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Introductlon

s .for curriculum‘ IS thatfu_
¢

* of communica{&on. People outs1de schools constantly seek to

v R . /
1973" .

1nfluence what those 1ns1de do and fall (Westbury,
- [

»Walker, l980) Why~do theyefail7 - They fail, 1 th1nk becauSe

outs1ders fall to understand what teachers are try1ng to do. . As

"a consequence~a‘gap ex1sts; what one means to say, the. other: K

does.not understand.f This isSue is at the root of the quest1on

"Can wr1tten guldes guide pract1ce7" The answer 1s¢yes only if the

gu1de erter pays: attenblon to the context in whlch teachers

I3

o

work, and to the language that teachers use in 7hat context
It is th1s 1dea I would l1ko to pursue in thlsfoaper
I have d1v1ded the papor'lnto four‘ partg all of which

address the central .question and I hope . seryéras a framework for

n this symposium. My f1rst concern 1s with fhe questlon What

’

“be.

4

does\it mean to gu1de pract1ce7 Here I @All use Searle's (1969)
notion of) a llnguistic "institution" (p./SlY to suggeSt what

the constfituitive rules of guide writi g‘as a speech act mlght

I w1ll\argue that one of the rul#s of the 1nst1tutlon

requ1res that “the gu1de writer under tand what’' the teacher is

trying to accomplish through his/he actlons. It is here that

consideration must be given to the/context in which these acts. .

take )lace.l The pro. ' - s ncoungefcd‘in practic. |, y rtl-\\\<x
] ‘

cular curriculum project (Olson,/l980)'are!used to_illustrate

the consequences of a'failure tg appreciate what teachers are

trying to accomplish in their work.

The third section of the/paper raises the fundamental

questions of whether what Sefrle (1969) "normal input and

output conditions" (p. 57) Ybtain in most efforts to write
B
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to write curriculum qguides. Oni oﬁ,these conditions is that

'

speaker and hearer hoth know how to spcak tho same language.

Clearly both likely speak the sgme "language", but'is there

-~ !

'not a translation problem when proponents of inngvation attemot

; i e b

-to communicate their ideas to te%chers using terms which may

~—~

‘have little importance in the "ststemic" strgcture‘of the teacher's

The theoretical structure of
v K1 .

language (Churchland 1979, p. 70

the innovators 1deas may q1Ve to, termg‘meaninqs which teachers

may find difficult to understand! Given that innovators may

theorlze dlfferently than . teachems about a roughly common domain -

of problems, and if we accept, as I do, ;L+ﬁﬂ1st1c account of

mghnlng, the 1ssue of the 11m1t$ of communication arise as they

do whenever dlfferent theoretlcal systems attempt to account
for similar problems @xghc matter of translation of 1nnovat1ve
ideas from one theoretical svstem to‘another will lead us

back- to the pre—réquisites'of the process of advising itself,

'and to the question wh1ch is treated in the final

section of the paper how can we apprec1ate the classroom context?

Tt is ypon such an appreciation that effective guide writing must
e . , ‘ 2
ultimately be based.

o

What does it mean to say that a written guide can guide practice?

The notion of a curriculum guide- begs compar1s1on\w1th the

sort of guides We go to to help us understand unfamiliar territory.

1

The classical guide of this kind is the.Baedeker's guide. How do

these guides work? Consulting my 1910 Baedeker's Great Britain,

I learn, for example, that "Salisbury Cathedral, a splendid

eXample of pure Farly English, enjo?ed the rare advantage of

4



.construction.” These¢/ are the sorts of statements I expect to

-
r

find in a gdide. The guide, helps me -interpret what I see

around me; it offers advice on how best to spend my time and
14

wmoney: The things. I find in a quide arc what I expect to find _"d

there. The guide is written according to conventions which
both the guide writcr and the rcader understand. Thus, in.

! :
, the case of mf,Babdokér, tpé way the landscape 1is treated is

4
. X _ . . N . oy
not unexpected; it conforms to the conventions‘'qf guide writing

of the Baedeker tradition. Thus, the'the landscape, normafly

. A J .
Zperceived by most as reclatively undifferentiated, is, 'in tho.

Baedeker's guide, almost insanely-detailed and particular.

‘One loéks to left and right almost eVery other second; objects

"""" - of note are e‘erywhere and afe to be thoroughly savoured. . ///

The Baed ker‘gpide can be likened to what Wblker(UBSO):“

L

calls : "curriculum documents the writings teigiers:and

and sfudents.use" (p. 73). lle notes.that.such aoc: ents néed
to be clear and specific so that those who "are supposed. to be
. iﬁstructed by the document know ekaétl? what they are being
, ) i .
advised to do" (p.'73). The travel guide has td)live up to the.
" same demands, but therd is more éhah the matter of clarity and
specificity at stake here. The guide writers are_relying‘on the
reader to understand thg&igt?ntion of the guide writing act °

itself; that something/special is happening. What is being

offered isn't just information; or deécription, but "something

) . N 3 N
that will be of benefit. The quide writer offers’ advice. The’
o . . . »
oy, . . i . . ~ . . . i .
guide writer relies on the reader to take what is-written in this
Q ) - . . , - .
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* way. The particular activities of the gujde writer make sense
when taken as part of the larger’ linguistic institution of gquide.
writing. ’ ' -7
L4

.
Y

To pharaphrase Searle (1969),gu1d1ng teachlng‘}hvolves a
varlity of activities, states and raw feels, ... (these) count

~as part of (the act1v1ty) given other gondltlons and agalnst a

1

background of certain kinds of institutj ons... _These institu-
tions .are systems of constifuitive rulgL

Every institutional
fact is underlain by a'(system of) ru&e(s{ of £ﬁé form‘X counts
as f in context C"'(p. 52) . What counts ag advice? |

Searle analyses tgg speebhgact of promising to show how
such an act mibht be sPccessfuily performed. Snch an analysis .

allows him to-isoLateVruLj: which govern how the statg%ent1is'

¥ likens to those of games in which

-

. ‘ o
to be taken. Such rules

© certain preparatory and essential conditions must obtain. Thus,
. 5 : ) . i
-in the caselof chess, in order to move it must be one's turn to
. ) N .
move , and the move must be one permitted by rules governing a
é

particular piece. Further, one is expected not to cheat, or_
. . . [
lose on purpose. It is e preparatory rules of guide writing that
s : o ' )
are of particular interegt here.

(L Preparatory rules --  those - w2 . give the act LuLnt;
if’the act is to be un?erétood as the kind of act it is, then //)
people expect the actdr to conforh to ceqtain%prior4conditions.

So for examplé, I would not adviie some one to do something they
are already doing, and I must have reason to believe that Ene-
person wil] benefit'ffom'tne futnre act that is being advise§ 

¢

{Searle, p. 67)Q .ﬁ

The point of these rules is that they permit us to isolate

1~ \ ‘ f4 6 : /
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.those elementsibf the lingUistic.institution of guide writing
(taken here as similar but nqt identical. to advising) which

s g 1 .
give it its particular force; that. is, which -enable the hearer

or reader to-undépﬁpand what is meant. So, in.the case of advice,
I would not expect to go'to.a guide_énd find that I am aavised to
do what I am already dging[ ,Advi;e is something new. HOQ
: difficult_I might.find tﬁe advice to hnderstand depén@s on the
novelty-éf the p{gposal. I would-also take it that what I
am being urged‘to 50 is well'founded. The person who advises
me presumablx has reason to believe that it Qill be in my
interest. to do what is being advised. We gan-use the preparatory
. rules of advice giving to look at a particu%afiiy imbortant

Piece of advice in the case of the’guides to the Endlish Schools

/

Council Tntegrated Science Project (StISP).

]

there will béra partnership between teacher and pupil in

- learning... Teachers are often worried about the danger
of imposing their attitud®s on pupils. ~ It is suggested
that class discussion be based on the materials provided
--.and that they should not becqme the basis of disagree-
ment between pupils and the teacher. . Direction will some-
Heed to be given and the teacher selects the material to A
be discussed Handbook, p. 59, 60). ’

\-« » ’
How eftective is chis as a piece of advice? Ckearly, the writers
¢ &

=y

: _ A , .
A had~« son to think that teachers would not normallly think of

’

g%k ag a partnership. The advice is thus wgll f?unded~in
ggpect. But-what about the other préparapory rule; the

-

, ' ' . . '
has -somgy reason to lieVe that the teacher will benefit
N m 'v. Y. i . M

'

It is here that one begins to worry about the

flact. One of the rules which controls the use of the
® .
a

-
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advising speech act is that the guide writer indeed has reason
. to'offer such advice. What might count as a good reason? What
Jdo the guide writers know about how teachers conceive of partner—

. h1ps in the classroom.' What do they know of. how teachers cope

with”disagreement. The 'act, if 1tb/s—to have the force of adV1C§

lsupposes that the guide v;lter knows something about how teachers-j

.
construe what mlght be called "influence" in the classroom, (Olson,

1981). For the advice to’ be advice at all, %e have to suppose that

the qulde writer knows something about ‘the problems teachers haVe

in exerc1s1ng 1nfluence in the classroom. u “W‘r"

- [

e Unless the gu1de writer has some idea about what the teacher

’

) /‘ ¢
is already doing, and about what the teacher i tends to do, how

-

can the wr1ter give advice? This seems a tr1v1%l p01nt ‘but

¥

\

1t 1sn t. The rule requires, I would argue, that the gu1de

" writer find outabout the intentions of the teacher. ?hg guide

| writer isn't just talking off the top of his/herahead; he/she
knows something about the contexg in whick b¢ “lvic i 0

xtaken.. Retimine 1y » o . ahen from wne curriculom project,
it became clear from talking to teachers about it that’ the advice
offered did not speak to the problems the teachers actually faced
in trying to operate the pro;ect Ilene Harris (1981) probes in
greater detail -the nature of guide writing as a kind of speach

R i act and expands upon the forms‘\Qf written‘communication that

quide writers can usc to communicate their advice most effect;vely.

°

N

How can effective guides be written? /

; N

- The problems teachers® had in using the curriculum project: can
1 . . .

*

. - -

1 . . .
. ~be traced to a failure of the guide writers to take seriously one.
Qo .. N %
. N w .
ERIC - 4 . g \- :




of the rules of advice giving: they did not find out-about ‘the 1ife
of the people they presumed to advise. Instead offadvising, they

. exhorted, the advocated, they énjoined; quite dlfferent acts. They
A © & o .
failed to do the research that adv1ce giving requires. The guide

writer has to do research. An apprOpriate agenda for research
- » -\ -

'Z7r&heen suggested’'by Fenstermacher (1978) using an intentjonalist .
ccount ‘of action. He suggests that the researcher of teachi

- N . s

find out more about what teachers intend, by their classroom

A
a%tions: what are teachers trying #o accomplish by their acts?

&

How do the belief of teachers come to be formed? What is th»
v

influence of'the institution on the formation of beliefs°

These are useful preliminaries for thé qulde writeér to under—

-

tgke or study. As Fenstermacher notes: "The researcher

of teaching cannot do research wi' . .. S™me way pact,cipating

(

in the education of tcachers, = r ~.- =In te%:hei ed>- .  on
transform beliefs without partic1pating 1n the study of teachlng

(p. 182). Guide writing calls upon the writer to ‘be both researc\er

‘ and educato?, and in both roles, he/she w1ll.hav to pay at}ention
. : 1

. -"" . 4
to the intentions of.teachers. Why is this sQ? : ’ '
. ) s i ‘ _ ' . '
&For purposes of .disciplinary knowledge, we may well anoke
—

causes outside the teacher to account for practice, but if we

wish to guide the teacher we wil have to sﬂudy pragtice from

-

the point of view of the teachetr. If we didn't, we would have ._ ’

[
@

no‘reaeon to think that.our advice~was potentially helpful, ‘\‘?\7

\because we would not know what thg teacher was trying to accomplish h
' . >
If we 1gnore thb intentions of* the teacher, we have no grounds for-

1
»

N offering advice- what we offer is* only gratuitous and randoti. We .

s
. ‘s s
could of course, simply tell the teac er that some’ action A is

\}“ . " . )
. .o | . A - BN - //§




* godd for him/her because research. says it is so. I | we did

) -~ B I's )
this we would not be guidiny, buLbdoing something elke like

mandatihg; adifferent sort“of act entirely. . And in fact many

‘\documents whichkze might think bf as guideS'have the force,of

"
N

y S A/ I ¢

¥

mandates. A gudide can be wr1tten, but 1t can only be wr1tten

effect1Vely if the author knows something about the practlces 6f
wthOSeIE/she wishes to 1nf£Pence R w1ll not reherse further the

arguments of the intentionalist accUﬁnt of teacher behaV1our and

-~ A3
-

its value in curriculum theqry, but refer the reader to that’
R .

extensive literature (fbr‘eXample: ‘H rrd and Secord,1972; Arﬁ&ris

and Schdn, 1977; Reid, 1979; Connelly 2nd Ben-Peretz, 1980).

A\ ] ) v ) . . — .
The writers of the qd&dé/t@‘the curriculUm project-I studied

slmply did not pay attentlon to the. pedagqglcal 1mp11cat10ns

of what they were 7 eosing g Had they, they mlght have hes1tated
. j .

‘to advise what they did. The guide writers were not interestea\\\\

in pedagogy, irpnically{&inétcad the tgg& it as ‘their task to
. $ ' ,

instruct.teachers'in th& nature of Gagné's (1965),hierarchy of
. * * 7 - R M 1

~ cognitive operations'and show how' the activities selected in the

.texts functioned in the terms'uséd'by-Gaéné ’ Adv<ég useful

-

to teacChers; was mostly absent. Exhortatlon to adopt the new

practices was Wore common. . ~ S

. . " . S

| It is not surprising that the teachers did not use the guides;

when they went for guidance, most often gct a lecture.\ This puty

4

teachers in an untenable position. " The studenxs who took the

. A

course wrote ex er ally sgt examlnatlons and the’ teachers were /

expected to prepare\ them ' ,to do well. But how tc do well when
<

_1t was dlfflcult to know how to operate the pro3ect 1n the absence

gf gdtdance’ The teachers, I found, rewrote the lectures of the

)

g
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handbook 1nto a gulde they could use. Their "guidew\was a

' translatlop of the theoretlcal language of the handbpok into -
[ t‘ f*
a famllLar language ot practhe. In(thls way they "found" infor-
~

mation whlch could be used to ‘operate the' prOJect LD the minimal

, e )
wayxthey did. They extracted and reshaped elements of ‘the progeo)

—_—

plan to suit how¢they normally operated.. Normal . opératlon allowed

a
! + them to geg on w1th tﬁe job of preparlng studemts fpfsexternal'
L 3
/ . examinations.. %hey created a gulde by g1v1ng themselves advice

’“whfgh ade sense in their context. -(f I
J -
;T\\

Am\example of how teachersé@nstructedtheif Own'ihidé out

of the handbooks can be seen in their fabrlcatlon of a syllabua

i

‘ s -
- to use in erﬁarlpg students for exaanatlons. It (I g

n‘
. was here that teachers sought adv1ce from the handbook ﬁh t’
. -~ . a‘s
) was the syllabus of content they were responsible for? The

‘ hY ' 4 S
answer from the project team was_ that the project did_not have

. ' * A
a syllabus in the teaghérs' sense of that word; only a limited
: . ) .
// .number o cognitiverskills which were to be nurtured by the teacher;
T . . : , . i . ,
- ) : ~ ~
and to be locked in the heads- of their students, and not to be

)

found &n th _ notebooks to be reYieyed‘ahd learned fo;(the v, \\\g///

examinat%sh.' ' . AL ~
i & 1 -

Where' the handbook writers weqt wrong was 1n not a preciating

\x' why - ‘\syllakus was 1mportant to teachers ; how ]
/; "functloned in, the classroom . Teachers pointed to the syllabus as

an author1tat1Ve text to be used in dlséutes with pupils and
-~ ~odi51ders on whether thls or tha£ shquld be taught The syllabus-
’ the; said, prov1ded K measure of ground. covered and, formed a
cqontract between teacher,gpup{?s and examlqlhg board. SCISP had

S K 3

~ N ) r ‘ N
Ed
e,

f
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v, :
‘no syllabu54 but there was a llst of concepts and generallzatlons

-
EE -

glven to 1llustrate one of the. three un1fy1ng themes, 4building -

A TS

- blocks'," he t;achers ‘construed this list: as a 'syllabus' and
>

proceeded to translate it into. the ba51s ‘of a —syllabus System,

» One of the teachers exp\-jred how the syllabus system
-worked: )

- . , . . ; /\ .
Quite brankly we gave them the list of concepts and patterns

N and we' said learn this and this; this is what this means,.
sy Course finished! And this is where we got our grades ffom

4 . We. emphasized the main concepts...As far as would tell
- ; there was no problem if you've got duplicated sheets of '
- g will the conce ts. They had the list of concepts and I -
you've got know every one of them...you make sure

you understand those! interv1ew BJ,10 February 1978.)
. ) l N
AN IS ' / ) :

‘To tell teachers that there was no syllabus was 11ke an

-ardbltect saying to a builder that there are no plans for ‘the™

8

::) bulldlng, but perhaps a lecture on prestressed concrete might “

be of interest. Without afi understandlng of the pedagoglcal L

theor1es of teachers, in which the syllabus was an 1mportant‘

term, the handoééy wrltersz?ln the1r‘eff0rts to guide, failed
- N

» to\provide the kind of advice that would have*been helpful iy
" : { ¥ . .

the circumstances. Digby Anderson (l98%) treats this, problém
. ' }

= ‘. ) y "‘.” », Y.
from _the oth: '\de of the coin by looking at texts which teachers:-

\.‘ ' . a - ‘

‘think are 'praCt&Cal* ut in fact are of limited influence
A - ‘%\ - s . . .
. unless adjusted to work in the glassroom . "

. It is wqrth at this p01nt to reviel where the arqﬁmént Has

~led. Gulde wr1t1ng is a- type of- speech act whose force .is given

3 V4

by a number of cpnstltultlve rules. . One of those rules, what
.- _Seanle (l969) call\\a preparatory rule- a rule that gives p01nt

to the_ act- is that the advice-ﬁiver has sdme reason to thhnk

Qo . : . . | -

,, o 12 -
/ . g




v e

o . LA -
- - "\“ v /r . | -' M
‘that the pé§$0n will benefit from the advice. - This rule, it
. ‘ . . .
. M 8 '

was suggested, lcads us to the ided that the advice giver needs

to know somethlnq about . what the person is f£rying to accomplish

Reqearch by tho adv1(v-q|v(r into the life “of Lho advisee was
R . /

seen’as a précondi tion of-offoctivo‘aétion. A particular appro

to' reséarch was suggested as being well related to the demands

the institutidn“of advico giving. Thf’fato of a partlcular

’

curriculum prOJoct w%q scen to be duo to tnq\iiglurc of the
: /

) planners to congider how their planq would affect the lives of
. . \
£ people who would 1mp]omont thom, and consgquOhtly due to the_

AN .

- fallure .to give effectlvo advice. In fact, &}ttle in the way bJ

advice gﬁ\we understand it hyro-wés giveh. "“The prOjOCt document
can be séen.to have other kindské% force suth- as: exhortation;
"invogéfionglagd go:opfgo;. o i
How 1s the Guide Writer to Mi“lghjtipod“
@p \ | Guide wrlters have an oblsgation ¢td their readérs beyond

famlllarlzlnq themselves with the.intentions of "the people thax\
hope to gﬁlde; beyond conceiving of the ﬁmactice of teachers,

-

they have to be ab{e to give advice Nu a way that others can.
Oundéxstand.;Eg In everydayrlanguége, there m?ylnot be a problem

\ ~ about advising. I\dvi.cc about how to keep health;/,‘ about how to
gend one's garden may not be difficdlt_to communicate; howevef,
éhat may not bé €h? case in cdmmunicating innovative ideas about

teéching. Much of such advice is given on the basis of prescrip

' draWn from reseafég and communicated in a language of the researc
A\ s . |

LRIC - P
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field itSelf. Th1s was" the cdse in the project we have alread

lagked at. Téachers were gU1dedﬂln the uSe of the text mater1

N

language derived from a partlcular brand of cognitive psy
Thus, for example, students were ‘mean’ "problem
solving" dnd "pattern finding"; th ;gf Jite precise

&

technical mead&ngs in the theoretica. ~wuguage of the planners
The teachers did not understand these words that Way ' When
asked they could glve no more than their everyday meanlngs
Pattern flndlng was seelng patterns in things, like patterns ii

palntlng, problem solving was solving p\eblems, Tike startlng

,-‘*Q‘
-

a stalled car. | That the project planners meant by these terms
was not comnunlcath She teachors werc not able to translate
them igto classroom relevant. terms., Thus the guide writer is
faced With a problem of cohmunicatinq'his meanings to others,
and it=is to this'central problem that we now turn in the next

part of this paper. »

&

They problem of Letny understood was Livught home to we 1n
. < .
vue of the Intervicws wlth o teacher tuvolved in the curriculun
Ploject we have discussed lere When asked ,about the ditficult

lnvolved 14 operating the project, the| teacher said that it had

been difficult to rewlse. For the nex ten minutes I quizzed h

‘on the assumption that Qe'meant that hé had had trouble decidin:

what to change in the course when He again taught it. This isn

y d

at all whpt the teacher meant. He meant that it was difficult i

review with the students the material they should know for the

’

examination;.a major criticism of the project, as it turned out.
. :
What the tecacher had done, in his brief comp%aint, is mean more

4
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than he said. He expected me to appreciate the implications

(the reverberations within Bis system of beliefs about teaching)
of saying that revision -was difficult. For the sake of brevity,

and of not stating the obv1ous, he had telescoped his complalnt

-a fundamental one, into a brief sentenre loaded WItH*frnght.

T had to scramble to flnd*out what 1. z%acb- heso T by what “

¢
he had said. I had to find out what the term "revise'-meant

4 ' i

o A ;
'1n hib theoretical system. What he meant was "Look, I don't

want to complaln, but in this project It 1s difficult to

aCcomplish oile o the most tmportant taskhs L am asked to Jdo.

S .

'If I hadn't been able to sece that we Were at cross purposes we

-

would have never talked about a central issue for that teacher

N -

'Fls idea of course revision and mine were different. These term

have differentkmeané in 3Qr respective conceptual systems .- Both
were what Churchland‘(1979) calls "systemically" important. Gui

Wilters run stmllar 118Ks 1o tulking to teachers and 1n this

‘ , !
tespectl, as Lhe 1¢o. arch procecded, 1t pecane Clear that thc
pLO Ject polundies Sohias ot onmuan L Cated Ly vl l o wiuh thic
tecachar., elthict ¢
Thi, \,uklitj T L S S T T A U PO O SUUR S

talked about probl.m »01ving; o« Key ten.. 1 the theory-of th.
project. Problem solving was taken to be an important intellec-

tual sk&ll to be developed through discussion, or, generally thre

»

‘what might be called "doiny problem solving" (pPS). DPS was

# v d o X,
meant to promote a skill which'involved the use of facts an

AN

values as a basis for either testing hypotheses or making practic

decisions. T concé%bua[ basis of the skill was derived from

Gagné's (19 5¥£genditions of Lcarnlng - itself not a rich

R ,\V 15 ’ o
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source of pedagogy. All the.handbooks,said'aboug\gfqb m solvi
was that it required partnership between pupil and teacher.
What did teachers make of this mysterious partnership that was.
supposed to be involved in DPS? They read DPS in terms familia
to them; that is, in te{ms of their influence over the direction

o

: : : & . :
point and manner of classroom act Teacher theories of

influence in the classroom, agul out from an analysis

6f the -clinical interviews used™ eﬁstudy, was an imporgsht
source gr terms in thelr language of practice. Teachers talked
about s gettlng the facts 1n; hamméring ldeapi bLaslc stult; bel,
a tount of wisdon; expert; predictable; pFoducti i preciflon;
puttingﬁright; arbiter. Being a éartner with thefir students

was not éxte;m in that language. Instead,when they were expecte
to do problem solving, they engaged in versions of it which

made senst in their terms.- These versions didnot conform to

whgl the pl%ﬂ%erb'héd Meant Ly “partnership”

latih.cr than s lily a lqdquddu whouse Lertns ace deveboped Lot
v [ WY N ST TS S B Lot [SN h_lh [V PPN TS I\A“\JHJ«J\_ whooe U e
ooy by R T T e T O SPUT N oLl vl iosioom Laflacnv.e,
Lhiat 1o (i wolles Lo ot a o el e, v Libe natlure . f theld
clll acy (wisun, luvyl) Lo terims ol Uhils tanyguayge, chey coad vy,
and the partnership 1t vavolved as an abdication of their aulhor
~ » e
and a fallure to teach. fhe language they used to describe how

they saw the low Influcnee tole captures the sense of theldl
wlthdirawl und llll)b‘t_idt;(::;' Ly default, thel: theorles ot
Intluence. uninyolved; hovering; ticking oft; Lef&nigian;

¥ .
obscrver; reteree; in the background. Doing problem solving

-
-

16 ~ |
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-was translated as losing inflhencoh

Many of the 1nvest1qat1ons of the project 1nvolved DPS.
.

What were the teachers to do? They translated these act1v1t1es
in terms of Hﬁeir theories® of influence. DPS became,_varioﬁsly:
. A .

reviewing the facts of the scction just completed: wasting time;

=

rebess;'a pretense.  One teacher saw what to him looked like an

[

o . X ‘ R
end of section rev1ew¢t§he students were told ‘wi ~ the
quegigons by going backR into the tos. . The o est . s were meant
to stimudate dcbate and the going back was absurd, but at least

;
; . y .
the actilvity made use obf the material And the teacher remalned

1n charge., Une teacher trcated DPS as a bull session; it wasn't
serious work, so nothing’was lost ié the lesson didn't go well.

&
Anot?er s1mply let the students talk and then simposed the

v
-

correct" vi -
. Why didt’hé, teachers do these things? They did ghem to

protect their influence, which they saw as being eroded by 0LPs.

Lrs %1dn't make  any scense 1n Classroom temns.  The tethErs did

not understand what DPS meant 1n terms ot authority and éff1Cac¥

2 ‘ ’
-

the plannkrs had falled 1O lidlcate what DPS meant 1in such terms

4
and thus to gulde - &

\
What 1s the signtticuance tpi tuture writers of guides of
these cases? The significance is that guide writers must not

.,
only appreciate the intentions of the teachers, they need to

understand the language uscd to talk about those integtiOns.

: Y/
The teachers wereﬂéoncerned/to use their inf&uence to prepare

students for.examinatiOnsu The way they talked about thelr wq&k

reflected these concerns and the theorles teachers espou5ed were

related to them. The'writers of the guides to the project

S LA &
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recommended things which these teachers were bound to have
. o ‘ '
difficulty understanding and, to the extent that they did

>
understand, reject. The guide was written ih one language;

teachers spoke qnother, . | ' | -
Clearly, the gu{de writer musf be‘concerned'abdut how

the terms of one lanquaqe arc¢ going to be translated in another.

Is it up to the teachers to trenslaté guide languagé into their

lahguage? I think not; surely tﬁégénus is on the-gu;dt WELtor?

It is he/she who waﬁts to communicaté / Hﬁﬁ}
Take the case of DPS; at times this lnvolved ¢lassroom

discussion which is gonstituted by a number or\\ules. The

planners showed they were dimly aware of-these rules when they

said for an activity to céuht,asié discussi&n certain relation-

ships bégwecn partic¢ipants must prevail; a pagtnership is required.

Now this purticular kind ot spcech 1nstitution was not tfamiliar

tw lLhese teadchels. They did not hnow biow this tule miyht operate
Iy the Gluasotioom. They giﬂ Lnov thFt alloowlnyg puplls to talk

. . .
ti cly 1o wlausS uodciwloaed (Lol Lol lacnee Teachers digd not
underoand thiat "n\)_l: ﬁmnlu..;l Ly (Lt Glasst Lould count as a Lo

——— e - —. e ——

—_— Mmoo, b e e ——— —— ——

+

, e _ : ' .
of influence. It was herc that they could have been offered
‘Q‘\V . . . ) ’ o
some advice about how 1t might be that influence and discussion

were éompatible, and that disgussion'Qid not involve the abdicétion
-~ : .

of influence. 'What the guide writers did not do was translate

discussion in a way that teachers could understand what was

meant in thels own terns To make this Lranslat%on the guide

- A

writer would hdve to know somcthing about the:nature of the

. he ’ N
theories about teaching that teachers have and ﬁé} classroom

/ 18
| | \ | X
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influence figuires in those theories.
E

As Churéhland (1979) suggests, "Any pénéirating appréciation

>

- of another person'% understanding must involve an appreciation

of which the sentences he accepts -are explanatérily and

!
i L4

epistemologica}ly most crucial in his particular view of reality"

J' (p. 70). I would arqgue that ‘guide writers need to understand

how teachers construc their influence in the classroom if they

are yoing to make etfective translations of their ideas into a
~

languagye thut teachors can undelstand

Churchland, 10 his discusstion of theGrcllcal and Lo

- -

9

thevretical concepts, argues that this 1s a false distinction:
" . . A | . . -
If viewed warily, the nectwork of principles and assumptians

constituiti%e of our common-scnse conceptual framework can-be

seen to be as speculative and as artificial as any overtly

theoretical syStem._,in short 1t dppeéfS that dli.knowledge.<.is

Lhcortlt,ul; L'hqt tll‘;,flg- 12 \h\) such thing as non Lth.LeLiC;:il
. ' ' ) : !
understanding”. (b 2)

The lwmport .t Lhuxuhlurd'“ st s LOd o as Liere 1 Lhiat .
v e dlotligatoh Latuwcen tie thewrites teachers have abGau

+

thelr prag tice and thoorles about practice based on the disciplines.
& . , o ’ ’ .
Both share the same properties and for both attempts to\copvé&t

’
- a

the terms of one intd the terms of the other takes us into

problems of translation as much as in any other case of
. Y v

translating from one conceptual dﬁméin into anggher. There is

reason to think that the languaye in which mos t7innovative ideas
oy .

is couched,!at léast those institutionalized as funded projects, i %,
. r

Bk o

Y o

in need of translation into pract%tionef language “if the

o .
O
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%n%ﬁé‘rstood o A _\\

innovative ideas are to %§
| AR 'f,&‘u
) Churchland offers adv1ce“on how this mlght be accompllshed

He says: ‘ ; - )

"An 1nd1v1duals understandlng of a term “can be de01§1§ely “
specified. only agalns!fthe background prov1ded by the yentire
1nterlock1ng network of (systemically moret important) senténCes
he accepts; TherefOre if we -wish to speak of ‘(sameness of
understandlng) across 1dlolectq, we must again thln& in terms:
of corresponding modes in sufficiently parallel networksA; Jn
tRis way we arefled to a holistic conception of both mean?ng'and
undefstanding" (p. 61). |

This means that the person who wishes to Communlgpto 1d$ag
Y
to teachorq 1s going to havo to undoratand the neétwork of bellef
that teachers hold and wgft partlcgjar terms mean' within 'such’

networks.  This is commonly known as the "Principle of Charity"

and it sccms to be a fundamehtal consideration for gulde wrilting
\‘ ‘\ .

as an act of tf’dQs atlon, As Scarle (1969) points out, one oOf
. i
the pro conditions ot .o llovautlonary act 1= that the partiai .
A
patts understuand cach othoy The Luirdin on the 1nnovator 1s

N

clear 1t he/she vishes Lo guide practitivners; che gu\i\d,el have
tu be writf%n in a language ;ga?hers understang. Those.of the
project we hgye'logged at here were rot so w%itten;/ Churchland,
in his discussion of'translation, suggests that the translatorn
has to understand the important uses of terms in ﬁiﬁpr people's
languaggs\gnd to do that their whole system of beliefs must be
understood. ‘He is talking about an outsider translating the

insiders‘language, and that is what I am.proposing here. If the

20
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guide writer wants to communicate his ideas to teachers; he has,

L\

®to find some way of translating current .practices 1nto new formu-

lations .in a way thaﬁ/preserves ﬁhe meaning of the-words used by

teachegé/to descr1be=the old practices. We don' t need'yew g :
languages, wg,need how formgla?ionsﬁof the old. ‘Thg qﬁiﬂg,ﬁfﬂ-ykf
mus% be : speakor of the praétiual lanquaqoﬁ of teachers and be
4 . . ) - 4
sable to express the now intentions in such a wa;lthat.n¢w ' ~
. -

meanings arc possiblde, but with a muximum of shared meaning

21
tetalned, "’th“{ '\,'h\u\l.l.x;ni\n«;.-ﬁ, and b thiink that thlis.ls lmpjr‘\t.ant
. Ay

Fer guildlay tecachting, 1s that In the translatlon procCess some '-)
’ - 4
statements are more important than others. The guide writer has

A

to know what are the important sentenceds in the teachers'

theories, and work to preserve the meaning of these in the
] .- -~ )

translation. To know what those .se nces are he has to know
. ANOW Wiat those -sertences 2 2D RNNOW
« ) )
the rationale of the overall system of beliets y
Y ) ( _____ -
»

We thus come back Lo where oulr QHEJYbIS or udVioluy an o oa

cpewch act Taad a., The rulce 5Lhull Lh¢ advice be well rounded 1oads
Chic authior U arvia .. Cooblnd ol aboutl the 1loce 0L the beuple he she
Plaso Lo vt o ST WD U0 T B X (e LLI; thao thc qullclpquu LUVERE
specak the same Lo guage l(;dq.; o Lo the sam pl..‘cc.‘ By ézdup(.ing

@ holastle cOnception of wmcaning, we are lead to the belief structure
P

of the teacher and,accordinaly, to particular kinds of preliminary

—

© -
X

wofk bLcetore guide wLltlng bedgins., That work, as a number of N

Jpcuplc‘huVu lnd1Cuted (pvc fou exanple:  Olson, 1977' Rgld 1978
f.
PUHbLLLdehk fi#BfB Hills, 1981), involves flndlng vut .more about

v

N

how tuauhcrs talk a&out the work they do and .what thoy arc trying %

1

to accomplish by their actions. Rescarch methods to aijawplish

'

/A ' ; 21



’ this need to be develgped.

. ) Understanding the Classroom‘Context Thie Possibilities oﬁiﬁﬁ\
* ., Constrwwetive Alternativism . m # |
: e k:

i

-
- |

P ‘-5 Ea Two approaches ®#0 understanding of qchool realities ca&\be

identified basecd oq/th01r approach to Loadhorq- one assumeg t that

}% teacher behaviour is ntrolled by‘institngonal cons” and bland-

-~ . ’
1shments, or by mo immediate classroom contextual factors. This

- L
f
approach seeks cxplanation for action by corrclating measures of
_ , ‘ | o ,
teacher behaviour. The airwm of lnguiry 1s to provide the means to

. . A
shape the behaviour of the¢ teacher to further some external

f >

purpose. The purposes of the tcacher are ignored. On the other

N

* hand, thu intentions <i N he L(dUh(Y can be probed on the assumption

that noone is the victim of his, or Aor circumstances or bloqraphy
LY 3,

Qn this view, what teachers make Of»théjr situation-- how they

tun»l1&¢ Lhe tternaltvess they ’tace I taken to he tmpostant Ve
DO A sl AL AN n, _

\
’ -

1n unaugstundlnq therr actirons. The o ot 1aguiary is to unddr-

ul.\n\d | G YO SO WS BTN Foo gt Py v Laol adt Ly s l!M‘)' Jdo oo L I (19':)5)
callor Lact, },,;,L a1 conde to Ut boancan o tron T et e Ul ve
allerinnatlvism” It %‘)Illdqc whileh Quuctactly dosculbes thce
. ) . ) ’
theovretical qud wmetnodological orientation of the approach to
school realities I am suggesting here. The approach .can help us
learn about the classrodm system from those who are involved in it
- - ) -"
K (tAe bstanCe of classtoom life and Lhe lanyuage used to describe
. it); and, sccong, it can help people vatside the school communicate
with those inside in planning the curriculum (a source of language

for improving communication hetween those concerned about i
. v )

\ c%ange). | - b
ERIC . 22 7
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method of ellcltlnq and explorlng the meanlng of constructe .
teachers use to @escrlbe the practical dilemmas (glternasdves%
. \ ’

they face. - Such¥ﬂ process can prov1de a better understapdlng of

. hpw teachers theorize about the work they dp and these theorleq L

need to be researched as part of plannlng to yrlte currlculum
guides, amangst other thlngb. The constructs used by teachers
< ' o~

, a
\ with tefergpee to m unlversc of situations ot wutal 1nteLeeL
Y

Lhepmp and othicls boconie Llhmcnluavl a "lqngque" which buth (

teachers “and currlchlg‘lats CanAbcgln Ltu probe. 1 the 5Ludy
‘ .
we have been discussing, psh¢1euldr deficieneles of eommunlcatlon -
L ) g
were ‘identified by the teachers.e These)\as we - have seen,stemmed
. . . y o e\ . .
- from aﬁkggk of "contextual Sensitivity" (Anderson, 1979) exhibite&
. ~ . R . ‘ . . \
‘ by € project curriculum guides. The use of a constructive frame-
. whrhk b“ﬁngLCd‘gClu provides an oexamnle of how insiders and outsiders
- ) ‘
might approach pLQ}ILma I O VN S SR U XD VU Chidiigg todether wlthout
( =
asoubng that thie 01 o0 [N L webie ot to oot vo
. - s
valeriial \li\.l [ \“x (Q I ool oo L itie Lo Pproc . it
IA(;:IQL Ui ol ol PLoce e L e s eantes del dlocuo e o
L
the "consty o Crwe apt-roach e 10t s andlng the lasoroum Liod

the teachers! polne of view soco Olson, 1v80)
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& S : | _ * ~
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