ED 277 703 SP 028 526

HOR Impey, William D.

LE A Model of Decision-Making for Teachers Engaged in
Developmental Research.

DATE l6é Feb 87

l4p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Association of Teacher Educators (67th, Houston, TX,

February 15-18, 1987).

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conference Papers (150) —- Reports -

Descriptive (141)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Action Research; *Decision Making; Higher Education:
Learning Strategies; *Research Utilization; *Self
Evaluation (Individuals); *Task Analysis; *Teacher
Effectiveness

ABSTRACT

An analysis of the rationale, concepts and procedures
for designing and implementing a model of decision-making for
teachers engaged in developmental research is presented, The
decision-making model is conceptualized as the intersection of four
sets of data sources derived from the performance of
preactive/planning tasks, interactive/implementation tasks, and
reflective/effectiveness evaluation tasks. The performance of
preactive/planning tasks produce data regarding the characteristics
of the learning environment the teacher-researcher intends to create
in order to produce a selected learning outcome in the form of covert
or overt behaviors exhibited by pupils. The performance of the
interactive/implementation tasks produce data regarding the
characteristics of the actual learning environment which was created
and the actual pupil responses or behaviors which were exhibited. The
performance of the reflective/effectiveness evaluation tasks produce
data regarding the relationships between the intended and actual
learni g environment and learning outcomes. The model components are
used t¢ construct a strategy for identifying the potential value of
each of the data sets (constructed by the teacher-researcher) for
evaluating planning effectiveness, implementation effectiveness,
model effectiveness, and adaptation effectiveness. A taxonomy of
pedagogical objectives is presented as a potential product of the
teaching effectiveness inquiries (developmental research) conducted
by teacher-researchers and a means of constructing and organizing a
knowledge base for the teaching profession. (Author)

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *




Sp 028 &2,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ED277703

A Model of Decision-Making for Teachers
Engaged in Developmental Research

Association of Teacher Edu
67th Annual National Confe
Houston,
‘February 16,

“PERMISSION TG REPRODUCGCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

ld; Jﬁ\PPx[

CES

atérs

n\

nce

H

Texas
1987

u.s, DEPARTHEHT oF EEU{:ATIEH
Gthee ol Educata esaarch and 1

EDUCATIONAL RESDURCES INFEEMATIDN
CENTER (ERIQ)

O Thiz documeni has been fepioduced as
feemved from the person or orgamzahen
gnginating 1t

0 Mingr changes have BEER made o mprove
reproduction guality

& Points of view or apinigns stated in this decu:
ment do nal hecs E5E&N0

nly represent olheial
DER! position ar pohcy.



In order to provide effective support for the personal and professional develop-
ment of teachers, Robert McNergney (1980) suggests that teacher educators begin to
- organize their research and practice in a way that reflects a greater concern for
differences between teachers in terms of their individual needs and abilities and the
types of tasks they face. McNergney offers a scheme for conceptualizing teacher
development as an interactive relationship between four variables: 1) the tasks (T)
that teachers must accomplish to fulfill their roles, 2) the behaviors (B) or observable
indicators of teachers' abilities to perform those tasks, 3) the environment (E) to which
the teacher -is exposed and 4) the personal (P) aptitudes, traits and needs of the
teacher. |

Taking the perspective_of the -teacher educator, the variables were reaﬂ:ahged to
read P: TSEE; B. "This can be translated to_mean_that different teachers-or persons -
(P), undertaking various tasks (T), must be supported in different ways (E), in order to
demonstrate particular behaviors (B)" (1980, p. 235).

The implication of this concept for the design of curriculum and instruction in

teacher education is that the learning environments to which teachers are exposed

mental* in their effect,

The system by whigh the content, objectives, and instructional strategies are
selected, invented, and sequenced for the training program must be capable of
generaﬁng learning environments that exhibit a :level diversity and complexity
are performed.

In order to construct an effective educational environment for preservice
teachers, the design of the curriculum and the types of instructional strategies

employed must also be congruent with the objetives to be achieved.



The objectives around which developmental enyiroﬁmgﬁts for teachers may be

teaching are conceptualized.

Among teacher educators, the peceived need to identify and establish a list of

teacher education could be built, and through which the long-sought goal of profession-
alized #eaching’could Be ‘achieved, has led to the production and implementation of.
wide variety of models for curriculum design. In an analysis of the trends in the design
models employed between 1961 ard 1980, Elizabeth Nelli (1981) notes that the search
for genenc competencies has had the effect of generating great diversity in the
productmn of models for -designing teacher education curricula. The domains of
competencies in the lists of essential knowledge and skills that emerge from the

generic models often overlap, even though they have been derived from different

teachers, and the application of partii ular theories of learning and systems of
instructional development). Nelli argues further that:

"However necessary they are for conceptualizing total programs, generic

approaches are insufficient for effective program redesign. Classroom
teaching does evalve from generic principles, but these are inextricably

linked to very specific applications. Separating generic from specific is an
artificial device, useful for conceptualizing but not explicit enough for
implementing programs.” (Nelli, 1981, p. 41)

(1979) and Smith (1980) that exemplify .~eans by which both the generic and specific
domains of competencies can be accomodated. With these models, she argues, the
power of the generic model! as a comprehensive plan for program design can be

retained while the need for a means to translate design into practice can be met




through the delineation of competencies that are specific to subject, grade-level, an
student-type.

Among the most "scientific" approaches to curriculum development are thosw
that fall within the category of systematic models of instructional design. They ar
built around the application of a system of logic, a scientific methodology thét
requires the acquisition of learning dat,é to provide feedback for the revision proces
and to provide an empirical means of verifying effectiveness. Although this type o
design model would app: 'r to provide educators with a valuable planning, organiz:
tional and manageria. ol for effective design and development, it does mo
necessarily "fit" the nature of the educating pmcess or address the goals for achievin
the enormous range of human activities and concerns that comprise the educatin ..
process. Althuugh the systematn: mstruéxl;néi ﬁeagﬁmodels carry the -trappings o
science, they frequently fall short in terms of validity. That is, the relationshi
between the objectives, the form of instruction,and the context of learningexhibitapoor
or unknown degree of congruence. After analyzing 40 existing models, Ardrews ani
Goodson (1980) concluded that "unless an educator knows whether or not a particula
model has been tried out in an instructional setting, it will be difficult to make 2
decision about that model's chance of success in the planned setting. Few of th.
models reviewed supply any data concerning their effectiveness" (p. 12).

A similar situation exists with respect to any of the prescriptions for teacher
behavior that might form the basis ic;ir the design of objectives for a teacher education
program. Medley and Crook (1980) point out that:

"Those of us who train teachers, who attempt to help them develop
into more effective teachers, cannot act directly on teacher effectivenes
because we do not have access to the pupils - indeed, we do not even know
just who the pupils will be.” (1980, p. 294)

Their analysis of the relationship between teacher competence, teacher perfor-
mance, and pupil learning helps to place the responsibilities of teacher educators in

perspective:




"The effscts that a teacher has on  pupils must be mediated by overt
behaviors of the teacher in interaction w—ith those pupils. These behaviors
of the teache will b= referred to as  teacher performance. Teacher
performance, ke teacher effectivenesss, is not a characteristic of the
teacher; it israther a consequence of a teacher characteristic that is
manifest in interaction with pupils. Since= teacher performance is the point
at which whatever influence the teacher has on pupil learning takes place,
it is an important focus of efforts to evamluate instruction. !f a teacher is
not effective, this is the place to look fo—« the reasons why; this is where &
change must take place if the effects are to be:--changed. Improving
teacher perfimance is the key to ir—mproving teacher effectiveness."
(Mediley and Crook, 1980, p. 294)

"Teaching is performing; it is urovie=ding pupils with the opportunity to
learn. Its direct purpose is to arrange tEEye contingencies of the classroom
so that pupilswill have experiences,will engage in activities, favorable to
learning. Thisis the central task of the= teacher - to get students to do

"~ things that willresult in learning. These things may or may not take place
in the classroom in which the teacher is —teaching; the learning that results
from these activities may or may not be L_mmediately apparent.

Evaluatin of teacher performance= reduces, then, to evaluvation of
teacher success in - performing this, tEe central task of the teacher.
Performance evaluation should focus, t=hen, on the pupil behaviors the
teacher elicits, on -the "learning experisse=nces" pupils have. A teacher's
sucess in perfoming the task is measurec] by the extent to which the upils
have learning experiences. The concept of "academic engaged time" that
has been the objective of considerable study in the Beginning Teacher
Evaluation Stuly is closely related to this idea, but not identical to it.

Teacher perfcrmance is determinec in part (but only in part) by a
characteristic of the teacher which we shall refer to as teacher
comptence. Ullike the other two terms wawve have been using - viz., teacher
effectiveness and teacher performance=s - teacher competence is a
characteristic of the teacher independex=t of the situation in which the
teacher is practicing. Competence is what the teacher brings to the
situation, and vhat the teacher takes alomng when he or she leaves it. The
effect of teacher training on how well a teacher performs the teaching
task, and (throigh it) on how effective tlhe teacher is, is mediated by the
competence of the teacher. Developing more effective teachers, then, is
matter of devloping teachers better ab_le to perform the teaching task,
that is, developmg more competent teac—hers." (Medley and Crook, 1920,

p- 295)

Although teacher effectiveness is not directly s=ccessible to teacher educators, a
rational basis for developing the specific objectives MFor teacher training programs can

be derived from an analsis of the components E=n a given definition of teacher

“the capacity toradiate a wide variety of envm:nmerits, to select from this
variety a specific environment to be radia=ted toward a particular person or
group of persns (with the aim of pr—oducing a particular behavioral
outcome), and to shift from one environmmment to another under appropriate
circumstances (Hunt, 1971, p. 52)




Table 25. Tnmmg Qb;e:uv:s

Objective DEﬁmtmn af ij:cnvg
Ekill in To discriminate between To discriminate between | To dns:nmmste betw:gn
discrimination =nvi:anm=ms behaviors PErsons
) B;/By/By Py /P /Py )

" Skill in - Tr ndmte a varicty of To radiate that ~ To radiate that
radisting environments environment which will environment which
environments - ' produce a specific will produce a

behavior specific behavior
from a particular person
E,: E.: —B, E.: P, —B,
E!: Ey: —8, E, P" =B N
E!
Skill in - “To shift from one B S
flexible environment to another
modulation from under appropriate
one environment circumstances
to another (Time 1) E,: F, —B;
(Time i)EY P -—-Bz

(After Hunt, 1971, p. 53)

Frem Hunt, pavid E. and Sullivan, Edmund V. Betw ,3,,7?3}'::11@1.6{2’_
and Education Illinois: The Dryden Press, 1974, p.281. -




Seve=ral categories of skills were derived from this definition to F=orm a
sequential series of training objectives:
"For example, the trainees should learn il in discrim ination
(discriminating between various educational envitnments, discrim inating
between various kinds of students, and discriminting between wwarious
behaviors). Next, they need to learn skill in radating environme=mnts (to
radiate a variety of environments or to present the same lessomen in a
variety of instructional forms; to radiate that ewironment whic—h will

produce a specific behavior from a particular person). Finally, te—ainees
should acquire skill in flexible inodulation from one environmeent to
another.” (Hunt, 1974, p. 279)

The 1list of objectives in most programs for teacher trainng reflect a dee=cision
to base tk»e design of cgmpetenéxes c;r preécript;ic;ns_far teaéhe} lzzg’ehavigr on e=xplicit
knowledge=. Although the source of this knowledge iraries, it wually takes the fesorm of
prescriptions for decisiori-making in areas such as the selectin and use of stre=ategies
for desigming and evaluating lessons and units, designing larning activitie=s and
materials, writing behavioral objectives, applying approaches to classroom ma=anage-
ment, etc-

Explicit knowledge in its best form is described by B. O.$nith (1980) as "c—1linical
pedagogicaal knowledge" - ‘“empirical condition-consequence statements (that)
rejresent practical classroom knowledge, where variables of student achieve=ment,
atiiwudes, ©r conduct are the Vccnsequences“ (1980, p. 89). |

Otheer forms of explicit knowledge (that are derived fnm both researc—h and
clinical exxperience and which may be used to develop the-djictives for a te=acher
training program) include generic and specific definitional ad clinical pedag—ogical
knowledge== (Smith, 1980)

David Hunt (1971) describes explicit knowledge as genenlizations regardic—g the
relationship between environment, person, and behavior variabls that take the— form
of "matching model principles." The most well-developed exmples of prescrizgptions
for the deesign and implementation of particular types of edicational environ—=nents

(intended +to help particular types of students accomplish given learning  task



objectives) may be found in the "Models ©f Teaching" created by Joyce and Well
(1972).

Although the identification of generalizations that suggest cause and effect

appropriate and useful basis for devloping training objectives for teachers, the way in
which such prescriptions are approched can present some problems. Hunt (1980)
describes some of the alternatives:

"To match teaching style with learning style seems so obviously
beneficial, yet it is notsimple. Matching can be seen in many different,
often contradictory, way;, and thwese views of matching are closely related
to one's beliefs about edication, -about teaching and learning, and about
how much students and teachers e<an change.

Formal vs. intuitive matchhving. Like almost every education "Inno-
vation,” matching -is notiing newr to experienced teachers who have been
intuitively matching theirstudents all along. Rather than rely on teachers'
intuitive knawledge, most formal matching models use logical derivation
and research evidence t support their claims for matching statements
which coordinate speciic student learning styles with corresponding
teaching styles/approaches.

Formal matching models sseed more than tight logic and weighty
evidence %o influence clissroomn practice directiy; they must be compatible
with teachers' intuitive matchingg. Put another way, since teachers must
translate formal matching into theeir practice, these formal ideas should be
expressed in forms or metaphors c—ompatible to those of teachers.

But what is the metaphor wised by a teacher in intuitive matching?
Althc;ugh teaehers rarely exphcate their matt:hmg ideas, then* zmtmuaus
metapher of cmversatlon or communication. Yet the recent Natmnal
Association of Secondary School Pnncxpals (NASSP) monograph on learning
style (1979) bears formal mateching in a medical metaphor which is
incompatible with how most teachers think about or carry out intuitive
matching. One way to cpe withh this contradiction in metaphor is to begin
by identifying the implict matching models used by teachers.

Functional vs. deelopmerxtal matching. Learning style may be
considered an unchangh studeent characteristic to which educational
environments should be adapted (functional matching) or it may itself be
considered an objective for long term change and enhancement (develop-
mental matching). In working with a student whose most accessible
channel is visual, do we provide only visual material (functional) or
intentionally use approithes through other modalities (developmental)?
George Stern's frequently quoted metaphors of contented cows and aggra-
vated oysters exemplify,among other things, an emphasis on functional and
developmental matching respectively.

Preferred vs. requred matching. Is student learning style (and the
appropriately matched teaching style) identified by the student's own
preference or by the jugment ©f someone else about what the student
needs or requires? Stulents are often asked to express a preference




without adeute experience of the educational options -:r;:ﬁered as
alternatives, )

Teacherstyle vs. teaching approach. The educitional enviE ronment in
matching majbe considered in £=erms of a teacher'syreferred s=style which
is often limitd and unchanging, or as a teaching approach to l=>e provided
which may reuire the teacher tcm go beyond the teache's prefere—ed style.

Unilaten! vs. reciprocal immmatching. We usually think of rmnatching in
terms of the inilateral effect —=>f teachers or teaching on sti_adents, yet
students alsoerert an influence - on teachers so that matching becomes a
reciprocal; tw-way process. Unilateral matching is like a medical
prescription dspensed to a patie==nt without regard tothe influe==nce of the -
patient on thediagnosis or how tillhe prescription will wrk when =the patient
changes. Tiisis the UFOQ mode=l: Unilateral, Fixed, and Obje==ctive. By
contrast, retprocal matching ==acknowledges the gie-and-takee between
student and techer in a metaphosr of orchestrating tw instrume=mts playing
together or suntaneously alternamting variations on a theme.

Some -tucher/learner matc—hes can result in a'nmismatch. At times
this can be beeficial. IndividuaBls can learn certain sylistic bet—aviors and
add them to their repertoire. Thmis arrangement is oftn necessa_ry because
of the varjel demands from ov_ir environment. Mimatch cammn also be
harmful. Anygiven environment= may be comfortabl for one pe=rson while
placing frustnting and painful buzxrdens upon another.

Mismatth can also have an effect upon the teather. TeacEZaers whose
teaching stylsclosely approxima.-te their major learning prefererzaces report
comfort, eas, and authenticity—. Those who venture into me-inor areas
indicate rangsof ease through mamnild discomfort. These who cexonsistently
instruct via mior styles report f=eelings of awkwardnes, lack of efficiency
and authenticlty, and pain—~ment==1 and physical.

It has ben found that periomedic mismatch of maji prefereme=ces can be
tolerated andeven viewed as acc—eptable, as varietal, as chaILEﬁgmg. On
the other hanj, prolenged and chemronic mismatch canresult in s®=ress, even
burnout.” (Hut, 1980) ,

A numper of critickms have arisen Y&;fith regaf-d to the reliance upcn explicit
knowledge as a sufficientbasis for the desxgn and development of effectivre teacher
education programs. Vilams, Neff,and F=inklestein (1981) propose a "——ontextual
approach to professional dvelopment™ that wewould give more attention "to tH—e teacher
as an active inquirer contiwously framing ar—ad testing hypotheses gathering data, and
"making meaning" from oiping routine exper—iences" (1981, p. 95)

This approach would emphasize "tacjt knowing" as the bals for a m=ew set of
methodological tasks for th teacher-researcker.

"Unlike explicit knowledge wwwvhich is analyzed bystudying ommnly obser-
vable behavio, tacit knowledge i=s embedded in experience. The= study of

experience isaprocess which re=quires an exploratin and desc: ription of
experiences, exeriencers, and enww”ironments as they ocur in ever—yday life.




B he element of experi=nce which most typifies everyday life in edu-
catlor=  gettings is decision making. Educator decisions include both
those —which are consciously considered prior to action {based on explicit
knowle=dge) and those which are made on the spot—the moient to moment,
"commmaon sense" decisions (based on tacit knowledge). It is this latter type
of decZision which is most common and which, we are convinced, mmay have
the gr—eatest impact on education. Because these decisions are not
vactive==ly considered decisions," they often, on the surface, lack con-
sistenc—y. In fact, this sometimes results in a dichotomy between what the
educat—or believes and a specific decision the educator makes.

BEXhe writers of this article are well aware that it is neither possible
nor de=sirable to base all decisions on explicit knowledge. It is, however,
sugges‘ﬁﬂted that the more an educator is able to reflect on tacit knowing and
thus m—ake "more intentional” decisions, the greater the likelihood that
impart:ant changes can be made in education.

\aw/irtually all attempts to._link theory and practice have, as Phillips
(1980) suggests, met with limited success. These failures have not been the
fault asf researchers or practitioners, nor have they been the fault of the
metho—ls and materials used. The failures lie, rather, in the traditional
concepmotion of cducational research as an element of theory which is
distinc—t from practice. An example of this is reflected in the common

- -=assertbaan made- by -practitioners that .-the theory generated through
researc—h, while interesting, does little to inform or ultimately improve
practi:;e. It is further evidenced in the everyday language of educators
which refers to researchers as an elite group of scholars and to
practit—ioners as a less sophisticated type of profesional (Sanders and
Schwak—, 1979).

T=he alternative proposed here is an approach to professional deveiop-
ment —which can enable educators to become more conscious of the
decisio—=ns they make—in a sense, to become researchers. This approch is
based con the assumption that, by becoming aware of a decision being made,
and by - being able to review the way the decision interfaces with a given
contex—t, the knowledgeable educator can make wiser and more effective

decisios=ns.
F=lunter (1971) often refers to '"bringing behavior to the conscious
level." It is her contention that, until teachers are aware of their actions,

they a—e unable to extend, modify, accelerate, or terminate those actions.
She al==o maintains that, until teachers are conscious of their decisions,
additjo==nal information about teaching and learning cannot improve the
quality - of education. Thus, helping teachers to understand teaching as a
‘process== of decision making must be a central thrust of any professional
develooment program. They must be helped to become more conscious of
contex®t and the way in which their decisions interface with that context.
Finally—. given this consciousness of their actions and their knowledge about
teachirmmg and learning, they must be helped to generate alternative
decisiomns which might be appropriate.

A-mny effort to make more explicit the decisions which educators make
must, e course, start with educators themselves. It is important that each
educatcor understand the multiple factors in his life which are part of his
actions-=. He must become aware that what he sees or senses (perceives) in
an inte=-raction and the way in which he participates in that interaction are
affecte—=d by the contexts of which he is a part (Combs 1974). He must
underst—and that professional decision making is an active process—that
each ckange in his life context (no matter how small) changes the way in

11




which he views an experience or makes a decision—a phenomenon similar
to what Bleicher (1980) describes as the hermeneutic principle. In this
sense, the educator is both a consumer and a producer of research (Corabs,
1974; Tyler and Goodlad, 1979; Bleicher, 1980)." (Williams, Neff,
Finklestein, 1981, p. 95)

Sanders and Schwab (1980) point out that:

"The absence of reliable knowledge about the consequences of
teacher action is a fundamental fact of educational life." (1980, p. 272}

"Each »f the large and small decisions or judgments tkat a teacher
must make is necessarily based on incomplete information about the prior
experience, learnings, attitudes and meanings which underlie a particular
student's behavior in the classroom. Rarely does the teacher have
available sufficient information about the probable impact of any specific
act on a child's comprehension or behavior. Tools do not exist for
diagnosing problems or for predicting the effects of specific interventions
ata level nf detall useful to teachers." (1980, p. 271)

Both Sanders and St:hwab ( 1979) and Dclll (1979) also offer alternative designs for
pedagogical inquiry and curriculum development in teacher education that are based
on the epistemological view that knowledge is constructed; ;étw“'tgivejm" The models of
the inquiry process and the design of a strategy for analyzing and evaluating teaching
effectiveness that follow are attempts to aperatianalige the principles of "develop-
mental research” outlined by Sanders and Schwab (1979, p. 355) and the "structural

t:urrlc:ulum mode]"” outlined by Doll (1979, p. 343).

¢2




Zzlected Biblicgraphy

Andrews, Dee H. & Goodson, Ludwika, A. ™A Comparative Analysis of Models of
Instructicnal Design.” Journal of Instructional Development, Vol. 3, No. 4, 1980.

Bleicher, Josef. Contemporary hermeneutics: Hermeneutics as method, philosophy
and critique. In C. Ray Williams, Albert R. Neff & James H. Finklestein,
"Theory Into Practice: Reconsidering the Preposition." Theory Into Practice.
Vol. XX, No. 2, 1981. -

Carrier, Carol. "Developmental Environments for Teachers." Theory Into Practice.
Vol. XIX, No. &4, 1980.

Combs, Arthur W. and others. The professional education of teacners. In C. Ray
Williams, et. al. "Theory Into Practice: Reconsidering the Preposition.” Theory
Into Pfac:txce Vol. XX, No. 2, 1981.

Doll, William E. Jr. "A Structural Vlew of Curriculum." Theory nto Practice. Vol.
XVII, No. 5, 1979.

Gage, N.L. The generality of dimensions of teaching. In Elizabeth Nelli, "Frogram
Redesign in Tedcher Preparatimn” Journal of Teacher Education, Vel. XXX,

e e T e F¥y ) P el AN £

No. 6, 1981.

Gagne, Robert M. & Briggs, Leslie J. Principles of Instructional Design. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1979.

Good, Thomas L., & Power, Colin N. "Designing Successful Classroom Environments
for Differenit Types of Si‘udems." Curriculum Siudies, Vol. 8, No. I, 1976.

Hunt, David E. "Learning Styles and Student Needs: An Introduction to Conceptual
Level, "Student Learning Siyles: Diagnosing and Prescribing Programs, National

Association of Seo.:mday ‘School Principals, Reston, Vlg,l???, . 27-38.

Hunt, David E. 5 ng_Models in_Educati Monograph Series No. 10. Torento:
Ontario Inst,ltute for Studxes in Educatn}n, 1971.

& Sullevan, E.V. Betwezn Psychology

and Education. Hinsdale, Illinois:

‘981-

McNei_ ey, Robert F. "Responding to Teachers as Individuals." Theory Into Pra:tn:e,
Vi XIX, No. 4, 1980.

Medley, Donald & Crook, Patricia. '"Research in Teacher Competency and Teaching
Tasks.™ Theory Into Practice .

Nelli, Elizabeth. "Program Redesign in Teacher Preparation.” Journal of Teacher
Education, Vol. XXXII, No. 6, 198].

‘."‘d
)



Fhillips, D.C. TWhat do the researcher and the practiticner have to offer each other?

In C. Ray Williams, =t. al. "Theory Into Practice: Reconsidering the
Preposition." Theory Into Practice. Vol. XX, No. 2, 1981.

. "A School Context for Teacher Development.” Theory Into Practice.
Vol. XIX, No. 4, 1980.

Smith, B. Othanel. A Design for a School of Pedagogy. Washingion: U.8, Government

Printing Office. Publication No. E-80-62000, 1980.

Smith, B.O. A design for a school of pedagogy. In Eiizabeth Nilli;, "Program Redesign
in Teacher Preparation." Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. XXXII, No. 6, 1981.

Tyler, Louise L. and Goodlad, John 1. The personal domain: Curricular meaning. In C
Ray Williams, et. al. "Theory Into Practice: Reconsidering the Prep@sxtmn "
Theory Into Practice. Vol. XX, No. 2, 1981,

Weil, M., & Joyce, B. Information Processing Models of Teaching. Englewood Cliifs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1978.

. Models of Teaching. -Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.; 1980.

o . £ Ae .25 T . =
=iilliams, C. Ray, Meiff, Albert R. & Finklestein, Jameos F. "Theoory Intc Practi
- ? 3 =¥ ¥

Rer:ansxdermg the Preposition." Thegry_;[itt: Practice. Vol XX, No. 2, 1981,

e
diaiz #

114



