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TOWARD A PRODUCT-FREE
PROCESS ANALYSIS

. - . L

/. - - OF TEACHING

L

-

. Introduction to the Problem.

[N

One of the continuing problems in the study of teaching is

that of establishing an ontological locus standi from which vari-

ous kinds of pedagogical inquiries can be conducted. Several of

what have come to be called "paradigms" for research on teaéhing

-
*

-
are currently being discusséd. It séems that more and more research-

ers are becoming concerned with what constitutes an adequate frame-

Work for pedagogical theorizing. These frameworks are also basic

to the evaluation of instruction. How one concelves of . teaching

. w%}l obviously be a major factor in how one attempts to evaluate

-

, : . _ ,
it. Moreo¥er ‘one's conception of teaching will delimit the kinds

PR N
of ethical or moral questions one would consider relevant to the

i

pfactice of teaching. All this i§ to say that one would expect
P <

.that each ontplogical locus standi.for‘;gaching will give rise
éo an approach of strategy. forﬂ:(g) the~c6nduct of rq;earch on*
teaching; (b) the evaluatioP of Feaching; and (c) the determination
of thé ethicél issues consigé}ed importan? for teaching.

" -But how shall é?*athieve an adsquate'onto}ogical fraqework

N ¥

for these eﬁforts? Questions like this cohtinug to be of great

* interest to philosophers of science. Kuhn, Popper, Scheffler,

- 4

. ) (3 i - M N ‘ )
Toulman, inter aljos, have given penetrating accounts of the. ’

-
-

Vs

.
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growth of knawledge and its theaning for further cogﬂi:ive thought. ‘\

z

‘:Any serious efforts at solving the above question should it seems

be informed by the arguments found in this'p‘élosophic literature—

though of course the degree %o which(:'e should draw upom it will

be controversial. These efforts should also be awérg/bf our exper+

K

ience with any given ontological framework. Thié:experiencé wi

probably enter in the form of what pfacticed and reflective inglir—

. : ' ) /
ers have fo say abéﬁi the framework fhey take to be in use.

This paper attempts, after a brief reviegbof relevant back-

ground soﬁrces, to'copstruct a framework for the Analysié ?f teaching,

*
/

. . [
whether fQr purposes of research, evaluation, or moral inﬁ;iry,

which is a reasonable aIternétive to the preseh; si¥uation. What
— é ' ’ ‘ '\‘ 1 -
wf)@ be sought is in effect a noncausal account of teaching):

£

an analyfls of teaching which originates with a conception pf'teaching

«

as a totalxty and then proceeds to estahlish its elements.‘ To.

a
2 o 0

" "y knowledge,’ such an approach has never been explicitly formulated

S

L 4 | J
IT. ‘The fausal Stra;egy ingﬁesearch on Teaching
Research on teaching i§ dominated by the causal strategy.

That is, what one ‘seeks in the #nalysis of teaching are those teacher

A .

characteristics which can be estaﬁlisbed as causally reactive in .\

producing student achievement. If we know what kind of student growth

or'achievement we want, we then according to the causal approach
fqok for teacher propefti;; St\variables which are capable of produc~

ing, in a causa}~sense, these kinds of student growth., To be

. | 9

[
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L. scientific in the study of teaching has historically been seen’

as the searching for causes. It is common sense, for many researchers

: . : ) B
' to see teacher, characteristics as tRe independent variables of

\

. : . /‘
. research and student achievement charaq{erlgtics as the dependent

variables.

AN g .. - t

' This'paradigm or strategy for research on teaching seems

D

F .
to have reached its more precise explication with Rosenshine. Such -

: .\ v ¢
research requires four steps! - - . ..

~

™~

(1) the developmént of an instrument which can be used syétemat—
ica to record the frequency of certain specified teaching
) behaviors - . '
" (2) " use’ of the instrument to record classroom beghaviorsg of
teachers and thelr pupils A ' - o
(3) ‘a ranking of the classrooms according to a measure of pupil
: achievement adjusted for initial difference among\tﬁe»classes
.(4) a determination of the behaviors whose frequency_ of occurence
“is related‘to adjusted class achievement -scores.

As Doyle2 views this strategy, which he calls ,the "Process-
v " + Product Paradigm,”" it rests upon several assumptions: (1) teacher

effects are stable acrossxfimeg (2) teacher effects are generaliz-

.

able across settings--students, subject matter, .class size, type

&
of learning outcomes, etc,; (3) frequency of teacher behvavior
' {

\
is the most significant aspect of teaching; (4) the causal direction

i{s from teacher to student, i.e., influencing flows from the"

v R -

teacher and is reflized upon the student.

It is impoésible, if these assumpt;ons'constitute the paradigm
¢ .
. " in Kuhn's sense of 'paradégm', to test directly these "assumptions
.as if they Qere.simply hypotheses. Paradigms of paradigmatic

assumptions cannot be so Birectly evaluated. ., If data do not turn’




. \
: y .
out the way we want we do got question the paraﬂigm-1while.working

within it; rather, we question our data collection and/or generation

methods. Only after a long history of failure do we begin to question
T~ S

our assumption. A crisis develops, as Kuhn sees it, which 1eads
to'a,paradigm shift. Many people now believe that the product-

a . 4 -

process paradigm and its generated causal strategy is in a state of

-

-

crisis. Af least there seems to be a good deal of disappointment

o . associated with the strategy. .
! N

Doyle discusses two alternatives to the product-process paradigm:
: - /

the student mediating‘process-ﬁanadigm and the culture—of—the

'\ * school paradigm The former investigates the responses of the student
= 4

which are used by the student in,the learning process itself. Thisx
paradigm places the student response between teacher behavior and

student" outcomes thus rendering nhe‘paradigm more complex than the

. process~-product paradigm. The culture~of thefschool paradigm
|

Prescribes the study of the schodol situation as a complete system.

Such '"'sociological analyses" are coneerned with what students anpd

teachers do, i.e?, what are the rules of the game?
wh g

} The student mediating process paradigm is based upon a caudal
' \

. . N ‘
conception of the teaching process, as is the productfofocess para-

. N .
digm. The difference between.the two is to be found in how many

"stations' .there are in the line of causation. °

i A
\\\\;‘JKK . " The culture-of-the-school pacvadigm, oy the other hand, does>

- not base itself upon causal direction."Through *tS'search for the
- ’ / - - ‘ .
> 4 ‘ \
i ‘ \
Vs
( . (




-

-
-

8 . ‘ . . 4

S ' - \ o
rules of the gat? it avoids sorting out the variables of concernm

- <

) , into independent and depen@ént.;aThe'difficulty with this approach

is that it fails to take seriousij the ‘demarcation problem. What

is studied is the classroom 6r the school.: Good instanE;s of

" ‘teaching are p&nsidered-od a par with any other teaching. One cannot

' be certain of the consequences of this paradigm; but there does
| ' : N | )
seem to be some a priori graunds for doubting its productivity.

III. Maxweh(if.uetamethodéiggy ’L , '

. ~ On the ﬁeels of my concein with the probiem of paradigm ch§ice¢
. . & !

.

-

. presented for educ5t19n31 inquiry by‘Kuhn's'thesis about the -devel- .

- I
opment of science,3 Nicholas Maxwell presented ap account of what

.. L4

. ’ he calls "aim-oriented empiriciém_and claims that it poses a solu-

tion to the Kuhnian problem.4 Maxwell's analysis is of importance

. . . ~

¢ . for it provides'a way of seeing some of what is involved in research

J*ﬁég#‘,on teaching. ' ' . ‘}

 The difficulty with’Kuhn'; thesis is that it, éctording to

.
o

!

Maxwell, embraces standard' empiricsm~-the view that science cah
{ £

\ . . ' : -
. be fnge of all metaphysical assQﬁptions. Hume showed the consequen-
| A _ “~ o

“tial skepticism of standaxd qnpir{gsm,-uhich could not, as Maxwell

»

t

L] Q ' .
\\; can be seen as in effect restating Hume's problem én Ehe paradigm'

language. For Maxwell, the attembts to suppress all metaphysicai

—

, presuppositions also suppress the possibility of developing new
‘ . 5

i
L]

. theories in a rational manner. Ze offers an alternative account of

4 1

- \ I '
] [ -~ A . ~ .
- ' : : -~

. R 2

/

P

)

N

~“sees it; be saved by phileso _erq“ffbmlgﬁnt“go the presehtl' Kuhn i 7"
. _ R . Y L. . )
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“

paradigme of‘whst~he hells "metaph¥sical bluepfints“. The funda—

M .

.
mental prohlgn Tor: sciehee at. any stage is. the sélection of the best

possible blueprint, this, however, is not an 1rrational profess

-

as many consider Kuhn to have’ claimed Mafwell suggests four rules .

- for making these decisions.S Theée‘metamethodological or level

. \

three rules are of ebwious interést/because they set out-a meshod
. . .t e )

for dealing with the problem of paradigm choice.

(1) _"Otherﬁthings.beiﬁg equal, choose that_gfh;vﬁhet blueprint,.

.

-

_ wﬁich 1is the mosc intelligible, simple, coherent, harmonidus, explan-~

'}tory, unified, beautiful." g[jﬁ o ) . \

* .

r

’ ‘.

(2) ™If our science is.meeting with great empirical success, then

U k . ‘ .

4 ¢

:

: . ( : .
with another.) "It is morf zhsn‘likely that the a priori Rules 1

_we are entitléd to narrow our blueprint, if we caifdo,i: in a

]

nonarbitrary way."

(3) ."If our science is meeting with little or mo empiricel success

then we are entitled to broaden our bluep;int."

(4) 'Other th&ogs being eqoal, choose that aim which giveo the best

a gfiori pfomise of leading do an.empl;ically successful research
program “ A £ifth rulé for selecting a Jethodlogy of theory~acceptance .

? i
is submitted; but it is not directly of interesg here for, as Maxwell

. notes, the methodology of theory—acceptance deands upon the previous-.

‘- . .
ly selected aim or plueprlnt. No attempt will be made to provide .

Maxwell's justificafion or vindication for these rules. \\"

A
3

Maxwell admits that.these rules may at times. conflict one

- 7
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\
an& 4 will clash with the empirical Rules 2 and 3.fl".6 There is

*

_noffoolproof way of resolving such clashes. 1In attempting t;\improve

the bluepn&nt "it will be extremely important to take ép hints and

suggestions from the most empifically successful lines of research."7_‘
This will usually require constructing a new blueprint which will

allow the a g riori and empirical rules to apply equally well “thus

. .

‘ removing the cl ‘ . A - N .
: According to ghe view being coOnsidered, the development of -

thsi;;"!r'not as irrational as scome see Kuhn's theoty suggesting;
* . - - rs ]

\\ If 06; 1ooks for the modification of the basic olue¥rint, one finds
: PN e N ] .

la_progressive evolﬁtion of physics-—not non—cognitive floundering

_'aroundl "In other wordé a steady, rational continuity of development

#

i -

"is often discernalbe in science eg the level of blueprints, where

S all is discontinnity and revolution at the l¢vel. of the%ry. 8
L : < { '
Ef - ) One way of testing the blueprint thesis independently of ;he

philesophic argument is to look for traces of it in anotherlarea

[ } .
- - ‘ - . -
of induiry. I think tﬁat learning theory has recently and noticeably
- ¢ . ~ - - .
M ~
. undergone such a progressive revision of blueprint. .Ndte that

s

am not claiming to be e'pistorian of psychology or any-other'science,

;J‘ .‘ - Shc only.that_ényone who has teen concegned with current‘coﬂceptiode
- 'of hpman'naturé and who\deeires'belief grown'on evidence cannot
have missed.thé decline:of'a parad%gm. As‘a\ney.df getting at. .
i? - this modificetion in ;he spys of Kuhn, one c;; lggkxat,the comments
. R > /-

. of several high office holders of the American Psychological Association.,
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_ McKeachie argues that tEe behaviorist "laws'of leasying have *

fallen from preeminence in basic'learning theory and that in educa- .

} :‘

” basit idess are simple to apply and work often enough to maintein‘

tional” learning and other- applications, we must also dispose them

o

to a place ip more complex structures. ?
&

rule (3). _The old blueprint omitted elements which seem necessary ' .

This is an application of

on empirical grounds. "If one hopes fio use reward or koowledge of

*
.

results fo affect human learning, he needs to know something about

what expectancies of reward the learner brisfs to the situstion,

P [ ]
both in terms of the incentive value of the’ reward and the learner s

)

estimate of the probability of achieving the reward."l0 Cognitive‘

®

elements must be added to the behaviorist paradigm.

But why has behaviorism been such a hit with psychologists,
- ' . . —TT ”
teachers, and counselors? '"The answer,“ McKeachie thinks "lies .

4

in its simpiicity.e..those who buy'this approach find that the

their enthusiasm." 11 If we ignofe those non—professionai psychol-

ogists who have been sold a'theory, and focus updn serious'cogni- .

‘

tive questions about the learning process, it looks in-Maxwellian

terms as if rule (l) has been domfnating the scene. McKeachie s

’
argument is that itfisésime to invofe rule (3).

¢ ’ - “

s Bandura has argued a similar case. "A survey.of the literature
P .

‘on reinforcement’ confirms the extentito whiech we have begome captives

N L
i

of -a one-sided paradigm to map a bidirectiopsi process. Envirom-

- ) - . - . - . *
mental control s overstudied, whereas personal control has been
. ) ‘ ’ .

!

.
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e relgeiéély negleétgd."12: Moréover, this.“goes‘goqsidefébly béypna ! -
‘the conéepc'af count;rcoqt¥01.l3 Aggi?.:rgle (3)-1s béiﬂéligyogﬁdn
"Alth;;gh the empirical issu: is not y?t completely fésolﬁed, thgf;
"is 1ittie_e¥idgnce';hat rewafgs function as automatic st;engégene:s
s . of huﬁgn‘conduct. Behavior, istéat m;ch %ffectéd b§;i;; conse- " -H‘;:

#

~ quences without awareness of what is b‘ging'reinforced.’"l4 Cogni-

.tivé elements cannot(empifically be omitted from the aﬁalysis of
: . p X

rd
- X Fy

behavior as the behaviorist paradigm demands.

( Bonead has also soughﬂLfo\gidﬁn-the'behavioriét view, but )
for reasong more in 1ine with rule(4). He sees various highly / ff/ -

]

_polished areas of -psychology which should be crganizéd igto a

~ 4

e . /

coherent sfruqturg. "While behaviorist approaches’ tend to imply =
that behavior_is under external control, as expressed in -the wide+ )

spread use of the tetm stimulus cbntrol, tﬁe‘Hecision-éheorylinfofm—
Y4 : y; ‘ )
ation-processing approach, on the other hand, seems to imply that §
4 .

, . N
behavior is determined primarily by events within the organism

and permits behavior to ‘be based on cggpitive processes of various

kinds."ls'

” *

Moreover, thisfopené up, 8 possipility, which traditional .
. behaviorigt thinking excluded, "of building a bridge betwden such ¢
areas as operant conditioning and information processidiz‘both CLe

of which have ®een develbping'in experimental ;sychdlbgy relatively

i

. ¥ 16 .
.. ) independ%ptly'cfveach other.” , Boneau is going for more than rule
e ,

(1) simplicity, for he believes that "'some obvious substantive\(
. advances may Eﬁll quickly and simply out of fresh paradigms, or

N

o




" complex formulations:may“becqnelsbnplified.

.theory of mind. Pai quptes Bode:

-
»?

4 ’ . BN ‘ L .
. . '|17 ) ! )
""  The refenence to .

simplicity is not rule (1) simplicity, but nrle (4) fruitfulness.

These vieﬁs of three paychologists,,:wo APA presidents and

. y

a director of . APA programs and planning, provide an ‘initial warrant :

for the claim that the metamethoéological rules which Maxwell found

at work in physics are also quite visible in paychol .

Whet does this metamethodology mean for the problem of estab-;.

.~

lishing a pafadigm or blueprint for research on teaching? As‘we

have seenCin Section E, the process—product paradigm is under fire.
. t
for gmot delivering successful resul%s"and some researchers are

-

turning.away from it in search of an-alterna:ive framework for

their inquiries. This suggest that HAxwell 8- rule 3 is applicable,

stnce ve are having little or no success empirically, the blueprint
,.f' - .

should be broadened; but we should do so in such a way as to maxi- -

mize simplicity (rule 1) and fruttfulness Yrule %). -The_remainder'

. /!
of this paper is concerned with how the proceas;product paradigﬁ

-
-~

may be so broadened.

IV. Theories 3f Mind as Blueprints o _
~ ' & - . . : t ..
There is tradition in philosophy of education which views

the basic ontological perspective which we seek as Being found in

o~
-

Hew we teach is conditioned by what we assume the nature-
of learning to be....As soon as we undertake to create
a special environment, in the form of a gchool for the
special purpose of promoting learning, te becqme involved
in.the question of what learning is. Our conception
of learning has a direct bearing on method.. Tt ‘also

« . - N



. in terms of what th

gheory, which is in turn-a prerequisite for pedsgogical theoxy!’

. '.‘ -
t " ,
- . ¢ ‘e .'.‘ P. ' ? N
. N . 1n . \ .
. Y - . . Pl - \‘ - . . <
" - ¢ . . .
'has a bearing en educational aims or objectivee becauee -, ‘ -~

. the. question of whei 1eerning:is éan ‘be answered only . = -
mind is; and our concevtion o the. ' .

mind, in" turm, willé decide what we comsider to be "good"".

.; - hfor the mind, in terms ‘of dan educationél progrem 28 -

r“ /

For Bede, CGnceptiops of mind ereqprereqﬁisites for\leerning '

I think'thet.node was right in Mis ordering but misleading.idahiez

repteaentati&nsin the reletionships involved.- That is, it is
' 4
hard to Helieve that one could justify a theory of teaching without

- reference to a theory of learning, fdrthermore, it seems only logical

that a cenception of 1earning will be logically preceded by a -

conception of mind. . -"’.' : . _

» "-.

- The, difficulty in Bode s statement stems -from’ the fact that
A - :

theory of mind and theory of leérning are‘temporgl.peers. Thet

1 ’ . ’ ’ . ’ ' \

is, thgse inquiries should mutually feed each other. Neither

;eems‘to be completable ‘without the ftuits.of the cther. . This-

\. \

. is not 'to say that oﬁe.ceuld'heve a theory of_learhing igdependent

of.any,cbmmitqegts as to.a cbnception of mind. Thiei%as,‘I take

it, Bode's point. ‘ - .

*
- e

1 want to go one step bolder and venture the ¢laim or‘hyﬁothe~(-'
' ‘ : i 1

/

sis thet philosphy of mind is, as an inquiry, the analysis

and criticism of the metapﬁysical basis for learning.fheory.

This seems particulhkrly clear in Pai's discussion of the relation-
19 '

ships between theory of mind and theory of learning. For

exeﬁpie, Broad's, Ewing'e, and Ducasse's defense -of dualistic

I‘g"
N ,
¢
-~
-~
.y
-
-

7'
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interactionism seeé to be arguﬁents against rejecting this view

.k

' ef mind as a metaphysical framework for scientific exploration. -
.Horeover, Skinner has long held that hig‘behaviorism is "a philos-

»osphy-of sciehcee When'he‘argues against inclusion oﬁ/anything

mental in pgychology, he is‘obviously concerned with the metaphys-

-t

-

-

ieal basis of psychology. - ) .

LA -

1]
It has not always been clear.within the philosophy oﬁsmind

4
literature or the psychological literature just which claims
were . logically necessary and which were logically contingent.

C :
Mexwell 8 metamethﬁdologieal rules clarify, to the-extent that

-~

his thesis is valid, the role of ‘logical and empirical data in‘ L

+ =
2

these issues.

PﬁIIosophy of mind can clarify tﬁe'ﬁetaphysical basis of.
. ‘ L3 . . o )
learning theory but it is doubtful that it can provide such a

basis for reserach od teaching, otyerlghan,providing: {1) a
N * - * - . : . [

Slueprint“for thinking about student goals and objectives; and,

N
(2) a view of the teather qua learner——how the teacher leaﬁ?s

from teaching. In other words, I doubt Bode's elaim that our

~ .

views of 1earning "haVe a direct bearing on d%thod. However

we interpret 'direct“ there is doubt that the gap between learning

0 \ a

and teaching is to be bridged in any ore straight—forward wvay.

Iti}s a mistake to take, 3 priori, the blueprint for-learning‘

»

. theory as theé blueprint for teaching. Maxwéll warns social scienc®

. ' | - e
against aping the methods of physical science, for. hé holds that
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. - their level‘two tyethodologies w:l.ll be qu:l.te different due to ’
g - their, different a‘ima ’_i_'But this raises a parallel,_- war_ning for . |
‘ . the_study of teafﬁingz \attepptdng,toaﬁe'thé'methéﬁglogy of _;-'~:
- :paychology in,the:study of,teaching may be stnltlf;ing. ' "1/
. - Finaliy, tﬁe.reaearch in‘pniloaophy of education on thaiconcept
of teach:;.ng seems to paral-lel the research in the philosphy of.
~ "vmind. Whilé it is often called "analysis“ it‘}e a kind of logico— .
. ;éf ._ontological inquiry which seeks to deltneate the concept of teaching.-
l‘- . . ; f Ordinary usage is often appealed to as warrant for conclusions.a .

.'Analysis of teaching in this vein produces conafrvative results. ,

b

-~ How the term "teaching“ is useiﬁin ordinary language‘is not nearly
ré as important as what empirical researchers are re‘aonably allowed
‘to gssume. Newer e@torts in philsophy of education are bolder,
i.e., past meanings of 'teaching' \are.not'seen as‘limits to our

f.‘ | 'creative‘abilitieaain‘constructing aﬁg reconsfrnctingaour ideaa

about how people may go about,promoting the cognitiyf/affective
s

. development of others. ¢ . . —

-

V. Sources of an Alternative Paradigm

How can we broaden the process-product strategy along
the lines suggested' by Maxwell's rules'; What would it be like
to give up the search for causes? Are there other types of *

/

- analysesd one could conduct of teaching A causal arralysis reasons
. 1

from part of one whole to part of anoth\r whole: - pant of teachivng'

‘ ) L '
is analyzed in terms of part'of learning) We think we koow .

- the whole of learning through psychology .and our

’ 1
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e <::j “pasic philoscphy”. The point of our method is to build up the
' 'whol! for teaching. But what if we reverse this and begiﬁ with

x . . - ¢

sompe wholistic conception of teaching and then proceed to analyze

-«
! 5
| J the parts of this whole? Is there ay Precedent ‘for this 1in
% - e __any_ typ'e' fdn'quiry‘{_ ;_

The cluste} théory of definitions in science asserts that for

o . 'some scientific terms it is impossible to give the necessary

f / A . . . ; A . . / . .
- and sufficient conditions for thé establishment of their extemsion.
Oblong, sour, ée;low,\containa seeds, grows on trees, etc.

SR

are the cluster proparties for defining 'lemon'; but chésa are
not necessary and sufficient.conditioos., 1f ﬂk discovered a ¢
fruit which was at maturity not yellow but green snd was like

=+ ademon in all other ways we would?‘atcording to cluster theoris:s,'f

call it a lamon as opposed to announciog-tpe discovery of a new .
' ’ 3 7

fruit. Yellow is a dispena}ble property though it is neverthe~ .

& .

lesa a defining characteriscic ‘of lemon. Adé; nstein has formulated

. .
: the methodology for analysis of this type of definition.21 This

_methodology offers a pessible clue to how to study tegghing in
non cause-effect‘ﬁays. . : '
' Necessary and Sufficient

. Condition View Cluster View
. o pefinition , A B . 3 i
- $
Hypothesis ' ¢ D
e
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" The cluster theory ‘of definitions (B) is qp alternative

t

'to the viéb(rnat scientifit deffgdtions should set necessary snd—\'
’ :“-’ ?fficient ditionﬁ‘for the'use of terms (A), It occurs to |
:ibr

ocess—product paradigm s search for independedt

. me that th
B |

‘(teacher) variables which sre-necessary and sufficient for depend-
! ; | -ent (student achievement) Vsriables (C) has an slternative ‘which:
is similiar to that for its parallel in definitions, i.e., a
cluster view of hypotheses. Achinstein has set out the rules -
for cluster definitions. Ca; these rules be used-to illuminate
what ome might think of as "cluster hypothesés"Q Before attempt—~

ing to do so, we need ‘a bit mdre wood for the fire.

' L

Another source for an*alternative is offered by P. G. Smith'
distinction between instrumental value and contributory value.zz
. Instrumental'value'i; established cansally. ‘The 11nK betw een
megns snd ends is a ;snssl one.. Throughout the ins::\\Ehtal
‘. value theory literature thermeans/end relation was always assumed
to be organic not analjtic. A contributory relationship is,
on the other hand a relationship of the part to the whole or
totslity. The parf does not cause the totality--the wholeé is mora
. . than the sum of its parts. An architeet who sets out to design
a Gothic church has the concept\(totality) ofaﬁothicness-in mind
snd seeks to construet an example‘or exemplification of the concept )
within the verious limits of the wishes of his client. He knows \

what totality he seet? but must select the parts to be used and
"\ ) X )

LY

&7
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set then ‘in gn affective relationship with each other. As
. « . . & .
,Villemain once wrdte, , g t o e -

'.'When steps, doox, posts, etc., are.conceived as symbols -
because their qualitative consequences upom each other
add to their objeqtive it is)then possible to mote fhe
relationships and use. them ro)‘ institute the qualitative
consequences that will conform to thé quality or form -
of a Roman, Gothic, or Colonial doorway.

-

Each part of the doorway is. assessed 1n terms of its’ contribution

to the whole desired, sdy a Gothif doorway.

There is a notable difference between causai and contributory
) L - .o
N, ! : : .
analyses. The former consider effects for which their causes

.o , : . : o ) ' -
are unknown, e.g., respiratory-cancer. The cause and effect are

- independently definable and‘measureable—indeed they must be to’

-

carry out such analyses“‘.dne may observe an effect without any

" trace of the cause heing oresen . What ig called the principle
| _ . ® T&

"

"of the "plurality of causes” emphasizes this point. Contributory

analyses, on*the other hand, differ in that ‘the parts of the

-~

whole ‘are observable within that whole or:totality. The posts
and steps\pf which Villemain wrote are there to be studied in a

way in which causes are not. Contributory analyses 3re a matter

-~
.. .

of extricating elements and telationshios.

‘VI. An Alternative Strategy

From these notions, I think an alternative conception of
how we might go‘aboutistﬁdying teaching can be formulated. The

analysis of teaehing based upon contfibutorj thinking evaluates

£

a proposed teacher characteristic in terms/of its contribution

- ‘4 ?

. .
~ *
. . R
«
.
.
L] [ ]
. .
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“to a teaching totelit&  But what is such a totality?’ Whht-~ ¢
- 4 .-
L - ‘
- - takes the place in teaching that\Gothicnesa:takes in architec—

-

"‘ture? 9re there basic genera} abstract "fotms“ in teaching? o .._ y
Harry Broudy has for some time written of three "disting—-
. guishable typea of teaching which‘he na?es:' didactice, heuris—
tics, and philetics. Didactics is "any 1nstr¥ction 1n‘phich
the contents can be made explicit and in uhich the criteria fﬁr

.24
successful learning are objective. - Heuristics is a "type of

teaching that promotes learning by discovery or by problem aoloing."25

In philetic teaching the teacher concentrates on “the'enotional
L 4

adjuitment of the pupil " § Any given teacher characteristic

may be important for one tyPe of teaching and irrelevant to
]

- another. The téchniques of good lecturing are, rele.ant to didac-

tical teaching but are inappropriete for the other

) differently, any given characterietic of tea day contribute

€

more to one of Broudy's types than another just as a certain /4
: , ‘ \

doornay may contribute more to one kind of architecture rather

A i . ' ‘ A

than another.

-

I want to duck ‘the question of whether Browdy has  the
* - J ) - . . . 4

right three, or how one’'goes about discovering and justifying claims
about forms of teaching. One need not be skeptical here, for the
. same questions apply to archit%¢ture. We tould in both cases

« imagine & Dewey-type evolutionary account o¢f the emergence of

distinct forms in both architecture and teaching.
i . ’ ) . . L} ! !
+9
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~, . As'1 haﬁe heard Philip G. Smith‘point’out on-several’occasionsa

~

T in teaching we lack the "professionsl mode" af evaluation fouhd

-

in;other pfofessions.27 In medici?e.orl}aw we Ao nQt judge the -

- competence of a professional solely by means af the elient outcomes.

.
I« . )

We believe there-are rules or standards for practice; these defing'

« +
L3

"standard.pre:tice" and are hppealed to in malpractiee cases. Lo

In teaching we hsve a 1ong historm\or experience with the .

profession. Standard . forms of practice have emerged. Of course,
. LR

this standard practice will contain much error; that is the trouble

_ . . o :
with conventiopa}—wisdom as opposed to tested wisdom. One task

1

o : LT
of Tesearch on'teachidh is :olpurge_;he mythology from standard

pracﬁice. It should be noted% however, nhat there is also séme”
. v

wisdom in the traditidnal ways of doing things. Wben student teachers

#._
Ae told to go do somethingdifferent-—-experiment“ one wondqrs

el
what would hegeen if other professions did so as well. The trial

and error teacher is a hack Students shogld be protected from .
v ‘ ) $oe :

them- ' ‘ ' . //>

y ) _ e/ B ‘ .

But there is a kind of d%}emma: on the oneﬂhend, we know

stendard»practice is contaminated with error; on the other hand,

.

" standard practice is the summarx of human experience with the /

/

- professional practice. How can we continue with what is good

while removing what is badl} , . :
' . ' C
Broudy's types of teaching can be seen as aspects of standard

practiee which have filtered or sifted out over the years. QOur

‘o
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LT problem now is to try to.further refine these types so that they

.' . .. ¢ : o . L . . ) i
are more -error free in concept and their consequences upon Students

’

( | o . ‘:ar‘elare"fulllj; known. I't':l.‘s’{so‘ ;hé methsdologz Wths form’.g:p - .
, that we now tufm. ) | 7 . . |
« | ‘ . A teachEr characteristic c is a relevant characteristicl to
) gome whole or totslity (W) if and only. 1f the fsct that an maividual
- po\ssesses‘ c tends,t" cqunt to:ra.rd :alfing the ingividual to be A >

. an instance of thatatatality. "'l'he ciaim of relev;dnce is a claim  ‘.

that there exists a part to whole relatiot}sh}p Ach:i.nst:eiw:x.2

L in analyzing clustér concepts, submits the notions of positius and e ,“
\’ ;egative.rsle\'rance which are helpful here. Char_asteriscic C 1is

'pvosi(:i\.rely rel's;ran: to totality W if ‘and oniy if the fact that an,

® individual (i) possesses C tends to cc({mt more toward i's being

. . ‘ - - ’ (‘
- _ 'sn instance of W than the fact that i lacks Ctends to count ‘against

'_i_'..being badng an instance of W. C is éggati;ely rélevant to W

if and snly ig the fact thatAi'lacks C tends to.count more agsihst |
taking it as a. W than the fact that i po‘ssesses g/ccunt's for it *
as W. 1If r.he tacalit? in queStion is "good university tescher ,

- '"having‘fa doctorate( has negative relevance while “liked by

./ |
students” has positive relevance.

Given two relevant properties, one is more central to W
. than the other if and. only if the fact that i has C{ counts more
toward taking it as W Ehan.the fact that i has C, counts for itsbeing
. . . . ? — -

. - ‘e E As stated, both _Q"s are taken as haviqé positive relevance; but

. v

. Y




\

!j . both could have negatiﬁe relevance or, be of mixed relevance. * H -"\
e ‘ * . : , « e
’ 70 ;f Centrality, thus,(is e matter of degree of relevance L 4
N - The nbtiens of relqvance and cenurality provide a basis fnr . ¢

'

o “Y\\§. deve10ping product~free Redegngical hypqtheses. ‘The. 1ndep2ndent

variahlee are the perts of the‘whole while the dependent variables :

{

are-the wholes themselves. These product-free pedasogical hypoth-

¥f¢>< ‘. eses explain contribution . - ' - .
o SN L '

- -

" One last point of\methodolcgy is noteworthy. One miéht.claim -

that what hag been said thus far is inccmplehe in that so far omly

\
the parts Ps‘individual elements have;been mentioned. But what

of the relationship betweén parts? .Is this not another structural .
. ? e ' a

) L. - » . ) . . .
component of totality? A rose window iscquite central to being .
. ) - .

Gothic. But some rose windows will contribute more to e,strnctune's
.6: ' being counted as aegood exemplificetion of Gothicnesa than will - .
~ . other %ose windcws. Rose windcws are pert of the defining charac—

) : teristics of Gcthicness, but all Gothic structures are not of

-~

equal worth. Aesthetic analyscs will have to take into account
relationships as well as elements. (Note, the question of good

.+  teaching may be better seen as a problem ir aesthetics rather

. - o . . .
- than ethics.) S ’ . \\

-

W could Yerform a kind of conceptual clarification of ome's
» -

jdeas about good teaching using the above notions of relevance -
> ¢
‘and centrality, Given a list;of teacher characterist&cs a person
. considers important, we could further examine them for their rele—'

vance and centrality, thus clarifying one's ideas abc:?\teaching.

. ) ¢ ' /




- tic teaching; i.e., what is good heuristic Eeaching?

.2

But' more importantly, rather than havihs)io‘knaw~the'épecific

effects caused or prbducéd by a given teacher characteristic to ;

[N ¢ .

~ determine whether it is a characteristic of'gagd'teaching, we

L}

~ can,using this method,determine what this characteristic centrib-

1}

ﬁtes'to A gldb;l teaching type. fThe.elustef concepts as well as
their relevance weightings would ﬁave to be'deterqined for‘egcﬁ
type 6f'pedagogy idgn;ifieé by Broudy.

.Whaécthis ;mounté to is the éon3£ruction‘of a differeht
kind of pedagogical hjpothesis. . As ‘moted iq Section IV, the
product~procegs éaradigﬁ requi;ed hypotheses which had independgpt

teachér—variabLes and dependent student-variables.. The alter-

3 ' A

native paradigm requires hypotheses with teacher‘chafacteristics

. , : \
as independent variahles.anq teaching wholes as dependent variables. :

¢

- A ) ) N
Once: the defining conditions are explicated (or at least

" baginning t8 emerge) so we could delimit the extension of each

$

-ty?e; the rules of combination could be hypothesized. That is,

what are’ the proper relationships between the elements of heuris—

1

The solutions to both the definition problem and the relatiom-

ship problem would I think involve more than philosophicallanaly—

‘sis. Empirical questions are also involved. What are thought

. ta be good examples of teaching would have to be studied--just

as good examplas of architecture are studied. Vi&eo tapes, etc.,

. would be of use here. But rather than tryi#g to find causélly

' i .
reactive elements of‘%eaching,.qne would look for the most central
. : } .

<3
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contributins elements. /ﬂ;-eovcr,,ﬁgfkncwing these, one would be
. &

* in a pgsiéicp to raise ques:ions about how our students gre better,

L S

prepared‘to teach. e ._ I~ _-‘-.

Y ~—

N
One mihht fearrthet'this mechod'is cirpular: we use certain -

L)

criteria to select good examples of, say, heuristic teaching and

then proceed to analyze out chese very criterie. This fear can

e

) be shown to be ungrounded however, by the assumption q&,centrib-

Py
utof? methods. Firstly, the tonalitx }slalways gredter than the

sum of the parts. There is nothing metaphysical in this;beyond

A3

the point that in addition to the parts there are their relatien;
ships-?hich.ere also constitutive of the totality. Secomdly,

it sedms to be thgecase that human beings can perceive wholes :
without perceiving the parts chereof; We come to iikeuthe buil&ing

L)

before ﬁe'agg actually aware afffﬁe parts. At times it takes

)

a'compecent architect to explain to us why we like a certain budlding

or'house. L%kewige it is assumed that becristic teaching can be
judged on the whole with its specifics remaining.unjudged.,

One verynimportant'ccnsequence of this waf of viewing‘teaching
is that one of the frustratione of the causal strategy is overcome:
it is expected that eo one characteristic or.set of cherectefistics
will be caceally necessary in producing learning. One could find
eeveral effective teachers who_havé vef§ little in common that is
significantly different frcm other 1ess_effective.ceachers.

-Poor arctftecture will still have doors, windows, etc.§ yet good
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example;'of Gothié and Roman Uuildinhshave little in common. -«
4 . ' NP - v |
What is different befween good and not so good teachers is not

. . "
on this model to be found im looking at which chaqicteristics” .

‘(good'ggachers have and poor teachers lack; rather, the.difference

W

process paradigm assumes teacher effects are stable across time.

- -

is to be found in what each-cﬁaracterist;e present contributes

.

to the whole. The &ualitg of the whole is .mot a'suq,of the quality

of the parts. Moreover, teacher evaluation becomes a matter of

. _ : ‘
how well a particular person exemplifies: a particular forh in *

a particujar situationm, ’ : ' : - ]

VII. Evaluation of the Product~Free'Process‘?aradigm
‘ |

—

The suggested alternative to the pnpcess—p:oduét péraq}gm
is actually a strategy for developing independent variables for

pedagogical hypotheses. But now it should be askéd‘haw this

-

£

strategy compares with those mentioned above. .Asvnotga, the product- .

¢

' This assumption is irrelevant to the construction of product-

. : . s - :
free pedagogical hypotheses. It is| however, relevapt to testing

for the effects of the teaching types upon various kinds of
: . | o v
students. The second assumption is that jeacher effects are gener-
) . 2.
alizable across settings. Again, this assugption is not dire

r

‘ﬁl’
relevant to the paradigm. .o | ' -

The third and fourth assumptions are, however, directly

e

relevant. The assumptiop that the frequency of teacher behavior

is the most sigﬁfiicant aspect of teaching ‘is explicitly rejected.
. -} N . . .
.

o a

B
v

s
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the-school does not diScrimipate between cigssrooms worth studying.'

" . ‘24

. - AL
S - | . SRR
One cannot look only at most;frequent elements ‘iq.gging_cpntrib--.‘

e

*

cant aspect of teaching. ‘The fourth assumption, - chat’ the causal

direction is'from teacher to’student, is réjected. In heuristics,

A _
: T g e R
for example, there is a causal inté?hEEionsbe_veen teacher and

&

_student. The proper moves for a heuristic' teacher are determined

by the moves made by students, Once could nét.qtud§ héﬁristic

teaching independently of what the students*are doing.‘ ’

culture-of-the-school paradigm in that it focuses upon certain

kinds or instances of teaching which it takes to be more signifi-.§ .
: “ « . . - - -‘ «
cant for research than other kinds' or instances. The culture—of-,

: ‘ \‘b

. LS

“‘Finallf; the student mediatingvbaradigm~does not,imprpve'

our assumptions about the teacher though it does add tq~what_is

. <
involved }ﬁ the total pedagogical relationship. wt may turn out
. \_jﬂ .

that this paradigm can be incorporated into the product-~-free
para&igm. The present paper will not explore the:possibility:

~ In an earlier paber I argued that it was a mistake to attempt
‘ . . . .

;to,evalagzg‘ﬁifticular teachers in terms of the’particular people -

- 29 '
. being taught. A second.paperao commented that the use of intact

classropms without estimating the number of children therein

with student!ghrposes may be quite inappropriate. Both papers

e -
-
-

, . . v T
- utory analyses. The parts in relatiopships are the mogt signifi-"

The product-freé paradigm offers an  advantage qver'the ¥ o

and those that are not. . | : v T ;/2

n.»h



arguedwfrom_different ﬁerspectives that it is nisleadins to
/7

view teachins as the ultimate cause of learning "It was fesred
o_

énat teachers would too quickly resort to coercion and/or arti-

ficial rewards to get children to becom‘pstudents.
| ,.. The present proposal being about generalized teaching forns.(
‘h cannot it s;ems avoid the question of effe;ts upon children 8
‘purposes and learning.‘ Drawing from the second paper mggtioied

above, we expéct that a teaching form will produce not learning

 but the conditions for learning‘ It is an empirical qnestion as

to the effects of, say, heuris tics on children. Does it inspire
- i

thez sd‘that they become students? Does it work better in some

<

éituationsnthan in others?. Hhen is didactics\more agpropriate?
1 do not'think'that'theee questions are answered simply by reference‘*.
| to'“objectives" orq“goale"; All three'muat be hald accountabie'
R -.« . for tneir aoility.to create or“~destroy student pyrposes,' It is

probablj more correct to see both instructional objectives and .
P : , - : : :
different\¥i3ds of student purposes as being the determiners of.
. ohich teacher tyn; is apprdpriate: But it_is open as to how the
) teach? tyﬁes arezbest evaluated ) ' -

hee

{

s papertSuggests that research on teaching 1s a tandem .

J
proceés:‘ an analysis of part to'whole relationships which

’ |

constitute-identifiable global types of teaching; on the other

hand,- the caused effects of each type upon children must also be

f

analyzed. I hope that one can now .see that the method of basic

L

. - . . . /
. - [}
L .
- .
¢ ’ ’
- * ‘
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;gmpir;:ism‘ih not going to be ableTto.p:oducg a more complete view

‘or theory of teaching. - There are some undeniabLeiiqgicoéonfoldg-‘l'
ical questions about teaching which philosophy of education is
better equipped to'an§ggr than is a nafrowly’cnnceived.emp{ricSQ.

VIII. Teacher Evaluation ° °

There is a further conséqueﬁce of the product-free paradigm
- which should be considered. Our‘éanceptiqh of tea shodIﬂ,

. .
; . _ be such as to allow us to "see" what is involved in teacher

“evaluationm. 1Tl}p ﬁarndigm or blheprint deQeiéﬁgd here does provide’

such iilqminati@n.

To evaluate én‘ohjéct (a book, teach?r; theor§, principlé,
principal, ‘efs.) is basicallj'a‘ ktex of ca;patihg'iﬁ to some -
¢ stﬁhdar& or set of critérié. is involves eSQaﬁlisﬁiﬁg_wha:
properttés.are rendered bf'the criteria-ﬁeing releQaﬁt to Ehe

.; evaluation of the object;' Such properties are called in the liter-
ature "good-making' dr;“bad—méking" characteristics (though .,
. = | 5 S :
“better-makfng" and "worse-making" are probably more descriptive

Al

' of actual evaluations). One then exsmines the object of eval-

uation to see if it possesses these characteriSiics in such a

~ fashion thét'warréhcsigs beéing eonsidered‘acéeptablg, adequate,
better than another abject of-that kind, and so forth. In the
‘case of a caiegorical property wé ask whether‘thé object of the
evaluation (the evqluandum) p?ssesseékthe property. If. the property
is continuoﬁs then we ask whether the evaluandum possesSes'it‘in

L]

sufficient degree. | ‘ ' ’ 4
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1

- systems tend to‘incorporate teacher characteristics which (1)

w a ) 27: : S

[} ’ Z' A ) .
From digcussion thus far it is transparent that there are

two aspects involved in‘the use of standards, or as one could
. »

say, two agpacts of competent evaluation. One mnSt bcth know which
standards are appropriate and be able to apply these in particular
situaticns. Thn?,‘there_isea kind-of theory-practice separation

in evaluation. Errors in evaluetibn‘ce:id occur in either (ai

the use of.inappropriate stapdarda, or (b)'the nisapplication ef

standards. The latter is more empirical while the‘fcrner_is'

more philosophical in nature.

“ _ : . ‘ _ . A
The question of how to evaluate faculty is thus a question ofgr
. S ' Sy : . < N,
how to (a) find or build standards or. criteria to be used to assess

the worth of individual faculty members, and (b) utilize these

criteria in specific-caaea or instances; It is the first of theee

L)
P

problems Wwith which we shall be concerned

a
-

of courae,‘gvaluation is fairlywatraightéorward, though not :
necessarily simple, when thé criteria‘are esFaSlished; cnt which
characteristics of the tetal.pcssibie‘set of*characteristicé a
thing_ppeaesses are the good~ and badtmakiné ones? In a pracél—
cal educational-context? tne issue 1s usually one:of chccsins'between.
varicua competing sets of-propcsed criteria. But again, hé& is

this reasonably done? It is well-known .that observation and rating

correlate poorly with student achievement measures--except for

-

possibly clarity of presentation and "knowledge of subject

. “'9.‘ , * . .




matter"”, and (2) reflect the values or Sieses-of their writer
rather than what we know about .teaching. How.eantone put'together

‘a more objective rating system? This is to esk how one ‘can

A determine which faculty eharacteristics are admisaible to the

) ,f,
evaluation process. b

The *proBlen of criterial admiseiiility is thellogiell prdblem"'

M \(ﬁl' of what qgunts as an adequate justification of'criteria or standareé
for assessing the. worfh of an object. If'oﬂe were to prepuse

.-or hypothesize that proterty P is a characteristie of good teaehing;1

and is theyefore a criteriontof good teaching, how would we g0 .
L] . &

about accepting or rejecting this claim?

4

‘- . 1f we knew the camponents of didactic, heuristic, and philetic
teaching;, the appropriatenehs of each teaching.type gtven’specific

. curricula and stiidents, then we would know the criteria relevant

for the eveluation'of teaching. We would know how to conmstruct

rating scales, etc. which would tske the right factors into

Fi

account. T - ' o . '
" As is often pointed ocut, when evaluators use a rating form
to assess a teacher's perfo ee\there is a tendency to rate a

particular characteriét’ie on the basis of one's overall judg merst
: o L. ~

b

about the person as teachetJ' This peint may seem to cut against

‘}he-method of analysis being cohsidered. From my experience

¥
« ‘o
.

' quite .the opposite seems true. If one were schooled in contribu-

tory methodology, .I would predict a decrease in the tendency to
. \ _

L

T




- allow one's overall opinions nf the person to influence the

rating of individual characteristics. But this remnins to be

‘' seen.

f. ~ But enually impertant, we .would begin. to see h&g the data

.

generated from student opinions about the quality of teaching .) '

should be used—as well ne how not to use them. Client-satisfaction

Pl

data,ate, it seems, oftenNmiqgsed*by faculty. It would be a’' mistake

. to adjust one's teaching soiel} en the bases of client-satisfaction

responses. This is not to sey that such date are useless; they

.
L

obviously are not. .-But how aré they best:.placed?

*

Consider the teacher who'wants to teach students to be
| . .

‘philosophers or at least to be philesophic about educatién.' He
' ) - ° ' . ’ L

or she engages in.a heuristio form of teaeﬁing: Perhapa‘the students

- have only known didaCtic.teaching. They éay weil»be negative in

<

their respoiises. If the fhenlty meﬂaeg adjuats.perfnrmanee'soleiy

in terms of these reepnnses, he or she may well be moved into the

£

didactic‘mnde——eSpecially if both faculty member and students

are unaware of the' heuristics-didactics dietinétio .
This example suggests the need for exploring the ossibility
of, providing some preteaching in whith’ students would become
aware of the different teaching forms as well as when eachdforﬁ
is the appropriate onme. 31 Students should be made intelligent

consumers of teaching. The old poin& that education‘is learning /

. how to learn can be fortified by adding that this(involves

learning how to learn from teeching.

3

31
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