally and economically) of the customer

must be ‘subjugated to the co}!eclive control of the bank S0 thal the system can work. In

order to work 1o ils potential, the "bank- must have a large . numbef of customers whose.

. combxned economrc assels produce enougb surplus cash flow for the bank 10 uulrze mone)

in- a number .of ways to generale -profit. In such a situation the size of the col]ecuve

economies must theoretically be great enough - so ‘that the;aberranl acuon, (ésay a large

withdrawal of funds) of a single individual or group of individuals cannot. seriously

i

E Jeopardize the workings of the system. But sych a syslemb is not always u]tirnalei'y

,\)

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]ib’erating for the. individual_fbanker.' A small EXample of this is tbal rigorous scrutiny is

il

b
s

X
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placed,on' the lndividual who ‘a'ttempts to bor-row the 'banki‘s" ‘rnoney;" yet, the bank is not .

sub)ect 1o the scrutmy of the individual deposrtor in the phtlosophy it uses to generate

profit. prlelcall)' tt lS the bank whrch decrdes at what rate .interest should be patd or

j'charged and to whom,« and under what terms loans should ‘be' made. The bank also

O

RIC.
| o

i

assesses . the worth of an tndtvrdual ] assets or collateral baSed upon a strtctly ‘economic

L kS

formula for - nammg value.. In- some sense, the questron of what a person is worth - °
prtmartl) carries with it economlc criteria " and nuanccs The bank assumcs responsrbtltt\ for.

the accessrbtltty of its commod1t3 "and the terms under Wthh that commodm is granted 1o

-

customers ‘The nature of the mdmdUa] S control of resources has dwmdled to a minimum.

" The bankmg metaphor also carries wrth 1t the notion that the purpose of their

-commodtty' is ulttmately utilitarian. Money is loaned from a bank to be “used l'or

something, whether. it is the éeneration of ‘more money, ’the fulfillment of needs,v or the

opportunity to afford percei'ved coml'orts Such is the nature of knowledge in a ‘one- wa)

\

system.'Those who dominate and'control choose the rate, l’unctton, arcessrb_tltty, and ulllll)
of the knowledee which - they understand as capital in therr svstem\ These dec151ons are not.

neutral;and_are dominated by those thh power. This power does ,_not and,' it is belteved

-should not, be . given to students One reason that the decrsron makmg power is not easily

gran'ed 10 studPnts is that the power to. make decisions represents i real power and a. .
power not o be trusted to those who mlght be critical of the system As Gustav

Mensching (1971,_p.. 51) _st-ates. » _the«fact that the institution strives 10 preserve tts-u'nity‘

"is 'the root of every kind of -formal intolerance.” Those in control, in order to stay in -

-~

control, must necessarily be “intolerant of granting power lo thosegwho' may ‘tend to lessen
thelr own po“wer. : |

.An example of the effect of parucltz;ng SO that’ knowledg'e.becomcs pourable can
. be seen m the treatment’ ol' the concept “of motivation. Mottvatton has been separated frorn
the content of whatever lesson. is being undertaken Thts tmphes that content cannot

4

usually, be mottvattng m 1tself It also assumes and seLs the stage for the content of

Iy
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Schools io be boring to students. The teacher's task, therefore, is much like a modem-day

. Mar) Poppms who provrdes the sonnful 6f_sugar" 16 "help the medicine’ go down."

There is‘al'so, no doubt ‘that schobls. have historically been seen as ‘medicinal, providing thé -
"cure” for a "sick" citizen ‘or the -hope for a -"sick" society.
.Molivalion, is.-something which the téacher mr?ét leérn.tcr do:-it is a-teaching skill--as:

opnosed to- somethmg that is  intrinsic lo the content. As a bcalegc')ry under Teaéhine Skills.

it “also 1mphes thal if’ the sludems are ‘not mouvaled 11 lS lhe leacher 5 faull because he

or she d1d not have lhe necessar) skill. Whrle such an- att nude is enslavmg in that 11
creales~ a .real burde'n for the leachers,' it also works to. 'separate students from. responsibilily
for - their- own learning. This attitude tends to. keep .the students in thé category of children

and tends 0 legitimaie all the political control that the teacher or school assumes in the

-

struclurmg of students’ lives. . )
R The term Iesson has come 1o mean a small separauon of ; uml of slud\--usually ‘a .
| ) daily' 'separau'on. Howeve_r._ the concept of lesson cannot -emlrel_v be separaled from . its
; Lo «gprr'r‘la'five irislor):_ For example. Iessorr can also - be uqdersrc_)od irr the prrrases', "He was .
‘ l-e.rughl«a ‘lesson" 'and "He learnied 'aul'essorr.",-‘The po‘im;. we are reslaling is lhar. although
‘schoolmg and specrﬁca]lv here leacher educauon ma) seem 10 be neutral, teacher educ'alion'
must be undersmod o be a_normative acuvrl) with value and worth bemg defmed b) ., '
those who dommale the acuvrly 1deo‘log1callyf. In lhlS case, lhe separauon,.ofl umts.lmo -
% lessons not only. has a separalmg effecl ‘but also a normative. effecl : "
| A second specrfrc effecl of paruchzmg teachmg and Iearmng (and by doing so

rlppmg awa) the context) is seen in the placement of 3. Self conlrol under the larger . L

headmg of Classroom Managemem - As, one lends to partlchze in grealer and greater

,specrﬁcny, the problem of mvemor) (slorage) becomes more lmportam This 1s true

1

'-because a parl comes to be known by the place where it is. slored In lhrs form
self—conlrol 1s mvemorred. with 01her managemem tools.” The crmca] quesuon lS '-'Whal E

does it mean to know self-control as a manaeement lechmque"" The flrst meanmg can be

\
A
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—— seen 1n the .wording__of_ _the prevrous quesuon Self control s--a- lechnlque it is,,a vlechnicalv»-— e R

prlonty The fact lhal self control is not a Professnonal or -Personal Qualuv suggesls that

it is not as .SIgnrﬁcanl as an abldlng.quallly of a-teacher but is to be understood as a -

ploy to be used when: needed.- We believe that it ‘means something different to, have
self -control than il_doe§ to use self-control. We ,als:o'believe that self-control is an

. impprtanl leacher-qu‘alily whlch should _abide constantly in t’eachers--‘il- should be parl of

the intrinsic nature of good .teachers. We disagree"lhal self -control is of the same nature

aws.'l. Handling Routines. It is a quallty rather lhan -an_act. Il is important in more and
- wider snluallons than for ‘use in fronl of- a classroom Thal self conlrol can be seen as a
technical problem and as such Judoed ln ler_ms of good self-control and bad self -control
or approprlale self - control and 1nappropr1ale self - conlrol " narrows lhe meamng and | o | E

changes ‘the nature of the concept. We have called thls lendency 10’ see lhlngs onl\ as . - s

technical problems as - the "Ed Psyching" of educalion. While  this crilical lerm&probably

implies mare damage' than we -hope, we do mea_n-'lo'be critical of "Lhe'-lendency in
Educauonal Psycholoz\ to see all education in terms of appropriate behavror ‘as opposed 10

3y
\

a, broader vrew lhal 1ncludes those lhlngs .more dxfﬁcull to measure. \
| Parucllzmg the currlculum has a third effecl on ltre way that - l'emac\‘hingl and, educal-ic)n .
come to be understood. To ‘break .educau'on into 'pi'eceslland {0~ dwell on the meaning ’of"’.
‘these pieces indlyidually and ‘oul of. con’lem brings the surface of the 'acliv,ity and tends to
make less imporl'anl the und’erlying deer) structurés. Three ~analog'ies .will ’h[elp~ to explain lhe..
difference _between surface elructures and deep 'slruclures.. | |
'I'he flrst’ is the analogy 'of‘the dialecu'c belween grarnmer and .meaning which almosl |
-. every Norlh American hlgh school graduaté’ has faced dunng hrs or her high school career.
Whrlc the grammar of the Engllsh language has ns own specralrzed meanlng and dlfferenl
grammars carry different meanrngs grammar.-ls usually best thought of as the funcuonlng -
of the vehicle lhal helps carry meanrng Jusl like an aulomoblle mlaht be fmely -tuned or

out of tune and in need of a tune-up, and the. in-tunéness of the auto-in some way

e

. 4s
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affects lhe carrymg of .the passengers,, the . degree of -in- tuneness affects lhe carrying of

meaning in narrative or text Whnle a good understandmg of grammar helps a wmer

: communicale better, -an- over-attention to ‘grammar (where meanxng is’ granled much less

value than. I.echnxque) ‘can be ulumaleI) consupahng lo meaning or even worse” may ..

.constrict-meaning' allogether. We are reminded of the episode in the mdv_ie To Sir, With

Love where lhe Enghsh leacher corrects the grammiar and relurns a student's suxcxde note.
When form becomes so powerful lhe surface ‘of 'the acuvm has taken over the meanxne
from the. meanlng of the activity, lhe resulls are gnrn )
vThe second anal‘ogy useful in sen'singflhe' diffefence belween deep and surface
structures. . is lhe dxfference between using wexghls for body buxldmz or’ for strenelh

training. The _body buxlder uses a variety of lechnlques xneludmg rescarch of anatomy and’

the division of ;he muscle system into its separale? muscles, essentially to pump - each

individual .muscle to its fullest capacity. The body builder is' not so much interested in « '

strength as he or she is interested in ,deﬁ'nilion‘and" specificity of eath individual muscle.

While. the person ~interested in strength training_has the eoal of buxldxng a strone @y, the

. body builder desires to build a developed body. Strength and defxnmon <:€ not similar;

“and, big muscles -are not- necessarily strong muscles. In the same way, a curriculum -of

student leacher evaluation which‘ separates the practice o’f -teaching into a number‘ of

- dxfferenl parts and works to bunld up the parls may not achxeve a suong evaluauon

“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The third "analogy is the dxalecuc belween style and meanxng which can be seen on

3

this evalualion form in lhe difference~‘between performance and communication skills. While

phrases like "quality of voice,” 'enu‘nciation and ‘pronunciation,” “appropriateness. of

-

language," and "printing | and handwrmng appear u‘nder'Lhe heading .of Communication’

Skilfs lhese clearly dwell more exphcxtly upon the delivery sysiem (lhe leacher) than they
do upon elther the student or the * communlcauve mleracuon between the teacher and the

student. - The focus is not, lherefo're, on communication in- its true Sense but 1jalher upon

the actions and performance of ‘the teacher. Such a foc'us'pulsa high value upon"lhe

4%
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‘teacher as a stylist and as a person -who %acts.” The focus:is consistent with_other -

portions of the evaluation form which place _a higher value upon s_urfac.e,.s.trucmr.es ‘and .-

" upon doing as opposed to being. It also a‘ssumes that students respond better ‘to superficial

',,‘is to believe lhe 1mplied messages of lhlS form 15 résistant 1o studenl leachers' efforts 1o

. be motivated.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

behavior. Eatlier in' this paper,’ we argued that, we knew teachers who, despite problems

'with performance skills,’were in fact excellent leachers. The difference between style and

-

'meaning rerninds. us of “Charles Asnivar‘.who lacking what many people feel 'is a smooth

_voice, can ronetheless " "deliver”. the meaning of a song as well as an) singer.

N - : -
. ] 0

. Intrinsic Ideological Viewpoints. o o .

B

This evaluation form, within its inherent curricu'l-um re.preseri'ls a philosophical and

ideological view of lhose myolved in educalion Specificall) presenled wxlhm lhe form are

"-Views of studenls,- educalion, leachers studenl leach»ers, and evaluation. These Viewpoinls, are

123 b

not presenled formall\ but, rather, intrinsically in -lhe m’eanings embedded within it.

~

The ideological posmon of lhis evaluauon -form denies the righl or responsnbilm of

studenls to gain knowledge lhrough lhe critical user of their own faculties. Over "and ov'er,

“the form inherenll) stales lhal studenls are passive receivers ralher than crealive inleraclors

-

This is apparent in lhe need for teachers and- student Eeachers lO motivate stuoenls

-Motivation is the. number one leaching skill. In51ruction also demands aids. ln addilion,_v,

there is an extensive need for students to be managed All of* these ponnls combined with
the apparenl linear nature of the educauonal activmes suggesl a classroom[,where students,

like molorcycles need to be "kick started.” The \nalure of studenls if lhe_sfudenl teacher

‘,ed,_ucale. Ii' they are not acuvely resistant, they are al leasl slow to act and are waiting to

The classroom situation 'described in this form is one where teachers are responsible

f
\ “

for talking and sludenls are responsnble for listening. 'This focus is one ‘Teason why teacher

Dy

clarity, in- both writien work and in oral performance is so crucial. We wonder if one of




the Teasons for the 1mporlance of clarlty lS ‘that. the studenls are perceived .as belng

—

incapable of_ lhlnkrn‘g' for themselves. We have also wondered why lhere has been such a’

stress on clarity -in curriculum and- instruction” courses.,,'l‘he JTeason must center on "lhe need

. . n‘ . l - - . .. . ' ' N N
- for. the "'audlence 10 undersLand exaclly what lhe, speaker Is saying. This, to. us, reduces

educauon 1o a lransmrssron of lhe already known io those with -a- deflcll of lhal

3
v

knowledge Such clarn) also represents a- ﬂO]’l’l’lallVC sLalemenl about how lhe world of

education oughl ‘10. be ,conducl_ed.AThis» world is a world. intdlerant of ambiguil)' and

P

o/ ' :
nuance, »although ambiguily'and nuance exist liberally in life. Reducing educalional

: evaluauon essenllally to lhe issue of clarity also ellmlnales subslanuve criticism of Lhe trulh

-

of “the message Truth has alread) been laken for granled criticism is - only dlsrupuve "For -

-_sluden,ls lhlnklng too much makes educallon dlfflcull and is not, afler all, lhe purpose of

.\)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

educalioh in lhe-; firs,l: place--al least -according to this’ form.

. e

A Phildsophy of Teaching and Education v’ °

‘We have claimed that lhis studenl- leaching"evalualion form is, essen-liallv a’

curriculum. As a curriculLim it contains a serles of programmallc rmpllcauons ‘and- it”

conLalns lhe phllosoph\ lhal undergxrds these nouons of program, Wha[ is the phllosoph)

'whrch is embedded- within this forrn"

Some of the stalements that follow we have made before" and in this section we will

- ¢

only repeat them -briefly. For example, we have shown how lhlS form. is represenlatlve of
the scientific- lechnologlcal metaphor Wthh has grown 1o encompass socleLal loglc since the’

16005. Thrs'form rnusl be underslood within lhe historical cortext of- the times; and il'

carories lhe'hagga'ge, both good and bad, of fundamental values 'embedded‘ within the

technological _rnelaphor.

There are four other philosophical statements which .seem to be implicit within this

=

evaluation form. These include: L L B e

1.  Learning.is isolated. It comes 'in little "pieces, and when added up gives an .indication___

. of what education has occurred.

49
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It .is obvious to us, EVen at first glance, that the form e\aluales lhe student teaching

experience’ in litlle increments. As ‘we have mentioned redundanliy, every Mact” of leaching

Pl

which can be broken into htlle ‘pieces has been broken into little pieces. Furthermore, - these

p_ieces- have been 'separated i'rorn each other by calegory' and in such_separalion, they have
© become discrete. Marks are given i'or.each'piec'e. ~

. Certainly, there is a section where an evaluator can make' comments on any . aspect
o : = 7 A . . . .
of the leach'ing which seems appropriate, wilhoul specific direction. In other words, the °

S evalualor can write whalever he or she wanls to write  under lhe areas enlilled "Main .

Slrenglhs and_ "Areas Needing Improvement.” These categories are. surlably vague as 10

’

. engender a variety of comments. However, their position on the righl-hand srd_e of the.
. _form i}veakens their powér. It is a simpie notion but, in English, writing begins on the top

iefl srde of the paper and nol on lhe right-hand srde If 'the form were donen nalurally,

according_ lo_,,lhe way we Write, we” would probabI) fill out the check mark srde and lhen
~ fill out the narrative side. And, in fact, we suspect that this is how most leachers i'ill
out the forms. Bétween us, ‘we have filled, out this form more than 100 times and have

never filled -it out narrative side first. The problem we see with this is that (and we
recall this from our own experience) the, narrative tends to reinforce the checkmarks. We;
. . N . . » . « .; N

" therefore, have said nothing new--we have not understood this as an. opportunity for-

‘different and varied';commenl. We have if we-fill oul lhe{i'orm in this Way, bought  into

~ the philosophy of the left- hand side; and Lhis phiiosoph\ as we’ have sla.led before, is s
separaled items, piece-work, -disparateness and technolomcal
2. Lcarning_ is best accomplished by setting up a series of onedway experiences--from

’.

. e @ o . .
T those who haveé them to®those who do not.

ERIC * | P s
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We have menuoned before ‘that the nalure of pracucum as a_concept, sets
/

experrences where student leachers pul into. practice prevrously learned lheory The teachers

(Unxversrly slaff) of thxs prevrously Jearned lheory are the experls to both . the cooperaung

leacher‘and the student teachter. There is also a sense in which, the- cooperaung teacher is,

Y

. and must be .the expenq o the studenl leacher Also given the rmphcu and exphcu nature-

~'.of the calegorxes wrlhln the checkh’sl on' ‘the’ left-hand side of the fcrm, the student B

~ 8

teacher, in order to allend lo the checkhsl correcll) musl _deal expertly with the student.
Al every slage, we beheve, hietarchies have been established where' learnrng is passed from
one -more-expert person o another less- expert person The form ‘clearly explicates an

experrence in ‘hierarchy.- Given *the form, it can be no other wa) ‘ . S

3. Lear%ing has ‘a moral, elhic_al',‘ and polilical‘overlone.

- . . . ] ) . . \
4

We have mentioned; briefly, the notion of learning. a lesson and. what we: typically

-mean \whén' we use such a phrase. The notion of Lesson, we think, cannot be entirely

-'-'rér'noved'\‘\from- this moral,’ ethical conception of teaching. The term "lesson,” ‘used in the
- context of- p’edagog,\', has a‘long ‘historv and comes from a time when people did not see

- the need 1o separate lhe values orienkalion from . the cognixive orientalion. In - social studies.

for example, it has onl) been the. last thirty years oI SO . lhal has seen curriculum whrh

\

was not, as Barth and Shermrs (1970) named it, cmzenshrp lransmrs,sron As students

" learned their history lesson, -they also learmed concomnanlly, the correct values and actions

SN - ‘
of ‘the soeiety.‘ Wilhoul apology the’ social studies - taught students how to be "demogralic"

-
I
v

citizens. Hlslorxcally, the ideal of lesson comes from such a time; and, we beheve learning

"a lesson continues to carry sqrn\e of this moral overtone.

~ Second, there is generally l\i\nle crilique of .lhe assumptions of a technological leac_her

MG

educatlon currrcula from ‘teacher educauon faculues Our university is no exception. As we

: have slaled before_, whal ‘is done becornes what shouid -be done. Because a ;echnological

curriculum. has been used “'so exl'ensively,,i{ has. become the -right’ way to do things.’

\

[ S R o \ - . .
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.Varrauon from lhlS form 1s seen as the breakmg of tradmon through radrcal and oflen

'

revolutionary .behavror.

4, ' The teacher is one- who acts and, Jike a catalyst, does not change as a-result of the
B . . . . P -

* action. o
e - -

In a chemical reaction aacatalyst speeds up the rate -of the reaction without

.undergoing ‘any change itself. This is ‘lh’e unique characlerislic"of a calaivsl. Teachers can

9 > L
also be vrewed in this way. Most often,. lhe) are ‘not asked 10 become 1nvolved a

crmcal wa) wrlh lhe knowledge bemg ransported nor are they asked to become 1nvolved

with studenls as individ'nals. Their sole task is 1o move knowledge -as ,.‘quickly.a'nd-

efficiently “as possible. ST N
The pérception -of knowledge in this sense is that v exists in the classical way,

unchanged, and®with no real need for an\ change srnce it has been sancuoned by lhose in

'authomv In lhrs parucular view, knowledge is Lransported to people rather than

lransformed by people Imphcrl in lhrs view is the behef that knowledee rather than

.'vp_eople, is the number one prlorrly in leachrng and learnrng erhrn thls beliel ~system

O

ERIC
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teachers are seen. as lruckers. 'Therr job is jo transport knowledge without bréaking #.

anyihing rather than, lo'function as critical, lhoughlfnl :individuals who build and transform

v

knowledge within the particular context in which their classes live. The latter suggests, and

-

we would agree, that knowledge should ‘be viewed as.particular to .each class rather than to

all classes. !

-

View- of Educauon T - : :
‘The view of education expressed in and lhrough the forrn is clearly behavrorlslrc
Acuvmes of leachers are ‘seen to be 1mpor1anl in that, the) are lhe cause of acuons by

-

sludents. There .is a causal relationship, fer example, between empathy shown by a teacher

and - the resulta'nt' gaining' of respect. We mentioned ,L'hrs obvious relalronshrp'between

) - -

empathy and respect earlier, but in:\-' that instance we were almost mystified by the



> B . . . - . . - .
, . PN . .
i ! -

L g ' :
taberratron of the relatronshrp In other words rt seemed strange that such a connectron _ s

e e TR

Y
&

' 'cpuld be made leg’itima_tely. Yet.-there can be no curiosity about _the fundamental ,

Behavforistic idea of the connection. The connection exists because the' intrinsic’ naturg of ) Y |

‘the form is behavrorrstrc There rs an undeﬂymg beltef that s’irnilar' t'O”-_',a»_ ‘domino -effect,

. 7 - ‘

'one action -is_both. necessary and suffrcrent cause for another attron - - e
. - 4 ! oy .

The vrew‘vof educatron pervadrng the for'm sugzests that educatron’-' Jis a series of
- - . \‘ - b »

- causes and effects. each cause havrng a redundant and’ measurable rmpact upon classroom: -

1 . .,

hfe ~Similar causes have the same effect Since thrs. rmpact can, be known qt is one ma_}or

+

task ’of_ the teacher to come 1o ,unders"tand these impacts and (rt 1rnpltcrt}y follows) to-
. . . B °

control them by <tontrolling the causes. Although the noti.on.that' confrol implicitly follows

-knowledge of causes is’ highly inferential in this coniext, we believe’ it is a justifiable -point .
v ! . . ) . . . - . ) . . . : ’ *

given the preoccupation with cofitrol easily and explicitly seen, in other portions of . the

form. 'The *goal of the teacher'S'WOrk is ‘the "right” ‘and “"good" tehavior. of the student--
* \ ) .-
empathyrs useful 1o garn respect and with reSpect comes deference. As mentioned earlier,

.

the placement of self control" under Classroom Mlanaeement -instead of under Professronal

";"“"""“ : ’c

Self—cgntrol is the, cause ;.(one of them) and a‘ ‘manag classroom (a well*behaved

LR

claSsroom) is the effect. All thrngs in the envrronment must be controlled--eVen the

: teachers self Thrs tre,m of self - control and: classroom management implies whrch the

. -
a

teacher is, wrthout questron the focus of the classroom It seems plausrble that the onl)

.
A -

\, :
“time” when a teachers self - control or la;;k of self contro] affects the classroom activity is e

"when attention is focused upon Lhe teacher '
o In summary, educauon in reference to thrs form is é\] umstance understood not . - -
. . ) h N :‘

hrough the rnteractron of teacher and student, since -even communication skrlls are

teacher -as-performer sktlls and have . absolutely nothrng to- do wrth tteacher and - student

exchange. Rather, the interaction s betwe’en-the teacher',action' (cause) and the ;_ap'prbﬁriale . S |

student reaction (effect). Education is not communicatioff and interaction, education is o »
. . i ' ’ .

S

CLel
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s appro;he\mrformance. The form: hlghhghls a reducuonlsm of educatlon to onl) one g

'gctlonulhal of leacher doing. B) 1nlenl and desrgn the form instructs studem leachers nol Loty

L] a % - .

to see the foresl for the trecs. The \PTOPEr place for the sludem is as part of anf - e

: " audience. The proper place for the leﬁcher is in fronl of -that audlence This ‘evaluation=

Y form.. qune clearly palnls the landscape of lhe classroom The student leachers lask is‘to *

learn how to be .the authority. The studen\ls task is to defer to lhal authorlty.

- -3
N

< o . - \ : . -,
- . Y . . e . -

A View 917’ the Teacher - e | . ,

. Other than assuming the .role of the authority, ‘what other tasks does this evaluation

\
\

L - - .
. . . - \

form imply are' a’. musi for teachers? The list ‘\see'rﬁs almost endleLs,, and in some ways as *

< .
. >

L 1mpossrbla as ,n is endless That leachers could possrbly have lhelpower 1mphed in the
form is flauer) a plpedream “or. Sll]lnCSS For eaample the form make> lhe teacher
responsrble for the: behavror of the sludenls Th;s pornl can clearl) be seen in Relauonshlp

wuh Pupll -'abllu) 10 sec'ure and hold class auenuon That a sludenl _could mlsbehave (be

1nauennve) desplle the best work of* a_teacheér is not consrdered possible. The problem is

the ?.teacher s' nol-lhe student's. Either the form believes that lhe student is nalurally
" . ' . .

'

se.r/\'/lle and easrl) manlpulaled or that, despi'le how'unw‘ie.ldy the student is or becomes, the
Llea'cher must ba >lronger In either -case, the scenario established “is one of :.lhe teacher " as E
”’rhlsler and the lstudenl ‘as b"ser‘vanl." IF so, whal is ‘lhe deri.valion of the term "master'
léacher?"'Have we, as ednca}ors. 50 "l'ong! accepted - this ma's‘ler-servanl re‘lalionship belween o

S e T ' . . B : ,' ) ) . .
\_leather  and studenl 'that we have formahzed it as part of our vocabulary? Again, the view

of t.he leacher is Consonant with the view of educauon expressed in this form. The -

. learning focus is’ lhe"leacher; students will learn more and beuer as lhe teacher becomes

better able "to secure and hold" class altention. Furthermore, since we-have already

) - depersonalized the etudents by seeing 1hen°1 as parl of an .audience (rather than as
xndwlduals) and by maklng lhem the ob3ecls of 1nstrucuon it is Tair 1o believe that lhe i ‘ o
end's' jus;lify the means. Anything done to an object to ‘mold it is Jusuﬁable 11 is more o
difficuft I:‘Tjusltify;thingsodone 1o 1nd1.v1duals.a_ | B

-
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Thé_ form encourages the leacher to see his or“her joo as.lechlnical. The: 'ovérriding'
bchef’ is that a- syslem or program can be esLabhshed (oslensrbly, that 1s) to suit all
people thm this system, the goal of* the leacher is to strmg togelher perfect lesson

T .

plans

' matter, 'wan'ts to~have bad days, it is parlicularly importam not“to have bad days in .

s teaching. . Sludenls,,whose acuons and behawors are mt’rmsxcally ued 1o ‘teachers’ ,acuons

T 3

ant
will  not 'lolerale such days. The form carries lhe belief thal s-hould the“ teacher's . e

perf,c__)rmancé not be up to par, the’students will revoll.'Often this idea ‘is. the comimon

- folk wisdom of the - university curriculum and instruction class: "If you are not prepared,
- . o . e S .

“the students will run all over you." In one sense, we can understand why we, as
. * ' . [} : .

instructors, use it; it is a-stern admonition not to be lazy.

~ : ln a deeper sense, it is quite possibl’e that universil\:‘ ihstruclors‘ have added to the _

teachers beheve that at any grven momenl sludenls are hkely 1o turn on them, how’ else

can lhey be expected to acl‘exce'pls to keep the students in- ch'eck--‘chained, so to speak.

And, the best way to chain students is to control the type of activities which are used  in

\ . . e R :
- clearly a\ndefﬁciemly as possible. If the teacher can focus the. attention on the issue of

v

' all the power over coment 2 stalus posmon relauonshxp is mamtamed and the teacher is

' seen as legitimately holding.the. goods or commodilies. This emphasis on clarity can be seen
thro’uéhoul the form, from 2. discipline” where Lases of conducl already exist. in’ absolule

somewhere to each sub topic under Commumcatxon Skrlls Form is glven prroruy over

comenl--comem is’ assumed to be sanctioned and constant

' Not only are sludenl leac':hers expected t'_o perfor_m flawléssly. theyb are expec'ted to- do

7

it- m a world lhat is. more myt.h Lhan reahty The evaluauon form pamls the pxclure of a

.-classroom thai, in our fexperr_ence, does not exrsl. For a student leacher 1o be able 1o

O A .170x Provided by ERIC

\‘ ‘7

'manyv as there are‘preparauons. While no leacher, or any olher person for that

ahenauon of teachers in_ the classroom by unconscxousl) semng leachers against students. If -

;aj‘class-r\oom.' The best 4dctivities are structured activities where information is transmitted a‘s_ :

: * : ’ - 7 e ) ) : T,
. clarity--how well Lhe st’udenl can undersland what. the leacher is saying--the teacher retains
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_construct 'fir’fn'divisions of lessons, " firm planning- of procedures and to have- ideas of
_dxvxsxons of time and pace beforehand, he or she musl flrsl be able 10 assess the correct o

!
amount of lxme whxch certaxn activities will take and be able 10 predxct sludents reachons._'

\

.,Thxs Lnowledge is neuher possxble nor appropnate in schools. foe as we know it in

secondary classrooms is one of constanl lnlerrupuon Asxde from teachxng, a teacher must
also adrninisle_r -all manner. of tr_ivia]‘ non-educational actlvilies (such as co]]ecung money
for biclures' clubs, yearbooks and newspapers\ The pubhc address svslem blares ‘out at the

most inconvenient of times. Sludenls are conslanll) movmg ln and out of classrooms for

all sorts of legmmale- ‘reaso'ns.‘ In shorl hfe in the secondar) c]assroom 1s noted for its

-\c&Ilea_nLﬂuerruplion andAil's lack of ,precxsxon about ‘n'me Adapune 10 snuauons 1s

probabl) the . cruenon c]osest to exp]axnmg/what is 1mporlanl m a c]assroom teacher. Yet\

:

m thxs calch -as-catch-can wor/ld /lhe/teacher is supposed to have planned wel] in advance

e

- not on]) what will happe/nbul when it will happen. Such plannxng i$ an exefcise: in’

fruslrauon /espe{xal]y if a leacher tries to stick to Lhe -.same schedule for all students and

/ 3

/c,]asses S -
/ Such p]annxng a]so ‘assumes - that all studenls wxll reacl- or respond lo particular

conLenl in* sxmxlar predxclable ways. This poxnl does not ‘match our expenence in secondary

o

' schoo]s either.” ll is possxble o ignore the reacuons of students (] parucular content or -

L 1nstrucuon especxallv when the focus is technxca] f1dehly4-slressmg a- clear recepuon of a

. L]

pre~sanctioned content. The more the: focUs is on lhee'teacher and the leachers presenlatx‘on

‘of cOntenl. the less important students’ n‘eeds and interests become."The'x‘ more carved in

slone a teacher's plans become’ the more :tha{'léa'cher" wil']‘\)vant to avoid knowing what ~
i

studenls Lhmk and beheve Such behefs can become dysfuncuonal sloppxng the order]y

: running of ‘the adrn_inistr_alive machine. Unxversny facuiues ‘of educauon can be especxally

‘guilty lof this. They ,lament'lthat their graduates cannot, or do._nol,, set Up ,creative

expeiiences for their own students. Yet these same graduates were g}f\'en little or no control

over . their own university programs. Given their own background and the hidden curriculum-

. . »



("Do what ‘you're told when you're told; your university professors and. administration are

P

- -older and wiser} about your needs than you.") of university . education curricula;” it is no &

wonder " that te/ chers chain students to their own ideas of value..How,could‘ it be

o'therwise? It is instructive 1o note that it is the"university.,'by and large, which- creates

a

the student teachtng evaluatton form The adage states that teachers teach like’ they were

. e .J,_
. —5.
.taught If the .student teacher is a teller and an explatner it is partl) because his or ‘her

¢

own education consisted of telling and explaining. it

A View of the Student Teacher

-

When one of the authors of this paper (Parsons) was in grade 12, an English =

teacher had the class predict what each student would be”‘doing'_in twenty'years. It was
-unanimously decided that a male’ stu_den_t named Karl would be a teacher.. The class's

. v B D T FE
reasonrng was srmple Karl#could . write well - on the blackboard. His handwriting was

ﬂawless ‘neither chmbxng' nor falli'ng, and beautif‘ully readable. Karl did‘ not,” however, go

~on o be a teacher ‘although he set out in unrversrty to do so. But, to thc perso'n', the
class thought that he should--after all he was by far the most. glfted handwrrter
Even .in grade 12 when we. were so conl'rdent that we knew the meanrng ol' lll'e we

belreved that the prrmar) nature of a teacher was good handwrlttng In ‘some ways, the

Iy

student teachér evaluation is no. lcss naive about the substance of teachlng than we. As

N ’ . - - . e

mentioned before, clarity remains central 1o beliefs about educatjon and'th_is form, .no less

e : e B

than we, celebrates the surface aspects ol’- teachlng Every one of the subheadrngs under.

'the topic ‘Communication Skills stresses the surface clartty of the message as oppoSed to:

the subslance of the communication. Student teachers .are- asked to command Enghsh
:have good voice quallty, to "enunciate and p‘ronunclate" well, 1o use "appropriate
language" (does this. rrlean not 1o curse' or speak so that'grade seven students, for .
ex}a‘r'nple, can understand what is being said?), and io havc goad "printing/handwriting” and
- good "non-verbal".skills. There iS' not one category with which’ one can e\lal‘uat‘e’- the

-

content of  the communication. We have evaluatéd the surface structures and ignored the

'y . . i
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. . o~



* deeper understandings. We have come to " believe that the facade is more imporlanl 'than'
‘the - intrinsic structure. And, like the grade 12 class who named'Ka.r'l- as the future teacher,

“we. have confused what it means to. be a leacher--an, educator of humans--by making it

-

equal to the clear passing on -of~information from some other source. The teacher himself
-or herself has become only a. media through which ‘something ‘else can pass. To the extent -

that the teacher's own huranness shows .lhrou'gh.'Lhalqhumanness may getl in the way

o

(drslorl or. 1nlerfere) with’ the learnrng that is supposed 1o lake place . T

The status of the~ studenl teacher can also be - seen wrlhrn the form Under ’

- P

Professronal and Perconal Qualities the studenl teacher is asked lo raccepl and act on

supervrs_ory suggesuons. While lhere is no doubl that 1he studenl leacher usually lac-ks the

[%

professionalﬂexperience'of eilher the cooperaling teacher ‘or the facully con‘sullanl, lhe'idea

lhal _the supervrsor (a term of" stalus) is always correct and that those supervrsorv

suggesuons ‘must be attended to is less. than accurate. 'I'he phrase .does tend to remrnd

s-ludenl teachers ,ho'wever of their relative slalus ‘within this educauonal hrerarchy -'I'he

§tudent leacher onI) holds ‘power over 1he studenls the cooperaung ~1eacher and lhe facuh) - co

consullanl exercise 1mmed1ale power over the student ‘teacher, and the university holds
sublle. yet obvrous, power over ‘-everyone‘ else. 'I'he student, leaching situation is ‘a study' in
administralive organizalion and, to unde‘rstand it, one cannot fully extract it from the

1 o
l

political. arena. In this admrnrslrauon of power it is a central belief that people exercise’

power and aulhomy over those whom- lhey can and .are, in lum Subéer\'ienl to -those who

hold power over them Sludenl teac‘mng is ln no way ‘democratic, nor, _under present
circumstances can it be. The ~polmcal conlext'of the student teaching experiencé, as evident

- through the form, further reinforces the one-way, deficit nature of teaching -mentioned

earlier. -

In this highly poliiical yet human social conlext, the ‘Siudenlieac—her -liveS ‘and tries

to leam about leachrng and educauon The srluauon is schrzophrenrc On one hand, the

-

studenl leacher is 10 be a leacher fully in charge of a- whole host of educational .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . -
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experienceé On lhe other hand, lhe'slud'enl iehcher can never be in “charge because he or
\ _she can hardly ever make really crucra] decrsrons aboul the structure of the world m whrch
. “he or she lrves. Sludenl leachers can come to, hve n - lhe house but can: never rearrange
the furniture .lo .suil‘ lhemselves; l_hey can dri\_/e lhe car bul—. can never adjusl the seat
posiu'on or.lhe mirrors. We have noli'c'ejo when we, visit studen'lA’-l'eachers at wor};' m}u they
are never rea‘l'lj*. cornfortahle. Wilh" such restrictions on freedorn, not reém'clions that exist

as written rules but that_live in truth. nonetheless, is it any wonder?

a

The Nature of Evaluation

e,
]

N B The whole of lhe. srudenl' leacher "‘evalu!alion forr_n is set up so ‘lh’al llhe evaluator,
who is ‘]‘as,sn‘rned to be an expert, can find " something 'wron'g with the stident 1leacher's -.
performhnce. Thi.s prob!em'or mistake then serves as the shbstgnce and'l focus of the
discussion (usually called a conference) heid after .lhe'stuaem' teacher le:;ches a lesson’ The -
focus for drscussron always concerns the behavror of the - sludenl leacher Iv usually involves_
~a situation where lhe evalualor questrons; some -wrong” acuon of the student leacher and
gives some admonrshmenl for lhal action or some suggested ways 1o 1mprove that "wrong”

- action. ‘ _ T ' S : ) ~

In many ways, lhrs pauern exrsls hecause we do not know any’ olher way 10 conducl
vour"evalualing business. However, it ma) ]USI be that we - have not considered other ways
For example imagine a drfferenl kind of focus where a cooperaung leacher facullyl
consullant"or uniVersily professor discusses with ..f’the student " teacher an activily 1o be
un;ierlaken The sludenl leacher auempls 1o teach lhrs acuvrly and then relurns to discuss
the - acnvrty--essenua]ly quesuonmg the valxdrly of other s ideas or behefs Such a scene”
mighl radicalize-» student 'leaching' hoWever, lhere is litlle chance of lhxs happenrng because

’41 would call into quesuon some of the- basrc orgamzrng structures upon. whxch the
orgamzatron of student leachrng rests. Il 1s much easrer and ulumately much safer 1o -

- evaluate studenl teachers wrlhoul evaluaung lhe olher 1mpor1anl factors in lhe experrence

»

Again, the question of- power cannot be 1gnored. . ~

RIC- - - = 59
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_ Another reasén for.focusing on the wrong to be righted is that, from a human

smndpoim,' it is easier to criticize than to support. As long as the criticism is not

¢

ullimately devastaling an’d can be done in a way w.hich is not rude, "constructive" -as it is -

someumes called, .we fmd it _easier to crmcne Lhan 10 be overly supportive. Maybe_’_il is

" has vaiphsly been taken. If care can be evidenced on the surface, it must follow that

~more care has been.taken throughout. As stated before, the focus” on the package i

) /with the substance is 'debilitating. Nevertheless. it is common in our soéiely to place a
high value on form. This value can: be séen in telev:sxon commercxals as well as .in

educauon The person who auends university whose mate types. holds a dlstmcl advamage

. there are some inferential leaps which occur. First, if something is neat .then more care

our ‘culture, but we are uncomfortable when we are mushy.
Evalualion'., as memioned. before, is evaluation of the surface, rather than the

substance, -of teaching.. The ‘focus of evaluation is almost entirely on clarity and neatness--

R

the clearer and the neater the better. In lifting these two criteria to the highest values,
. Tos - . .

- P [ ~

lechmcal And while the form which. an ob_}ccl takes is important, 10 .confuse the form

e

/

‘over lhe_ person. whose male does not type. Agam, categories like prmlmg/handwnlmg,;

_neatness, clarity,” and quality of voice- show the stress on the form and surface of

teaching.
) . . : . . - ‘ X o .
A second notion about eviluation can be heard when we listen to student teachers
discuss their student teaching ei;periences. Much of their conversation stresses’ problems with

their cooperating ‘teacher or their faculty consultant--about how clearly these ;pep_ple have

outlined'expeclalions, about differences in their personalities- or priorities, about a.real or -

_ perceived lack of'commu‘nicalion. between them, etc. Many times it seems to us that the

ERIC .
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student teacher's main concern is 'hol.tcaéhing the students but rather figuring out the

cooperating teacher and--the faculty consuitant. For student leacher_s,‘in:many ways, the.

powerful nature of the 'evdlualion._sets up a situation where ‘the actual teaching can become
| . ' Cot " . . i} &

secondary to ‘the good evaluation. It is common folk wisdom among student teachers,

2




. sometimes supported by -univesity personnel,v'.that the task of student teachers is lo_l'sit

down and shut up so that lhey- can find out the way its supposed to be. Later, when -

——

student teachers become "real” teachers, they can make more crucial decisions about their

lives, as leachers For now' the 'lasl( is' one of loneliness. In such ways, the co'o'pera'ting
teacher and Lhe faculty consultant become problems for Lhe student to solve--sometimes by '

lhe banding logelher of two -of the three pames m ‘a” sort of a covert arrangement 10
_ 501ve l‘he,»thlrd.-Forlunalely, someumes all three parues work logether for .each other ]

benefit, allhough., in our experrence this  is loo rare.

While lhlS pornl has been menuoned brrefl) before in another context, it -is again *

fruitful to pornl out the problem in assuming that good leachrng can be evaluated

u;nmedralely over a four-week ume perlod Such a ‘belief - hmrls the emphasrs of evaluauon

to Ihe rmmedlale behavror and as we have repeated, can never get past lhe surface nature

act.” Such evaluauon is onl\ possrble when we can. forget lhat !here are '

L

of Lhe leachrng

3

students who, in- some cases, only yea 5 later reflect the leachlngs of a good or bad
teacher. A focus on behavior and action to evalualeﬂstudents can _neVer really under’stand

the full impact of teaching because it ignores so many aspects' of .the experience.

Issues for "Teacher E‘ducation

et

The purpose ol' our long and’ sometimes repemrve drscussron of -a single student

Wl sy

leachrng evaluation form “has been to suggest that such a form can be unpacked
order to read the social, political, and 1deologrca1 nature of it. These .forms exist within a

paru'cular hislor'y and are encouraged by certain .prevailing beliefs about what is of value in

o

education. As we have Jooked al the 1ntnn51c and 1mpllcu conlem of the forrn whal we‘

-

have called its. curricuum, several rssues “for further study of sludenl leacher evaluauon and

-

teacher education have emerged. Some ‘of these are repeated in the form of questions o

" suitable’ for further study. o . o o . .

Rlc . o 61 © -
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: environme'mv‘which can only lend to reproduce. the¢ power and dominance already exisung

~within the educational hierarchy, is there any w.a);. short of tearing down. the entire

- curriculum of, status, power and control, and administrative organizalion is exactly the kind

59
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(1) I we are correct when we state’ that studenl teachrng is estabhshed in a. pohucal
\

N .

9

structure, in which the student teaching experrence can be more aulhenlrcall) hberatmg and

educauonal for all those 1nvolved'7 Or is it " correct to assume that the _more. hrdden

o

of ‘educalion 'which"we want student teachers 1o have? _ -

R

(2) Is 1t:} reah\ possxble to evaluale a studenl leachers ability m such a shorl time,

.v
C- obo. . . . —

/
‘based almost. genurel\ upon that student leachers behavror and acuons in a confined selung

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

o

and upon olher s percepuons of that’ studenl teacher's aullude" This matter ‘is furlher

com.pounded by the facl that the cvaluator often .has litte kn‘owledge .\"n\aboul the "person"
of the student" leacher'and the "student lea'cher is operating in a silual%‘on, which alrnosli >
demands him- or her inhide, rather than reveal, hivs or her true feelinée, beliefs, and
personality. Ce . | - . L . ‘\‘ ' o o .
(3) Ié,.il po’s;ihle ro relhink the notion of practicuin so ‘that it 'cah be. more of‘ an.
edncalional opportunity for those involved in it and less of a 'proving gi"round""where‘ the - ‘
N ‘ - o : T . |
"losers” are dismissed from the profession and where the "winners” are'a%sume'd to be ‘
|

4
1

fully competent teachers by virtue “of. the proper sanction, never to be invol'ved in teacher
. 3 . . -
[ ) ' o ) L o .,

eduycalion‘again" , ' o ‘ : - A
) 'x L
(4) Is it possrble fo conceive of the educauon of sludenl leachers in :a more T e e

|
\ .

A
whollstxc manner forsaking- the tendency to break down teachxng into a vanely of drscrele

pfeces which, although allowrng admrnxstré{rve ease in evaluatlon, forces those!inyolved .10

-see Lhe world in an mcreasrngly technical way"

(5) And “finally, what is a good teacher? Is it someone who does or sgmeone who - _ B

-

xs" Is a good teacher someone who acts, behaves dresses and talks’ in a certain way or

ralher someone who _believes and hves in a parlrcular way? Whrle the mulually exclusrve

.

dichotomy between doing Aand bexng m‘ay not be the. most -fruuful way 'to discuss the

-



e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

rélhéﬁghl. '

’

nature of a good teacher, we chose it simply because as an important educationa} issue,

educators spend so little time discussing it. 'We have written this paper because we want to

.

encourage a discussion about what we-see as fundamentally important issues in teacher
. )

education- and because we want 1o go on record as saying that we believe many of the

actions we "have come to take for granted are, quite simply, wrong and need to be

L]

e
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