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. S. Chapréan
: J. Parson.

Metaphﬁ}s of Change and Models of Inservice

" Introduction

The purpose of this article is to discuss the relationship between the -

metaphors of inservice educational programs and dominant models of educational

. -
. -

»
o

be shown to have a close connection to three distinct ideas about what ‘s of

B

value in any educational change. The intent of the article is to, through a
. ' 5
critical analysis of different possibilities of inservice programs, allow

educators who build, use, or consider using or building inservice programs

become more aware of implications of one particular choice over another.

-
Y -

Metaphor S

&

Two teachers are talking. ©One says ''The place was a zoo taday, 1 needed

.

to be three people to get ‘any work done.' The second replies 'I know, what

’

you mean, My kids are squirrelly, too."

The above is not an uncommon type of conversation between teachers. |In
fact, we have heard this same conversation almost word for word in a junior

high school. What do these teachers mean? Do they mean, for example, that

¢

animal house to exotic animal house so that they might view animals foreign
to that enviornment. Or, did the second teacher mean that his students were

scampering from tree to tree gathering acorns for the winter. No. These
<
teachers were speaking metaphorically, using the metaphor of the zoo and the

squirrel to better explain one aspect of the behavior of their students on this

v
=

one, particular day.

The use and function of the metaphor within our language cannot be ignored.

\,

Stephen Brown (1966:191) states that ''metaphor is of the“very warp and woof

¢ 4

change within Western society. Three major metaphors will be presented and will ©

today -in their school outsters had to pay admission and‘travelled from exotic T°




of language, part of its permanent texture.' "Metaphor' is generally used in

3

two fundamentally different ways. |In the first and by far the most common
. e
sense ''metaphor refers to a part of language, so that a certain set of words

may be said to Be a metaphor' (Schon 1967). The zoo metaphor is such an ex-
ample. In the second sense, and by far the most important {5 the purposes of
this paper, metaphor is a process of thought: Scheff[er (1364) asserts that
metaphors organize reflection‘and explanation in scientific and philosophical
contexts.- Metaphors often serve as.ways of channelling actién. Schon (1979)
emphasizes the extent to which me taphors can constrain and sometimes control

the. way we conceive the world. He suggests that metaphors generate their own
solutions but often fail to present,an objective characterization of the é}oblgm.
Ortony (1979) suggests that metaphors are important because they are able to
provide alternative or new ways of ''seeing'. Altieé (1960) al!?ges that a

.~

writer's metaphors may also tell the reader other things aboutshim and his
&

attitudes, as well as the attitudes he wishes the reader to see.

Language without metaphor is difficult. Turbayne in The Myth of“Metaphor:
(1970) declares that there are two aspects of metaphor as a process of thought.
. These aspects are the awareness of the ﬁresgpce of metaphor and the avoida;ce
of being "victimized'" by metaphor or being used by metaphor. To become aware
of the presence of metapﬁor or to use a metaphor involvés an awareness.offfhe
presence of metaphcs and the avoidance of being ''victimized" by metaphor or
being used by metaphor. To become aware of the presence of metaphcr.or to
use a metaphor involves an awareness that there is ''sort crossing.'" That is,
there is a re-presenting of the facts of one sort in idioms appropriate to
another. Also, -there is a pretense that two different things or sorts refer.ed

to in each pair share a similar name and similar qualities (sort-crossing).

. The fable, the parable, the allegory, the analogy, the myth, and the -model are

’

&




. extended or sUstained metdphors. None_éf these are what they appear: they

-

are all cases of representing the facts that belong to one sort as if they . . .

—_—

belonged to apothér. Burke, according to Turbayne (1970), étates that a metapher

. offers "perspective''. Metaphor is a device for seeing something in terms of

~

something else. A metaphor tells us something about one character considered
from the point of view of another character. To consider A from the point of e

. view of B is to use B as a microscope with which to view. A more closely and

@

{ differently. ''The metaphor is a stereoscope of ideas (Turbayne i970:2]).“

An effective metaphdr acts like a screen through which we look at the

. -
)

world. 1t filtgrs the facts, suppfessing-some and emphasizihg others. It
"brings forward aspects that might not be seen at all through another medium
(Turbayne 1970:21)." These aspects are potentially powerful because they can

cause a shift of attitudés towards the object being viewed. A powerful metaphor,

« - W
in other"words, produces ''shifts of attitudes." N
- A change in attitudes can even cause a change in fact. When the attitudes :
are changed and this change becomes acceptable to many, the old descriptions ) g

>

are neglected, and the facts are changed. The tomato re-allocated to the

IVegetable class changes its taste. The human characteristics that Aesop pre-

/
_tended were owned by animals have become literally part of these animals'

< -

»  characteristics: foxes have become cunning and lambs have become gentle.
And, should teacners continue to see the place where they work as a zoo, stu-
dents will come to be seen, more and more, as suitable for training as opposed e

to teaching.

The problem with powerful metapiiors is that, when pretense is draaged,

what was before called a screen or filter is now more appropriately called a

disguise or mask. There is a difference between using a metaphor and being

a ‘used by it, between using a model and mistaking the model for the thing

-
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described. One is to make believe that something is the case, the other is *
to believe that something is. the casz.

According to Turbayne (1970), being used by a metaphor or taking a

metaphor literally is a case of sort-trepassing. .An example of metaphors

.

entering a stage of a near literalness is the ‘metaphor of ''teacher burnout."

Teachers are #ssuwed to be like fires. Fires burn and die. 1f teachers are

*

like fires, then they too can‘gurn vigoroué]y'and then become lifeless. It

is a case of different sorts of fires. |If A is aware of the metaphor while
B is not, B is taking the metaphor literally and the metaphor disappears.

The mask has become the face. Simiiarly in the case of models, the model can

2

bgcome'the thing. The vjctim of a powqrfdl metaphor eventually does not know

_ that there are other ways of viewing the world. His view becomes the only

.

reali.ty rather one of a number of options.

)

~ . Schon (1963, 1979) extends metaphors into the area of Social p rob lems-.

N e— { .

Schon states that metaphors are cen}rafito how we think about the world, sit-

~

_uations, and thinésg how we make sense of reality; how we define problems we

‘

later try tc solve; how we interpret others; and, whether our thinking involves

. P

a generative metaphor. A generative metaphor, saysQSchgn (1979;254), is the

S

“"earrying over of frames or perspectives from one domain of experience to

another.'" He sees the problem-solving process as essentially ''coming to see

. .

things in new ways'.
Schon' (1979) asserts that difficulties in social policy and social problets

have more to do with problem sétting than with ﬁroblem solving. Difficulties

have more to do with how the questions are posed and what ﬁurposes are to be

ach}eved than with the se!ection of optimal means for achieving them., Often

the analyzing of a problem, the description of the problem, and the story that

interprets the pfoblem depend on the metaphar used in discussing that problem.

ve
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Therefore, the direction of problem:solwing is already set.

A.student comes into tlass crying. If the teacher asks the child who .

- v . - - ’ - 0"‘. . >
made him cry, the direction of the answer is apparent.. However, arother answer

is expected if the question changes to:

1. What did the older students do to you?

]

2. Do you want‘io go home? .

3. How badly ate you hurt?

in short, we can expose our metaphor, elaborate the assumptions which

“

flow from it, and examine their appropriatness to present situations. The

Kd

notion of generative metaphor becomes ‘an interpretive tool for the critica!l

analysis of social policy. Since we already think about social policy in terms

<

of certain pervasive and tacit generative metaphors, we can become more

critically aware of them.

The object of the problem-solving perspective is to search for solutions.

o Problems themselves are generaily assumed to be given; but, we cannot yet
solve them, The task becomes to find solutions to known problems. But Schén

(1979) claims'that. the problems are not given. They-are, in reality, con-

>

structed by human beings in their attempt to make sense of complex and troub-

ling situations. Ways of describing problems change from one century to ancther,

one era to another, one town to another, or one society to another. New des-

>

criptions of problems tend not to spring frm& the solutions to the earlier:

problém, but evolve independently as new features of situations that come

into prominence. ‘In the 1970's, health problems were often described from
I - L]

H

a diet perspective, while in the. 1980's the same heal th problems are being
described from an air pollution perspective. The urban problem tended to be
def[néd in the 1950's as ""congestion', in the 1960's as ''poverty', and in the

1970's as ‘'*fiscal insolvency.'
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Each view of the problem conveys a différent view of reality and represents

a special way of 'Y'seeing'. Each view selects a few salient features and re-

lations from what would otherwise be an overwhelming complex realjty. -The //
¢
metaphoric view offers a coherent organization and describes what Ts wrong /

with the present situation in such a way as to set the direction for future .

transformation. Through this process, there is a leap from fact to valuégj// )
' DN P
e
from "is" to ''ought''. T

The sense of the obviousness of what is wrong and what needs fixing is

-

the hallmark of generative metaphor in the field of social pdlicy. A girl

™

says to a boy 'l know your_ type'’, and she has him pegged. Her perception of
him may change, but not her cafegory. Or a man meets‘another person walking

a street. She looks to him like someone -he went to school with and he begins
to call her by name; but,’%he'turns out to be somedne else. Huﬁans‘look for
old things to define or to recognize the new. But what seems obviously correct
in a new situation may, upon reflectioﬁ, seem utterly wrong. Insof§r as 13
genérative Qetaphor leads to a sense of fhe obvious, its consequences may be

. h [N

negative as well as positive. When we see A as B, we may not necessarily“un-,

derstand A any better than before, although we understand it differeﬁilx than

4

before. How well we understand A has something to do with how well we under-
stood B to begin with, and also something to do with the ways ip which seeing
A and B leéds us to restructure our gprceptfons of A. At any stage of the life

cycle of generétive metaphor, we may be seeing A as B and distorting or ignoring

what would be upon reflectidn,,important‘features of A.

Dominant Educational Metaphors

There are numerous metaphors in education, i.e. military, growth, sculpture,

economics, prisons, sports, and industry. Upon examination, we have chosen
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three which are dominant in education and, in particular, fO(T the basis for

o . ) s
inservice programs. These are the technological, political aaa\cultural

-

- metaphors. Each will be examined in detail. ‘ -

Technological Metaphor

Schon (1967) presents the dynamics of industrial chahge as a metaphor

-

for change in our society as a whole. His view of innovatign is that

5

"1, It cap ‘be. managed. ’ :
2. It mst be analyzed into its c0mponent parts and be made subject to
rational steps.‘.
3. ‘t follows' a series of orderly steps, each of which seems to relate
specnal efforts to corporate objectives, and each lends itself to
effective management practice along familiar corporate lines (Schon

1967219) ."

Td reduce fhe risks of innovation, Schon (1967) states, people do things
onlf when they have been shown they a;é worth doing. This rational view of
ihnovaéion assumes thaé inyenti&n Iollows as a series of order[y steps.iqtel-}
ligentlf di;ected toward an objective spelled out }n advance. There i; a
rigid division of labér Letween those concerned with the need (marketing)
and those concerned with the technique (technology). . °

Westerﬁ\society accépts this rational view of innovatjon because it views
functions as an idealized, after-the-fact‘view of innovééion that can be con-
trolfed, man;ged, and justified. Such a view tends to calm fears, gain sup-
port, or give an illusion of wisdon. .lt is more encoufaging to believe that
innovation is essentially a deliberate and rational process in which success
is assured by intelligent effort.

There may, in truth, be utility in acting as if this were true. The
formulation of objectives for technical effort provideé a stimulus for action
and a direction for the effort. Planning the process of innovation, which,

assumes the goal-directed order structure of the rational view, has utility

as a programming device.




“Bennis, Benne, and Chin (1969) state that strategies of innovation should

R L ’
’ . 4 R ] ‘(\ . - >

be consistent with the metaphor that they' rzpresent. The ‘empirical- rational

N <
- o
.

approach implies that men are rational and, once they-understand an innovation,

'will'accept it. innovations aré adoﬁted“if they can be ratfonally justified

- and shown‘that the adopter will benefit by the changde.* The assumption is that

)
\ ~

LN e e e . . . eee s .
reason determines the process of initpating innovations; thus, scientific inves-

AN I T
tigation is the best way of extending a certain-kind of knowledge from a basic R
. ‘ . g
research to practical\application. - ;

Lauer (1973) seés technology as the driving force behlnd charige. Man

seems to be forever gasping to keep up and adapt to the world that technology

.

is creating.  North Amerlcans Myiew technology as the Savnor (Laver 1973:102).*
]

This metaphbr stems from such ideas as the Baconian notion that knowledge'is .

R

power. The development and appllcatlon of new teuhnology "is seen as able-to.
resolve all the varied problems of mankind. August Comte (1798- 1857) gave
impetus to this viewpoint by equating social progress with the development of ° e

sciertists and militarists, sharing the conviction that the development and

-~ *

application of tééhnology cay resolve the problems of mankind.

. -

0:hers see the extreme opposite: technology is the source of man's ills.

This conceptson derives in part from thinkers like Rousseau and Thoreau and

-

their ideas of naturalism and in part from the various socialists’ criticisms

of the capltallstlc misuse of technology Jaques: E11ul, according to Lauer

>

{1973), sees modern man losing control over his destlny to: a rampant technology.

-
-

Man is seen-as having becomq‘enslavea to that which he thought was his servant.

- ™ * -

Man has created and is devoured by his own creation. And, in the process, his " e

.o®
+

patterns %5 thought and behavior have become phenomena shaped by technology. , -

. Theodore Roszak, Lauer (1973) suggests, paints a grim picture of technology's

L

role in the modern\world. Leaders justify their behavior by using technical

¢ \
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experts who have, in turn, justified themselves by appealing to scientific

thought. In their view; beyond the authority of science there is no
: ! . - . -

. s N e . -
- .

persuasiveness. - ) . s v

L.

The role of technology in change has become enormous because it has:
1.. increased our alternatives. -

2. altered interaction patterns.
¢ -

- Hyman (1973:30), states that the

'technological metapﬁor\is a deadly -one. |ts pervasiveness

reflects our society's emphas;s on gettlng and spendlng, on

producnng and consuming. It is deadly becausé it subvérts’

humane interaction. Behavior leads the" ‘teacher "to-treat

the student-as inanimate objects, as thin s/to be processed,.

stamped out, and finished on .the conv/yor belt assembly line

instead of as evolving people. t/}eads the teacher to think

that he can and should decide what'his product (the student)

will become without consultingfﬁﬁth the student." ° -
. // N~

e . ' -
« Johnson (1976) illustrates how technology, is a generative metaphor of °
g { .

L)

education. By about'1930, school administrators were perceiving themselves

@ Ve
as business managers.//;;éctices which enabled industrial managers to increase

-
~

wages and lower costs ‘were assumed to be applicable to education. School
/

X

problems were deflned in busnness, technical, and flnanCIal terms. There was
* /

an emphasis on‘how to do things. rather than on why. The functloﬁ snd the

nature of education were scarcely mentioned. Getting the work done,as effic-
¢ .

iently/as~possible and the satisfaction of the worker were seen ds naturally

1

compatible goals. The importance of the work, itself, was not mentioned.
' s

. Lo\ A
House (1979) describes the technological metaphor as having'replaced the
tacit basis of curriculum with a more systematic and rationalized approach.

This innovation process is separated into functions and comﬁbnents based on

rational analysis and empirical research. llouse (1979) suggests that the

\
1]

3. created new social probiems. \ T

Clark-Guba Research, Development, and Diffusion model of educational innovation
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still dominates government thfnkrng about change. The technoiogical metaphor -
~

focuses on the innovation because?it assumes that everyone is pursuing a

“common end¥and «the means‘are "not a problem. .The technolochal metaphor re-

¢

\
flects a society believing in progress. The only, problem is to find how best
to achieve this progress.

.

- Political Metaphor . e

The Political metaphor states that man makes history through competition

and conflict. Among North Americans, conflict is a central concern. Dahrendor,
/
wrlte Lauver (1973), argues that social conflict has a‘structural origin, namely,

.the power relations that pjevall |n all, social organizations. . In other words,

.

. .
group conflict is to be understood as a conflict about the legitimacy of re-

™

latlons of authorlty- Change is ubiqui-tous (Lauer 1973: 259)

. -
. <

Even assumlng that most changes may be effected democratlcally, there may

<

be an unwrlllngness to expend the time and energy neceSsary for democratlc‘
procedures. From the pO|nt of view of efficiency or profit, the elitist approach

of: eéffecting change with or without the willingness of others |nvolved in the

-

- change is superior. The baS|s of the political metaphor |s power tactics,

whose desired outcome facnlltates n:w relationships. oY . . e

H L}

Lauer statescthat confllct leads to change. Other writers who' make»the :

\

same linh are the Wilsons,. in their study of Central Africa The Analysis 6f

“Social Change; Martindale, in hlS descriptionsof societal creativity in Soclal

.

Life and Cultural Change' and'Durant 4<‘Tr&.his study identifyingtccnfltct_as a,
~ N .

chang% factor in Florence in The Rena:ssance. Laper (1973:44) wrltes that

“confllct |s a drnvnng mechanlsm for change con power |s the name of .the game'. .

Any effort to direct power, therefore,‘reqdnres the mobllnzatlon and nannpula |on

» - \ -
of power over others. The poWer strategy emphasszes ;he ablllty to c0erce '
0 - “ ‘ ¢
and involves the control of informétlon and creation of ambiguity. v

Y

~

»
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Bennis, Benne, and Chin (1971) consider the political metaphor a process
of influence involvi.ng an application of ‘power in some form, political or
otherwig‘e. Those with less power comply to the plan, direction, and leadership

of those with greater power. Often the power or authority of law or admini-

_strative pdlicy is behind the change to be effected. Some power strateg'ies

may appeal less to the use of authoritative power than to coercive power,

!

legitimate or no?, in support of the change soug‘\ht. The political metaphor
\

. \
assumes that man acts on the'basis of power relationships - legitimate or
coercive. \
. ' N -
Bennis, Benne, and Chin state that power and coercion are ingredients of

all .l?\uman action. The difference lies in the kind of power used to implement

change énd the way in which power is generated then applied in the process of

effecting chénge. The application of this metaphor depends’on knowledge as a

major source ‘of power, especially based in the form of knowledge-based technology.

“In this view people of knowledge are legitimate sources of powesy and the de-

N S .

sirable flow of influence or power is through processes of education from
people who know to people who don't know. There is a recognition of the im-
p_or't'é;icé of the non-cognitive determinants of behavior as resistances or

supports to changing values, attitudes, and feelings at the personal level

and norms and relationships at the social level.

.

House (1979) utilizes the concept of personal face-to-face interaction
\. [3 .
as a key idea in his concept of political metaphor. Personal contact is
Yessential in innovation because it provides the opportunity for two-way

questioning, persuasion, and the kind of intense interaction that must accompany

/ Y

¢
c@e;\lhe political metaphor places high value on competing factional groups,

»

mutual adaption, and curriculum negot'iatioh:

. 13
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Johnson (1976) writes that education, fn the late 1950's and 1960's,
borrowed the economic portion of the political me‘aphor. The result is known
as the economics of education. Studies in this new area attempted to demon-~

strate the validity of a theory of economics which held that education increases

% &

persoral income and promotes. economic growth. Increased expenditures on educatiopn
|

and increased years of schooling were justified on the basis of leducation's re-
. ' <
puted contribution to the economic productivity of the country.\
Since measuring output is necessary to determine productivity and the

effects of efforts to increase i;,'only factors gf output which are measurable

{

can be taken seriously. When this philosophy is carried over into education,

-

it means that components or goals, which are unmeasurable or difficult to

o

measure, like creativity, critical thinking, or awareness are eliminated in

favor of easily measured; goals such as'word recognition, writing, and math-

ematical computations. T T e

Since economists are not concerned with studying the actual proddEtion
process, then educators are not encouraged to study the actual teaching-learning
process but are encouraged to study the inputs and outputs from the school
system. Economists use the concepts of "progress'', "efficiency' and "growth"
in a special way. These concepts are not to threaten social stability, that
is, the current status quo of business and governmeﬁt. Disarmament, for example,
wouldn't be considered ''progress'' or 'efficiency' by economists if it threatened
to disrupt the stability of corporations, no matter how much it contributed
to the quality of life (Johnsbn 1976) .

Population studies made by economists of education measure group achievement,

not individual achievement, so that this output can be measured against ex-

penditures for education in order to determine at what rate productivity in

education is increasing or decreasing; to determine which population groups




are being educated with the greatest cost-effectiveness; and to compare

expenditures for education with the output produced by expenditures in social

" areas competitive with education such as health care, job training, or welfare.

§ . )
In the political metaphor, there is an emphasis upon political and economic

sanctions in the exercise of power. Another strategy is the utili;ation of
moral power, playing upon sentiments of guilt and shame. Political power
caries with it legitimacy and sanctions those who break the law. Getting a

law passed against racial discrimination in the school brings legitimate co-

ercive power behind efforts to desegregate the school, threagening those who
resist with penalties under the law and thus reducing the resistance of those

) . ] \
who.are morally oriented against breaking the law. ﬁconomld power exerts

Y

coercive influence over the decisions of those to whom it is applied. Federal

.
“

appropriations granting funds to local schools for increased emphasis upon

French instruction tend to exercise coercive influence over the decisions

of local school‘6?f3éiais-tdnEE?HTﬁ§‘fhe emphasis of the school curriculum,
In general, this power-coercive metaphor seeks to mass pqligical and ;Lonomic
power behind. the change goals which the strategists of change have decided are
desirable. These strategies tend to divide the society when there is a division
of opinion and power in that society. Bennis, Benne, and Chin assert that
whegsa power-coercive way of making decisiéns is accepted as natural, the
power struggle shifts to the negotiation table where‘éompromise and tradeoffs
between competing interests may become the expected goals of the intergroup
exchanée. ‘

The political metaphor suggests that all is not harmonious. There will
be problems and value conflicts, writes House (1979). Not everyone wants the
same thing. Opposing factions will either have to bargain and compromise or

resort to political devices. Conflict is not only possible but probable;

] Y f—

| T
i
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1 o
} , however, a fundamental assumption is that there will be enough value consensus

so that compromise can be achieved successfully even though securing the co-
operation of others becomes problematic. One must reach agreements with others,
must come to understanaing, and musf secure their assent before proceeding.

To many, innovaxign ig seen as political, and only through cénflict is pro-

gress possible. The political metaphor assumes that differences will be

resolved by bargaining.

Political power has traditionally played an important part in achieving
changes in education. The process of re-education for persons who are to con-
ducf themselves in new ways still has to be carried out. The new conduct
often requires new knowledge, skills, attitudes, and value orientations. On
the s;cial level, new conduct may require changes in norms, roles, and rela- .
‘tionship structures of the institutions involved. These changes combine pol-

itical coercive and normative re-educative strategies, both before and after

the political action (Bennis, Benne, and Chin 1971).

Cultural Metaphor

The cultural metaphor is not entirely new. According to Joyce-and Veil

(1972), this metaphor can be traced to Plato!s Republic, Aristotle's The Work

-———-of Aristotle, Augustine's City of God, Sir Thomas More's Utopia, Comenius'

The Great Di&éctic, and John Lock's Some Thoughts Concerning Education. More

)

recently, John Dewey's Democracy and Education combined a view of society

with a view of the intellectual process to develop a conception of education
in which democratic processes were central. Herbert A. Thelen';\ﬁducation

and Human Quest and Donald Oliver and James Shaver's Teaching Public Issues

in the High School are other books that have used this metaphor.

iJoyce and Weil emphasize the relationship of the person to his society

or his direct relationships with other people. They reflect a view of human

»
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nature which gives priority to social relations and the creation of a better

society; and, they see the processes by which reality is socially negotiated

as vitally important. With respect to goals,°the improvement of the individual's
ability to relate to others is very important. The cultural metaphor places
emphasis on the personal psychology and the emotional life of the individual.
Heavy emphasis is also placed on social relations: how individuals conceptual ize

»

and relate to each other as people and how they relate to their society as a

social institution. Each man constructs knowledge by reflecting on his own
experi'ence. The result is pluralistic and the essence of the democratic
process is the creation of interaction among the unique, personal worlds of
individuals so that a shared reality is created. This shared reality would
embrace personal worlds and encourage their growth while providing for common
investigation, growth, and governance.
McNeil (1977:5) breaks the cultural metaphor into five elements:
"]. Participation. There is consent, power-sharing, negotiations,
and joint responsibility by co-participants. It is essentially
nonauthoritarian and not unilateral.
2. Integration. There is interaction, interpenetration, and inte-
gration of thinking, feelings, and action.
£
3. Relevance. The subject matter is closely related to the basic
needs and lives of the participants and is significant to them,
both emetionally and intellectually.

L. Self. The self is a legitimate object of ‘learning.

5. Goal. The social goal or purpose is to develop the whole per-
son within a human society.' ‘

Sarason (1971) sees the school ‘as a sub-culture of the culture. He

©

portrays the school as a set of structures interacting roles in a tradition-
dominated social setting. Goodlad (1975:205) asserts that an ecological model
of education "in which both living and non-living things constitute a system and

~
interact within it" is needed. The school culture, community, and school-

community are all part or a total ecosystem. Goodlad's society is oriented

o




homeostatically towards maintenance of a stable environment. All are parts of

~—

the same system or ecosystem. Thus, power as used -in the political metaphor
would harm both the user and the one being used. Every person and every thingG
has consequences for all other persons and things. Nothing, according tc Goodlad,
is inconsequential. Individua}ity and uniqueness exist; but,.both function and
are understood i relation to the whole and to the other parts of the whole.

House (1979) believes that the cultural metaphor ;ssumes a more fragmented
society when there's more value consensus within social groups but less con-
sensus among social groups. Sepérate parts of the.system are seen as more .
different than alike. They must xe approached cautiously as one would approach
a foreign culture. This cultural metaphor is suégestive of societal fragmen-
tation. The saparat; groups neither share values nor are they certain about
another group's value system. Even common agreement is problematic since two
different cultures may not understand\géch other. The possibilities for mis=-

2 3
understanding multiply. One must be concerned about the unanticipated effects
of an innovation in an unknown culture. Action becomes difficult.
——- -As ‘the cultural metaphor_develops, House expects to see anthropolpgicél
change concepts such as cultural ecology, environmental adaptation, and multi-
linear evolution brought into play to explain educational change.. Since culture
isca unitary concept, the cultural metaphor can explain conflic£ only by por-
traying a clash between two distinct Gthures or by utilizing conceats such as
societal interaction. .

This metaphor assumes that men are inherently active. The relation between
man and his environment is transactional. Man, the organism, does not passively

await given stimuli from his environment in order to respond. Intelligence

arises in the process of shaping organism-environmental relations towards more

£

adequate fitting and joining of organismic demands and environfent resources.
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Intelligence is social, rather than narrowly individual. HMen are guided

in their action by comminicated meaning, norms, and institutions - by normative
culture. At a personal level, men are guided by internalized meaning, habits,

and values. - Changes in patterns of action are changes at the personal level,

in habits and values as well. Man must pgrticipafé in h{i\jwn re-education

if he is to bg re-educated at all.

Bennis, Benne,;aﬁd‘ChjnAasse}t that the change agent seeks to avoid

_ ~

[

manipulation and indoctrination ofxfﬁé client. Those committed to this change

T ©

approach tend to see the person as the basic unit of social organization.

~—

Persons are capable of creative, life-affirming, self-respecting responses,

S~

choices and actions. People must make a conscious effort to learn from their
experiences of Selﬁ:direction if change is to be maintained and continued.

The assumption is that.the adopter is,not passive, waiting for solutions
from without, but rather is in active search qf a solution to problemg. The
strategy is based on a psychotherapeutic model Af change-agent {counsellor)

and adopter (client) in which, with the cyllaboration of the agent, the client

works ‘out changes for himself. Therefore, the cousellor needs less technical

training. There are two principle objectives. i .

These are:
1. to improve the problem-solving capacities of the client of adopting -

system, in particular the human relationship as these bear on the

functioning of the system itself. “

‘ 2. to bring self-clarity and personal development to the individuals

within the system, on the premise that bersonal change will lead

~ »

-

eventually to organizational changes.
o

The technological metaphor'vfews man as rational and willing to change

when given enough facts; change is a series of orderly steps; and technology
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ca. solve man's problems. The political metaphor states that man can be changed

@

under the tutelage of a change-agent; conflict leads to change; and, power is

‘ the power-coercive ingredient of all human action. The cultural metaphor views

society as an ecosystem where all men are equal. Man constructs his knowledge
by reflecting on his own experiences and needs to be an active participant in
his own re-education. The following chart summarizes in more detail the three

metaphors under various headings. See Figure 1, Page 19.

inservice Education

We contend that the three dominant societal metaphors that we have just
finished describing are apparent throughout all of education, particularly
making their distinctions felt in the building and the carrying out of

educational inservice. Inservice is an important aspect of educational change.

\\Jg\js a major vehicle used to promote change within education.

T

——

Arends, Hersh_and Turner (1978) offer three reasons why inservice is

important: R

"], with declining enrollments and related rédhétions_in the workforce, -
schools must emphasize developing current human resources over hiring
new ones. )

2. as the demands for educational reform have grown louder, more\g\‘ools
have attempted to implement new programs that require new attitudes

and skills on the part of current staff. N
3. traditional practices for organizing inservice education and times of
scarce resources have rendered many would-be providers of inservice’
impotent (Arends, Hersh and Turner 1978:196)."
Cooper and Hund (1978:61) Identify five changes that suggest a need for t
. Y
continued inservice activities for teachers: -
1. Changes in educaticnal technology - methodology and equipment.
2. the advent of new techniques for daily instruction. : 2\

3. the dissemination of innovation and new programs.

~
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A Sursary 8f the Taree Metaphory

Technological Metaznoe

Pol11%1Ca1 Metaphor

Culteral Xetasnor

Wnen {atroduced ints
the educational sys-
ter

1960°s .

1970°s

1970°s

Sastc assunptions

«tveryone 18 pursying & comon
ené ind that the contest 18 net

s prodlem. |

severyone 1§ redonable snd that
‘what they need to mike thinge are
the essential elecents; research,
develozrent and hiffusfan.

1f the edvironment Or surroundings
change, People Mve 10 Chiage.
Pecple are ratisnal, If you pres
sent enough facts to people, they
will change,

han 13 seen 83 an extension of the
nachtne, Jnvention and innovae
tion follows & series af arderly
steps.

Tecnnology s the Savior.

Progress 13 seen a3 8 linear deve
¢lgpment.

Kot 911 13 narwonious

Inere ray be prodles and value
flicts, -

~innovation ts a part of & probe
1em-301ving process which goes
‘sn inside the waer

11 811 the really influential
pesple s5ree to 60 sonetning, It
will be done. Conflict Jeacs. to
crange. If we have enougn roney
ar materis) wealth, we Cin duy
anything Or any Change we wint.
vost people do not wint ts Chdnge
11 we con modiliZe en~wy  inger
and for.e pecole, we «ol ot
prodiess dround us, i< required
changes will be mades

Kot everyone wints the sive thing;
therafore st have bargaining
and compro~ise. There i3 endugh
valug consemius that Condronise
can be ‘achieved. 7

Soctety 1f rore fragmental
has rore values consensus
withip grouts dut less con.
sensus amonG 30C18% Grodds
s$o thit grouss rust be re.
gardes as sudcvltures.

Ho3t predless are corLlea .-
ant overdeterrunes, A cone

bination of addroacnes 13

usvally required.

1f we have & 9008 warm Intere
persomal relaticn, 211 otrer
prodlers will de mnor. KOSt
prodle~s are Cotdlea ans overe
deterrinec. A corsinstiorn .
87 sporoacnes 15 vsually re-
quired, Cnange involsey Chanpe
in sttituces. Sti1ls, values,
and relationships, Man as not
paisive. Man rust participate
in his ewn reeeducation.

Inclusion

bases on possession of technical
$k1113 and marketadle resources.

dased on possession af knowledge
and facts. N

based on ad111ty to deal with
end vse of conflict, power, COtre
cron.

based on posiessian of marketadle
reiources.

get Everybogy in

Iafluence -

dase¢ on specialized knowledge
and expertiie.

By Chinging structure or tash en-
viromrent

Sased on 1evel and Sreadth of pere
cevved power, perceived wedlth
by feat of dutnority anc threst
st punistrent,

by noneviolent.argurent.

everyone 13 equsl

basex! op trowlecse dnd the Oe-
gree t0 waitn secision will
effett then,

Perceptual dpproich

"

tash relevance and rationality,
anslyticsl and detathed

nerrow belief im *Truth®

eapleit for use of power struce
ture.

stertotype

Tgnore Individual @iffereaces vne
133 they relate to power.

ecelectic hut satuation cene
tered.

Accepts all. Shuts out none.

Drotions) neecs

utonomy, rationality, clarity,
structure

control, atteatisa, rationslity,
status and security

eapression af anger, expression
_of_self.

watmth, Jove ang trust
erotional and intellectusl ine
tegration.

wod ot

peing peare of turroundings and/ee
environrent

Finding Causes, Pretenting rele-
vant informatien

!

heeping arder,

forcing pezole to 100k at fssuel
they may not wint tO alhnawlecge.
Gaintng attention and putlicity
Mob1112ing power, 1rplerenting
decisians.

vsing 83 muth inforsation 8%
pLisdle.
wodilizing inttial eneryy.

ehronic prodlers

L)

Implementing findings

Mod{1izing eneryy, Gelting pecple
to Py _sttentisn or resd reports.
Tire cansunipg. Catning scceo-
tance far change, Dealing with
vneapected consequences, Few peoe
ple can control structure,

Paintaining crange and/or satise
faction. ¥ew Peddle ar grovds
have unlinited resources. Main.
taining credisility, Fighting
dbacklash, Fincing altermativer
Redellion. Coan never relax.

i

Financial susport.

Aztial 1s0lezentation of dee
cistons. Kaintaining long
rem tormitment, HILING Itself
urterstood. KOt appeiring
“wishyewashy,*

Questtens suppressed

How wvell pecole feel adbovt I1t?
How 40 1 feel asout results?
How should resulls be uted?

~

¥no should *really® make dect~
sions? 13 tt *right?® Is any-
thing In oppontnts aejument
worthwnile? 15 #y action consise
tent with sy value system? dost
feelings

How should | *really® &0 112
0o you really inos what you
tre doing.

Wrat's (n 1t for se?
Copetence? Individual differs
encest:

Most of ten vied by

Outsiders, People in staff posi~
tians, TYop sanigement, Departe
sent of Coucation, [ducationa’
pProgrm

Development Services

Corporatisns; The very wedlithy
Thase th pomer; Revolutienary
students, 1ne poor Unfons, mile
1tary, police, Cesartrent of Cave
caten, Central Office of School
Soards, Schaol Soards.

Groups with limited power,
Churthes, Yolunteer organizae
tions, hunan relation consyle
tants, organtzation cevelcpnent
consultants. Teachers in the
classrooms, VeeGroups, Teae
cher Centress

Strategies sost aftery
A wed

>
rationaleempinical o o«

power-coercive, re-educitive

normative = re-esucative

(Nouss 1979; Bannis, Benna, and Chtn 1969, 19713 Havelock 1970; Jotnsan 1976, Laver 1923; Schon 1979)
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L. the discrepancy between preservice preparation and professional

expectancies. °
h 5. changes in the roles of teachers occasioned by a rapidly changing s
culture. ‘ . ’

While iﬁservice is an important aspect o% the implementation of curriculum

i development, it is not without its problems. ‘Agne (1978) ;tates that ihservicq . \\\>
< .

planning 1Is woefully inadequate. Mosf school systéms award relatively low

priority to infgrvicewprograms. Too often, insgrvice programs grow out of such

considerations as 1) who. is available, 2) who receives enthusiastic reviews, °

and 3) what ;ducational topics are au courant, rathe: than originating in the

needs of the'c[assroom and community. Wilen and Kindsvatter (19f8) write that

inservice education has, for the most part, been left for teachers to manage

on an individual basis and at their own expense. Inservice has rarely been

considered a high priority by school districts and, as a result, a substantial

and contiruous financial commitment to comprehensive staff development programs

has been lacking. The one or'tggtday inservice programs and ;ccasional summer

workshops organized by school districts have been the most visible approach

to staff development. But such workshops have had only minimal effect on

teachers! instructional skills and student learning for at least three reasons

. N\ . - .
- (Wilen.and_Kindsvatter 1978) . They are: -
. \ T '
1. Teachers® attitudes towards inservice education have ranged fronm
< complacency to antagonism.

2. teachers have had little opportunity for input into the nature and
design of the programs.

3. exposure to inservice education has lacked sufficient intensity to
creat a critical impact.

Cooper and Hund (1978) state that the problems associated with traditional

!

inservice training models focus on teacher attitudes, acquisition of skills,
~and generalization and/or maintenance of effect. Planning and assessment is

1, - .
usually executed by educational authorities other than the classroom teacher. !

.- ‘__ ‘_) - - ) oY P T e e R — A
& . ?




This tradition has sometimes resulted in an extreme bitterness within the

teaching profession. Thé methodology of information disemination by large
group lectures, small group discussions, and media presentations may not be

suitable in meeting teachérs' needs. And last, inservice trainers have not -

L4
’ - . .,

implemented procedures to generalize or maintain positive changes in teacher

.

behavior. Houston @nd Freibert (1979) charge that inservice pfog;ams are like

" perpetual motion machines - they attempt tc get something for pothing. In- °° \\, ~
service educatioh receives little priority within the profession as school
’ Ll

boards face mounting demands but tight budget restrictions. Programs are

fashioned without regard to research fifding; witHout an integrated plan in-

cluding long-range goals; without being articulated with other resources programs,

and community needs; and, sometimes even without the input of those.purported

L. . . i

to benefit.

> ? ’ ! 7

Wood and Thompson (1980) 5ummaéize the ineffectiveness of inservice education
N * . v N \ -
in four statements: Y

.

1. Overcoming a negative attitude toward inservice attributable to:
inadequate planning énd‘organization, unrelatedness to person;l day*
to-day. practice, non-participa;TOany PF?CEitEO"erS in the planning,
inadequate needs aSSessment! unclear objectives, lack of follow-up
‘in the classroom setting after training, and recognition that change
is a gradua) process.

2. Overcoming administrators' negative views about teachers with respect

to inservice. ULack of motivation, peed for cajoling, and lack of

self-direction are‘common allegations.
* \

3. Llocating the inservice away from the classroom, over-emphasizing the
' AN

receiving of information by telling rather than by doing, and failing

to démdnstréfé“the~kindsuofmpractices which teachers are to use in

P e e e .« < .’*
the classroom minimize the value of inservice.

. (% ——




agreement on what inservice education is.

. " .
. .

- Lg o
4. Ecoponic and moral.support for professional development at school,

district, and provincial levels, by admir istrative and elected

.

- f
*officials FS ofiten lacking. < . .
> v

Kozuch (1978) writes that the most significant reason for ineffective

inservice programs is the human factor nf teacher perceptnons (suqh as: )

1] unsatisfactory previous experiences with implementation.

.

2. persistence of teacher's previous orientation when a change .of role
or approach is required.

3. lack of cenviction that change is needed.

et

L, conflict between teacher's convnctlox and perception of role as opposed

to that being promoted in the inservice.

+

.5. perceived inability to control workinggconditions when adjustments
in those conditions . appear necessary té accomplish the change.

t »
Cruickshank, Lorish, and Thompson (1979:2?) write that there are few clear

. 2

concepts and definitions concerning inservice education. ~ "There is not even

" Also, they state, there is an ab-

k] ;l
o . . ‘., . .’. :
sence of facts and conditional propositions. Witthout concepts and definitions,

they continue, how can we carry on .a dialogue? Qithout facts, how can we

.

understand the many factes of a particﬁiar actiVjty? Without conditional
propositions, how do we ‘know what will follow or \esult from any given action?

Therefore, writing, discussions, and criticisms are

¥ .

f{most exculsively rhet-

orical and more ornamental than useful. \

¢
+

Inservice has been defined in several ways. Each has its own frame of

reference. THe following are examples of the various perspectives used when

\
A

defining inservice. See Figure 2, (page 23).

Writers do not agree that inservice is educational, training, or a program.

Joyce, in a presentation in Edmonton in Fall, 1980, made no distinction between

3
.

~
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Examples of Definitions of "Inservice" - - S
Agne” (1978:91) "an emgloyment-oriehted educational site-

Anderson, Seonzo
(1978:83).

*Chamber$ (1977:13)

L3
~

Edelfelt and
Johnson (1975:5)

»

Fisher (1978:56)

’ [}

(1978:12)

Henderson

Koneck, Stein
{1978:43)

A4 The—

-

\\\“““inﬁixiggplfy-ﬁlahned activities for the dmprove-
ment of inStructional development of staff mem-
bers." Ee N .

Zigarmi, Betz, and
Jensen (1977:545)

designed to meet the needs

speciﬁﬁc’trainljg
school system or community." -

of a particula

* "the sum of all planned activities designed
for the purpose of .improving, expanding, and
renewing the skills, knowledge and abilities
of participants."” A
"process whereby ‘the teacher is enabled to 're-
store and/or maintain and/or develop or elabor-
ate still further his vocational self-constructs
of 'l ama teacher'."

-

“any professional development that a teacher un-
" dertakes singly or with other teachers after

receiving his initial certification and after
-beginning professional. practice.”
"causes o6f change in a pre-ordained direction
~through progams desigped to improve the compe-
tences of personnel in education,"
"structural activitiel designed, exclusively or
primarily, to improve professional performance."

“job-specific educational- program organized to
meet the needs of employer and employee within
the local setting."
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‘“education"‘and “"training'. This matter is frequently & heated debate in

N . . - - -
.

g educatlonal cfrcles, writes Schwartz (1980) . Other terms used by writers nn~

Ay

clude employment, employees, employers, and employer-planned. These terms haye’.

- \‘
very: dtfferent meanings from professional development or professional perfor-

mancezs\The purpose"cﬁ”an'lnservice for employees in incompatible with the
purposé of inservice for proféssionals. inservices that are individually=

~ - -
N -

planned will be very different from lhservices that are employer-planned.

! 3

Many of th% terms used in the definations are incompatible. The nature of

. P

the inservice‘will depend upon which~frame“of reference is the basis for in-

service, how the ques\ions-are posed and what purposes are *to be achieved.

o

The description of the problem.depends on the stance used in dnscussnng the

’

. 3 -

problem and it, in turn, wnFl nndlcate the direction of the solut|on. [There
are many dlfferent concéptians of what an "effective inservice program jis'.]

short, these conceptions are based in large.part, on the particular me taphor-

-

.

valued by the participants.- ;\ ) T Ty,
i “‘:‘ - R . . \
R S R N . .
‘An Effective Inservice®Program - R

wer oL
[ . R

"Not on”: ls\there né common‘deflnitlpn of,.the term inservice, there is
no agreement as to what rs involved imedn effegtlve |nservnce. Brimm*and"
‘Tollett.(l97h :523) conducted a survey by‘means of a Teacher s Attltude Towvards
In-Service anentory. gsrng a bnkﬁithtype scale, respondents were a;ked to
\ . ee . . R
rhact to a number off statcments$ .Elghty-nlne.percent of the teachers surveyed

felt that inservice should strengthen thelr‘professionaP competencles. Ninety-

[N

six percent felt that inservice, should |nclude actiyltnesbwhlch allow for the

di fferent interests whlch exist among teachers. Nlnetytpercent of the teachers

]

R «

felt that inservice should help them “to upgrade thelr class;oom performances:1g

Teachers also stated that inservite shoutd also focus on'the‘classroom aspect
™o )

. of ‘teaching; and that teachers needed to be xnvolved in the development of

'} €
* programs, actuvutles and methods of evaluating |nserv1ce. -
V ——— H \

] \ '[‘ » . ..

. “ . ‘ _ " -

. .




Joyce and Showers (1980) state that inservice educational programs should
allow the trainees to go throu;h thtee levels of impact before change can be
ensured. .
concepts or onganized knowledge; 2) the learning of principles and skills;

and 3) the ablllty to apply those principles and skills in problem-solving

- o

The outcomes of training are: 1) awareness or the acquisition of

activities.

Zigarmi, Beta, and Jensen (1977:545-555) concluded from a 1975 set of .
questionnaires given to a representative sampling of 1239 South Dakota teachers,

that inservice must:

1)

2).

3) :boﬁjﬂ{;
{

as$ume that teachers can be resources to each other;

4)
=5

the '"'scientific inquiry approach is a valid and valuable tool that teachers,
administrators and support personnel can use to translate éducational goals

: . \
ipto specific methods for achieving them.

learnlng for the xndnvndual professngnal.' The needs of the ”mature profe55|onal”‘
are dlfferent from thijﬂheds of the younger professnonal lnservnce should .
allow mature professnonsfs to clarify career options, increase their interpersonal |
competencies, and actualize their potential as professionaTs. Inservice education
programs, yrites Arend, should allow teachers to'integxate work and education

into their life.

but also their intentions, competencies, beliefs, and actions. A mature pro-

consist of many approaches to staff development;

be responsibe to teachers' needs; \

involve teachers as planners.

"xOliver (1980:394-395) states that an inservice program should assume that

.ty Arends (1978:200- 201) states that‘lnserv1ce should promote life-long

> o~

¥

° .

n the interest and strengths of teachers;

« -

-

.
»

*

- .
v -

-

It should take into account not only the teacher's knowledge,

fessional is defined by Hunt (1978) as the Fourth stage in the career development

-

.

lae] ‘a4 %

{
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of teachers. Hunt's four stages of the life cycle of a teacher are: survival,

" consolidation, renewal, and mgturity. He states that inservice programs should

- give more attention tq how teachers lgarg'and to how teachers' learning styles

are related to their teaching Styles. Teachers then could become more able to

personalize the learning experiences of their students.

7

Roy Bacon (1980), the co-ordinator of Inservice Education for the City of

Manchester Education Department, England, offers four major categories of teachers:

K 1. Beginners - fresh; enthusiastic and optimistic. ¢

g

2. Pioneers . leadership potential, mét}vated, commi tted, ambitious.
3. Maintainers - béckboné of the ﬁrofessional, keep thenschoo[ running,
difuse/problems.
i . L. Settlers - cynical, do‘not want help or advice, often near retirement.
According ts Bacon, these four groups have four different types of inservice
needs. |
The taék or goals of inservice have been described in a number of ways.

Some writers discuss teachers' needs and career options, while others discuss

the system's needs, student's needs or curriculum's needs. Teachers are labeled as

clients, mature professionals, or trainees by writers and educators. Educational
terms have different connotations. For example, a 'mature professional'' does

" The term client refers to a psy- R

not have fhe same connotation as ''client.

chotherapeutic system where there is a therapist and a client (Miles 1964:439).
- The client enters a two person tfmporary system which will last long enough
for certain objectives to be reached. The term client indicates that there is
something wrong which neéds to be changed. The therapist knows what is wrong
and he will manipulate the client into making a change, -a deficit change,

writes Mjles (1964). The mature professional will be involved in voluntary

and self-imposed change - creative change.




Some writers suggest that inse;:?;;\Ehoulg be based on a step-by-step
T

T
| scientific inquiry approach while others have no particular implementation

&

plan. When examining the ideas of the writers who describe the fﬁ§érvigg\fx-

perience, it becomes apparent that not everyone has the same expectations ﬁf —~—
inservice programs. Wood and Thompson (1980:374) write: N
YInservice education, as it is ccnstituted, is the slum of
American education. |t i5 disadvantaged, poverty-striken,
: neglected, and has little effect. Most staff development

programs are irrevelevant and ineffective, a waste of time
and money. Disjointed workshops and courses focus on infor-
mation dissemination rather than stressing the use of infor-
mation or appropriate practice in the classroom. Seldom are
these programs part of a comprehensive plan to achleve goals
“set by the school staff." PN

e Three Metaphors of Inservice Education

Certainly, there is little agreement about what constitutes good inservice
education. . We believe that the reason so little agreement exists is that little
thought has been given to the underlying metaphors involved in each dominant
modé] of inservice education. There are choices in how inservice might be con-
ducéed; and, we belijeve these choices have a direct correlation to the three
dominant metaphors of Western society discussed earlier. ASpecifically, the
technological metaphor proauces the R.D. and D. inservice model. “The political
metaphor produces the problem-solving inservice model. And, third,‘the cultural

o

metaphor produces the social interaction inservice model. -

The Research, Development and Diffusion Model of Inservice (R.D. & D.): The
Technological Metaphor
"The history of the Research, Development and Diffusion model of innovation
goes back at least 20 years to the launching of Sputnik and to the attacks on
the school curriculum by university scholars (House 1979:2).'" The space race

with Russia justified a curriculum reform movement that was elitist and dedicated

Q 23:)
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to the pursuits of excellence (MacDonald, Waiker 1976).

o

This model, writes House, |,
goes back to the heady optimism and supreme confidence of the post war era,

-

during the Kennedy years, when people believed that research for new knowledge

.

and the proper technologizing and dissemination of that knowledge could solve

—

technical, societal, or any problem that mfght be encountered. Solving problems

-~

was primarily a matter of attention, application,.and money.

A problem could
bé\sokveg\with the ministering and management of appropriate resources, whether

A

that problem wég\the\yjetnam war or education.

¢

Goals for schools, however, reflect much of what is immediate in the

funds for industry and the

UV VUGS SO

-

surrounding society and are designed to be corrective (Goodlad 1975). Research

military far exceed funds for education. When ed-

ucators were under pressure to make changes in the educational system, and their

own research and development activities had been inadequate to their problems,

they ofte; reached over and borrowed research theory and method from other fields
(Johnson 1976:6-7).

House (1974) suggests that when problems became acute enough, like the

education problem of the 1960's, they could always be fixed by the application

of resources and technological know-how. A package could be ‘mass produced and
\ widely disseminated. These solutions were relatively inexpensive per unit and
highly profitable for those producing them.

-

The producer controls the process
‘ and the type of innovation.
Y The ''Clark-Guba' model (1965) was the first
from industry and the military.

1.

innovation model borrowed
This model assumes:

that research was a primary importance and proposed, unquestioningly

to get research findings to use (MacDonald and Walker 1976).
. 2.
\

that dissemination and implementation are technical'problems giving

rise to purely technical solutions (MacDonald and Walker 1976) .

o




3. that.a central expert is not available to the average teacher (Becker
. > and Maclure 1978).

L, that learning materials could be engineered in the way that a new

-

household product could be produced (Becker and Maclure 1978) .
5. ’'that knowledge has something that could be delivered in “pgckages“

and was largely independent of personal interaction between teachers

and those taught (Becker and Maclure '1978).

6. that “There should be a rational sequence (for the developer in the

evolution and application of an innovation. This sequence should
~

include research, development and pack-aging before mass dissemination

e — .- -takes place' (Havelock and. Havelock 1973:12). ‘ -

7. that there-has to be planning, usually on a massjve scale over a long

1

period of time (Havelock and Havelock 1973:12).

.

8. that there has to be a division and co-ordination of labor to be in

)

accord with the rational sequence and the planning (Havelock and Havelock
1973:12).

9. that a more-or-less‘passive but rational consumér will accept and
adopt the innovation offered to him in the right place,rat the right
timé, and in the right form (Havelock and Havelock 1973:12).

10. that proponents of this viewpoint accept the fact of a high initial
development cost prior to any dissemination activity because of the

aniticpated long-term benefits in efficiency and quality of the in-

novation and its suitability for mass audience dissemination (Havelock

and Havelock 1973:12)."

[

Becker and Maclure (1978) maintain that the reasoning behind the R.D. and
D. modei is intuitively attractive for education. In simplified terms, it first

identifies the underlying aims of teaching that subject with which development

E e a—
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is concerned. Next, it considers what is known about the ‘best method of achieving

.

those aims. Finally, it applies these methods to the preﬁen}ation of the required

subject éahtent. Appropriate teaching materials can then be devised, tried
out, revised';n the,ligﬁt of Ehg trials and made generally available. The re-
suléing product, based on agreed aims, and perfected by field trials, must be
virtually certain to meet classroom needs. . ' | ‘

Bhola (1977) states the Research, Developmené.and Diffusion model is rational
in the sense that it does not necessarily concern itself with the politics of

change or with the sociology of systems within which changes aré initiated.

According to Bhola, there are three reduirements for change:

] educational_research - this research must go through a pkocess of

development through which practical appf?ﬁatioazn%a}vit are found.

2. educational development - the research must be translated into instruc-

tional materials and approaches.

»

3. systematic diffusion of what is developed - the developer must bring

°

the product of development - an innovation - to the attention of
practitioners.%nd client group.

Maclure and Walker (1976) assert that the R.D.\and D. model looks at the
point of view of the originator of an innovation and begins with the formulation
of a problem based on a presumed receiver. The initiative in setting the problem
is taken by the developer, not the receiver. Change is depicted as an orderly
sequence which begins with the identification of a problem. The receiver is
referred to as the ''target system''. TEe client system may‘range in size from
an individual person to an enti;e system or nation. The phra%e "target system'
and "plans of attack' are terms from the military metaphor. The R.D. and D.

model was not only a model of change; it was also a model for change, a blue

print for the future (MacDonald, Walker 1976); a modél for 'attacking' change.

v -




4

Advantages of the Research Development and Diffusion Model.

To many people, nnformatlon is the primary business of educatlon This
particu[ar model emphasizes content, which might explain why it is' the mos t

popular inservice model. The benefits of this model are its focus on content,

AN ,
relevant information, and skills: If these are the objectives of an inservice

model, then this is the choice model.

N
§

Problems and Evaluation of the R.D. and D. Model

-

_House (1974:321) quotes Havelock (1971) as criticizing the R.D. and D. "
model.as ''over-rational, over-idealized, excessively research-oriented, and
inadequate]y user-oriented". House also states that the materials and programs

that d|d emerge were’ few, often poor in quality, and not attuned to individual

school needs. These products, with few exceptions, were mostly lgnored by school
personnel. '

"The very essence of the R.D. and D. approach is contno] SR " House

\(1974:223) suggests that this paradigm treats the practitioner as passive and
slightly resistant. However, being constrained may not be the same as being
passive. The practitioner is placed in the'position of a congdher who is going
to be sold goods which he has the option either‘to buy or to reject. The prac-
titioner in his classroom is, however, beyond the power of almost everyone; and,
he often chooses not to buy.

House (1974) states that the R.D. and D. model .assumes innovation will be
invented, developed, and passed along the linear chain. This model might work
if all the actors shared the same values. But, they do not. The direction and
co-ordination of this model require a'great ceal of global planning, and it is
this facet that may appeal most to government officials. However, massive

planning does not compel people to implement the plans. Wheh plans deviate

from people's self-interest and the way they perceive the world, they are merely

Ric | 33
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pieces of paper. The research, development, diffusion paradigm is consistently"
rational only froﬁ'the viewpoint of global government planners. It is aot
necessarily rational from' the point of view of the consumer.

. Becker and Maclure's (1978) evaluation of the R.D. and D. model examines
egch of tPe successive stages of‘Fhe model. It is by no means ea;y to iéentify
aims or even to agree on the function o% any given subject in the curriculum.

: To find a middle way between being general ?Fd vacuous‘and specific énd stul-

tifying is far from easy. Having decided on aims, the R.D. and D. model calls

on research to reveal the best teaching method. But, 6uch of the useful in-

formation about the best ways to teach is intuitive and anecdotal rather than

, scientific and systematic. -Even if a development team had managed to set out

-an»appropr%ate—statementwoF~+ts~a+m—and"a-teach%ng—apprcach“whfth“fé1ates to .
those aims, the aims must be clothed in practicaf forms .

The trial stage of the R.D. and D. model, Becker and Maclure state, is
intended to compensate for any errors of judgement whicg might have occured in
the previous stages. By testing draft materials in the classroom and carefully

. coll lecting feedback information on what works and what does not, it should be
possible to turn a working pratotype into a satisfactory finished product. How-
ever, most trial stages are simply too short to enable the ‘developers to stand
back and take an overall view of the effects of the process..

Becker and Maclure assért that diffusion, however, generally reveals the
major weakness of any product. The R.D. and D. model assumes that onc; a set

» of materials has been perfected from trial to revision thé}e is little that re-
mains to be done beyond making the materials avajlable EP schools. However.
* glassroom materials often fail to carry the message; and, this begins to raise

questions about whether materials are really the appropriate medium after all.

,
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Problem-Solving Model (P-5): The Political ﬁétaphor
: 5 ; <

The problem-solving mod21 is built around tgg\g§er ;f the inservice,anq
assumes that iQ§ervice is part of a problem-soiving ﬁ?oggss which occurs within
the user (Havelock and Havelock 19}3:8). Huberman (1973:631 states the problem-
solving model assumes tﬁat the user has a definite need that inservice can satisfy.
Thus the process is from the diagnosis of a needvto\t(ial"and'adoption. Often
an external change-agent, writes Hyberman (1973), is required to counsel indiv-
iduals on possible solutions and implementations strategies; but, the emphasis

is on client-centered collaboration rather than on manipulation from without.

» . ,

Huberman asserts that there are two processes at work. The first is re-education, -

\ .
the becoming aware of and correcting inefficient or dysfunctional habits and .
< ) .

aLtLtudes+_Lhe_seconéLis_éHucatioqal development, being designed to add new
Y .

skills, knowledge, practices or attitudes to a person or group. .
Huberman (1973) views the principle characteristics of the problem-solving

model as

-

1. an emphasis on solving problems through internal restructuring, where

“the receiver is directly involved in the situation.

-~ » »

2. frequent use of a temporary ''change-agent'! or consultant from outside.
3. concern with att{fude change, re-adjustment of interpersonal relations
and communications. ]
Many authors discuss the work of the change-agent (Rogers and Shoemaker,
@}971; Rogers, 1962 and Havelock, 1970). Huberman (1973:63) states that the change
process may.be initiated either by the receiver or by the change-agent; but, in

either case the receiver must want to change and must participate fully in bringing

the change about if it is to be successful. Huberman sees the change agent or

consultant coming into the organization (client-system) where the model for changé

“

is the:

W
<t




1. development of a neéd for change

.

2. establishment of & change relationship between agent and client
3. clarification or diagnosis of client's system's problem

4. examination of alternative routes and goals, establishing goals and

.

action required

5. transformation of intentions into actual change efforts

6. generalization and stabilization of change

¢

7. achievement of a terminal relationship

= »
L

Most of the time, the model assumes, people do not want change. Pe;ple
want to keep things the way they are even when outsiders state that change is -
required. For that rea§on,‘change agents are needed to ove}cphe inertia, to
\proq and pressure the system and the people to be less complacent and to start
working on serious problems.

Havelock (1970) views the problem-solving m&del as beginning with pressure
from the inside or outside that disturbs the status quo. The view of crisis in
the problem-solving model i seen by Havelock and Havelock (1973:143) when
political groups, boards of educa;ion, and top administrators seek to ﬁéintain
and/or max%mize'their power. Poliéy decisions are likely to be made in an
authoritarian manner with little or no collaboration v.*th the user groups of the
client System. Miles (1964) proposes that social change is a matter of the

N L
appiicatio;\gf personal or group power based upon prgstige, competence, control

\ .
of money and €é§gurces, legal authority, policy, precedent’, custom, oOr co-operatiion

A

and collaboration\\\\
. Educational inservice is, for House (1974), a product of the interaction

of factional groups competing for resources in attempts to incluence and control

each othaer and their own members. The problem-solving mode} of inservice is an
N\

attempt by the centre to captdke control of the periphery. House views politics
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) A
and power relationships as key concepts in the analysis.of the change process.

\ . N
. House (1974) feels the centre-periphery control system will succeed. He says
/1

that it is difficult to see how education ran be personalized'because the large .

education systems demand’ the proddction of standardized materials for a mass

market and because the‘centre will continue to control ''the power! and create

conflict.

Advantages of the Problem-Solving Model ;[

This model focuses on control or keeping order, goals, and .means. It

forces people to look at issues they may not want to acknowledge. ‘Because
governme;t agencies and other power groups are able to mobilize the power, gain
attentions and publicize the issue, they utilize this model to implement their
decisions. These same agencies h-ve the economic and political _powers_that are
needed to research, develop, and difuse solutions for educational ﬁroblems. For
examp}e, Al?erta'ﬁiDgEartment'of Education ca\ avail themselves of educators
from all over theibroviége and elsewhere; they\can draw on information from a

N }

wide range of sources; they can develop and disxribute visual materials to all

-

schools in the province cheaply and they can ana\yze, evaluate, and recommend
- i

\

4 .
materials more cheaply than small groups of teachers involved in social-Interaction

.
B

model. : \

Problems of the Problem=Solving Model !
Bennis, Benne, and Chin (1961), state that in\its emphasis to produce
|

materials that meet teacher's existing needs, and ﬂeaving teachers to put their

own interpretations on such materials, the strategy. goes along with the current
teaching traditions rather than attempting to make ény radical changes. In
designing its materials to be all things to all people, this model misses the

|

\oﬁportunity to link curriculum development more closely to inservice training.

| I 0 w1
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it ) Thé‘ﬁain difficulty.with the P-S model Bennis, Benne, and Chin state is, K
howéver, embodied in the very conception of a problem-solving approach. ldeally,
such an approach should imply a close investigation of each client school's par- :

ticular needs, and the specific solution geared to those needs. In fact, re-

.

. j . c e .
sources for curriculum development are likely to be far -too limited for such a

_close client-consultant relationship between development teams and individual

schools or teacher. The P-S model is too labor intensive.

——

&

Social-Interaction Model (S-1): The Cultural Metaphor

“Huberman (1973) refers to this model as the social-interactﬂon model because

v

the potential adopter generally hears of the new practice and decides to use it / '
in consultation with other persors. «This priocess iﬁvolvesg v I
: \
1. sensing - external trends and resources, internal proBlemgr

+ 2:— screening - deciding whether the items merit further invesfigatioh,
setting priorities.

1
.

3. diagnosing -'analysing the internal problem.or new practicelv‘

L4, inmtroducing -~ strategy planning.

5. operating on an experimen?al basis. i

6. qvaluat}ng the results. ;

7. rev{sing (Huberman, 1973) . . %

‘ "
In this process, the unit of analysis is the individual receiver, with the ,

focus on the receiver's perception of a response to knowledge coming from without.
: >

The most effective means of spreading information about innovation is by means

of personal contact. The key to adoption is the social interaction among members

of the adopting group.

The adoption sequence is seen by Huberman as:

1. Awareness - the individual is exposed to the innovation: awareness

creates a need for the inservice. .
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7. Interest - the individual seeks information about the innovation.
¥

3. Evaluation - the individué] applies the innovat'on to his present and

.
-

'+ anticipated situation, and decides whether or not to try it.s

»
L]

L. Trial - the individual tses the innovation on a small scale, jn order

. to judge its utility in his own situation.

0
-

¢ .
5. Adoption - the results of the trial are considered, after which the

-
[}

decision is made to adopt or reject the innovation.

4

At each stage, continues Huberman, the potential adopter generally turns

to different sources of information, i.e. colleagues, friends, and professional

N

sources. The key feature is the relation of leader to group. Psychologist;

have shown that identification in a group, or with a group leader, plays an
imoortant role in diffusing new {deas since bgople will adopt and maintain at-
titudes and behaviors which they associate with their 'reference' group. Therefo}e;
diffusion and adoption of the social-interaction model gpphasizes the importance
of inier-personal'networks of in%ormatién, of opinion leadership, personal

contact and social integration. The focus is on the user or communicator, and a
vériety of dissemination strategies. Because the structére is loo;e, it adopts
shifts of méaningful direction and isV;iexible enough to regroup around the

"new''. There is not enough time to change the social network into &n organization
before a new transformation occurs (MacDonald, Walker 1976).

Becker and Maclu;é4(1978) write that this model is based on a number of

assumptions: i¢~ﬁ : = X
! .
1. ‘Once the work or the local groups, perpheries, gathered momentum, it
. A .
would neéd very little in the way of continued support.
f . -

2. Every t@écher has the time, the talents, and the motivation to take

an active part in the developing of new teaching approaches and the

~—
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classroom magernals that go with them, and, teaéhers are prepared to

o . put the necessary effort inte contrl?gilzg/xo 3 _common pool of |deas .

N\

and experiences, .-

*

T 3. Every teacher can Y'do his own thing'" in curriculum deveippment. A

4. Local networks of teachers' centers, once stimulated into action by a

. central team, will continue not only to generate new ideas, ‘but to

.

‘ '
\ ‘ . .
, circulate these amongst themselves and to build up a common bank of

curriculum resources.
Havelock (1971, 1973) poses five gensralizations about the social-interaction
T .

model. They are: | g

.

3 N

1. The |nd|v1dual ustér or adopter belongs to a»network of social relatlons

, &

which largely influences his adoption behavior.

Q

2. The individual's place in the network (centrality, peripherality,

isolation) is a good predictor of his rate of acceptance of new ideas.

Informal personal contact is a vital part of the influence and adoption

rocess.

L. Group mbershlp and reference group identification are major predictors

—~

N

\\\
of the |nd|v1duall?dopt|on.
5. The'rate of diffusion. through a social system follows a predtctable

S-curve Pattern [a very‘s1ow beginning followed by a period of very rapid

diffusion, followed in turn by a long late-adopter or Ulaggardd period

< 2

(Havelock 1973).]

Huberman (1973) states that the social interaction metaphor emphasizes the
aspect of diffusion, the movement of messages from person to person and system

to system. It stresses the importance of inter-personal networks of information;

-~

opinion leadership,_personal contact, and sociéf integration. The metaphor

,

assumes that each member in the system will proceed through the awareness-adoption

cycle using a process of social communicatiomwith his colleagues.

-

-

- 49 o '1
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The diffusion of the innovation depends greatiy- upon the channels of

comnunications within the receiver group, since information about the innovation
. LS

is transmittdd prﬁnaril§ Brough the social interaction of the group members

(Huberméﬁ_1973). The model focuses on the receiver's perception-of and response

to knowledge from without.

Advantages of the 'Social-Int:raction Mode 15+

. ‘V

This model is a pfofessional development and personal growth model. It
focuses on the development of the mind and. the self as well as the learning of

academic material. It views change as a democratic process whera reality is

-

socially negotiated. Because of its ability to draw on the initial energy of
the group and thé process of group interadtion, this model .involves a diverse
audience of teachers, curriculum developers, and material makers. Small groups

of people who define and attempt to solve a problem together are the basis of
i

this model. Because the group is invojved voluntarily in. initiating change,

its contingency for actual change is very-high.

) ' »

Problems of the S-1 Model

This model is not without its problems. Becker and Maclure (1978) say
I
that the first limitation concifns the neutrality of the central team. To

reflect the best existing prasiice, the central team has to make judgements

’
&

on what is best. It is verygéasy for the periphery to form views, values, and
ideologies that could be at/the expense of provincial curriculum. The periphery

1

teams may use only examples of current practices rather than using alternative
Fa

resources and teaching sﬁggestions, because they do not know other alternatives.

Often the enthusiasts, Becker and Maclure state, who take part in local

!

. 'Y . - “‘ M
deve lopment activity are’too few and their production .is too unrepresentative

of ‘the ordinary teachér's needs for them to be focal points of development. -

]
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_HpreOVer, because their resodrces are limited, the quality of ﬁhat they have
produced has tehded to c0m§are unfavorably with that of a’well-funded R.D. and
D. project mann;d by'a fulltime team often recruited on a national basis.
Becker apd Maclure write that to develop a highly sequentia] program which
sfqﬂents can work through largely on their own can demand at least forty hours
of preparation for every hour of classroom use. Another deficiency of this
model is time. Not every teacher, even if he had the time, would possess the
necessary combinétion of ski;ls t; undertake an’eff;ctive redesign of the curriculum

’ e
in a given subject. The job requires a complex blend of creative imagination,

AN

technical expertise in ways of presenting information and ideas, a wide knowledge

of the SUbject matter, and an appreciation of the pupils' interes;s and the
way in which they can best be helped to learn. These talents are comb?ned‘in
a few individuals. Only a relatively small proportion of teachers will, in
practice, want to inVolye themselves actively in the work of innovation.

Another limitation of the social-interaction model i that there is no
established tradition of rapid communication betwfen practicioners in different
localities; therefore, once the central team has been disbanded, the smgll
periphery also disband except for a few isolated groups. '‘The ;ocial-interaction
model is flawed by the romance illusion (Becker and Maclure 1978:74)". ‘

Why is the diffusion of innovation through inservice education programs

. weak? The p}oblem that has plagued the sponsors and planners of curriculum
innovation is not the problem of creation, but the problem of impact, t;e problem
of diffusion. Neither the schools nor the teachers apparently have been trans-
formed by all the organized, systematized, specialized efforts of the professional
iﬁhovator. Miles (1964) claims that there is no adequate theory of social change.

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) explain that the process of social change consists

of three sequential steps:
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“

1. Invention is the process by which new ideas'are created or developed.
. 2. Diffusion is the proceS§ by‘whicﬁ these new ideas are communicated
to the members of a social .system.
3. LConsequences are the changes that occur‘within a soc}?l system as a
result of the adoption or rejection of the inhévatjon.
e Chanéé, continue Roger and Shoemaker, occurs when a new idef's usé'or rejection
‘ has an effect. Social change is thefefore an effect of communication. And,
'in communication, the metaphors used become extremely important to é;ceptance.
Sepaca%e]y: each of the three models illuminates one perspective of the
in;ovation process and suggests techniques for accelerating changes. The research,
development and diffusion model concentrates on the orig}ns of the innovator,
the problem-solving modef on the dynamics of the individual adoption, and the
social-interaction model on wide diffusion throughout an organization or an
educational system. The R.P. and D. model indicates that we lack institutional
structures for.designing and developing new ideas and materials; the probleé-
solving model shows }he lack of processes for implementing changes once they are
undertaken; the social interaction models §hows4}hatiwe have few vehicles for
dissemination of an innovation to a larger‘bqplic. None of these models is fully
developed in.practice, nor has any attempt bee} made to combine the three per-
spectives into a general paradigm. The following chart summarizes in more

detail the three inservice models under various headings. (See Figure 3, page

‘ 42.)

Towards Understanding the Nature of Inservice

All inservice educational programs must answer two basic questions. These

l

two questions are fundamental to inservice and, depending on the answer, an

analyst can better decipher the metaphors that underlie each inservice model.
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cevelooers

Yiew of humanity

people a3 things (mnipuhblc)

people as socia) snimily

people as individuals

perceptual approscn

S~
Task relevance and rationdlity

stereotype, 1gnore individual
differences

accedts 11, shuts eut none

fost aften used Dyi‘

government agencies, top mange
ment ”

Those in pover

A
Teachers Centres, s7all groups
indrvidaa) schools, T-Grouds

Key Words

Vinear change, product, data

sclentific research, clients, pass.

ive recelver, cnarge agents, mass
produced, pactaging, division of
lador, co-ordination of lador,
passive Corsurer, muiss sucience
dissenination, suality goods, edue
cational research, syste~atic orfs
fusfon, educationa) developrent

power, Control, deficit change,
crange agent, sccowntadbility, ef.
ficiency, Clients, tnowlecse s
power, profit, user, recerver,
ClienteCentered, re.ecacation,
cordetency, Colladoration, catae.
1y31, solution giver, process helq
per, Diychotherapeutic modet,
Cownsellor

neteorks, teachers® neecs,
soc1a) interagticr, Counie
catwon skills, collazsragior,
professioral develotrent, hfe
st11ls, ecosystems, Creative
change, “quality of Nfe”,
selfereneval, recesver

-

Definition

(Fisher 1978:5¢) .
“Causes Of change 1n a'preordsined
direction through progrems des
signed to frprove the covpetence
of personse) 1n education.®
AN
,

(Asne 1978:9)
“e~sloymenteoriented edsCation,
sitesspecitied trawning desrgned
to meet the needs of 2 particular
$€hool system or Corrwnity,”

{Cnaspers 1977:13)

*2 process wheredy toe tedcher
15 enadled to “restore’ anc/er
#aintivn and/or develop e
ladorate saills furtner ms
“vocational self-construct®
of °1 &~ a teacher.*

Stages within
fhservice

Y. Invention or discovery of 1n%
novation

2, Developrent (working sut prode
ters)

3. Production and paciaging
4, Dissemination to sass avdience

1. Trenlation of nees to prodler
2, Dugnosrs of prodlee

3, Search and retrieval of ine.
forration

4, Adaptation of tnnovatisn

S Tnad

$. Evaluation of trial in terms
of need satisfaction

1. Aareness of innovation
2. Interest in 1t

3. Cvaluation of its approe
priateness

4 Iral,

§. Adoption for permanent use

Predless

{nnovation 1s & inear process;
011 40 not shére the sare values
and not rationa) froz viewpaint
of the consumer, acages are of
poor quality; not easy to {dentis
fy coron aing; which strategy
13 the *best', tria) stage never
Tong enowgh or adequate; not
encugh tire ts develop the inno-
vation.

assuned user had o definite need
for Chanje; there 13 an erphasis
on procscing raterials, leaving
teachers to elace o=n interpre-
tations on tne~; lack of inser~
vice training; lack of concerm
for individual's needs, or school
needs; too ladar intensive

teachers do not Rave time, tale
ent or nOtivation ta tase pirt
in {nnovation deceloprent: ens
thusiasn ‘wears out®; limited
resources anc tire; 'nadeovite
knpelenje On Current: innovae
tions; network disintesrates
after » period of tire: lack
of corrunication networks.

(Mavelock 1971, Johnson 1976, House 1974, 1979, Becker and aclure 1978, Rogers 1962, Huberwan 1973, Benms, Benne,
¢ Chin 1961, Schon 1979)
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These same questions can be utilized by an analyst or by a potential adopter
evaluating a specific inservice program. The two questions are:
1. What is the educational problem?

.

2. How will the specific inservice program and/or model solve the problem?

#1 What is the educational problem?

Aéopting S non's (1979) theory, discussed earlier, the framing of the
problem is more crucial than any other part of the problem-solving process.
Each view of the problem conveys a different view of rgalit§ and represents a
special way of "seeing'. . The ways in which the Aeveloper states the educational
prdblem deéermines the kinds of purposes, the values these purposes seek to
. realize, and the direction in which the developer seeks solutions. |In these ways;

;

metaphors generate their own solutions.

Developers, using the technological metaphor, will view and state the problem

from a technological stance. For example, technology is seen as the answer to

e
.

society's problems; research is of primary importance; research, development,

and diffusion are the essential elements of change; and man is seen as an ex-
tension of the machine and as a passive consumer. The developer is & technician,
a goverﬁEEB}kagency, or a hanager. School Boérds, Department of Education, or
other people' in power will generally use the political metaphor. These developers
tend to view change only from a conflict perspective. They view men as social
animals who change, but who resist change. The third group of developers use

a cultural metaphor. Everyone is seen as part of the ecosystem because social
relationships are fundamentally important. All members are considered equal.

\
Man is not passive and must participate in his own re-education.

#2 How will the specific inservice model and/or program solve the problem?

Schon (1979) states that, in analyzing a problem, the description of the

problem depends on the metaphor used in discussing that problem. Similarily,

-
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the ways in which a developer stated/;ducational problems determines the solution
of the problem. A developer using‘a technological metaphor will frame the educ-
ational problems in the same Stance, will develop an inservice program in the

same praxis, and will evaluate success in the same metaphor. Within that in-

~ser.'vice model he will choose: '

1. the strategies.
2. the role of the change-agent. . -

3. the key words and concepts in describing the inservice program.
A. the change process in congruénce with his metaphoric perspective.
5. the objectives and goals of the inservice.
A’developer with a cultural stance or a political stance will frame the educational

problems within a cultural or political stance, will develop an inservice in

the same praxis, and his criteria for evaluating success will be drawn from the

~

" same metaphors.
The assumptions of a épecific inservice represent the metaphor of a developer.

A partjcular model will be selected be;ause it echoes what the developer views '

as the problem. The developer, himself, may not be aware of his p%rticular
metaphorical perspeciiJe or the assumptions that accompany it, but he still
functions basically within a specific metaphor and a particular set of assump-
tions. He may have an eclectic perspective, but he will be dominant in one of
those perspectives. Schgn (1979) emphasizes the extent to which metaphors can
constrain and.sometimes contfol the way in which we construct the world. These
assumptions include the developer's and the inservice model's view of the world,

of man, and of the teacher. As stated earlier, the Research Development and

Diffusion model's root metaphor is technologicél. The metaphor for the Problem-
-

Solving model is political, and, the metaphor for the Social-Interaction is

cul tural.




. ) 45

At ghree inservice models and their developers yieﬁ progress in the Western
tradition. Progress is seen as linear development where each step is a step
forward, getting better and better. Therefore, change is natural and good.
However, how change.should occur differs in each model and depends on philosophical
assumptions and root metaphors. The Research, Development and Diffusion model
views change as deficit because it yiews man as passive and concludes that maﬁ
will have to be convinced that change is necessary. Change is also viewed as
deficit by the Problem-Solving model because man resists change and, ggerefore,
must be persuaded that change is required. The Social-Interaction model considers
change as creative because teachers will participate in their own re-education.
As well as being the receivers of the change, they are also the developers.

The way in which a developer ‘defines an educational problem will determine

the direction of the solution. If the materials are seen as the problem, the

Research, Development and Diffusion model will be chosen to solve the problem
because the learning package'is the targetrof the change. However, if the problem
is framed towards the teacher, the answer to the problem and the target for the
-in§ervice model will be to change the teacher. The teacher will be expected to
change his attitudes, skills, values and/or teaching strategies. Gut when teachers
themselves frame an educational problem and elect to chaﬁge, or to expand or
develop new attitudes, skills, vlaues or methodologies, their inservice educational
programs will be.developed on the Social-lInteraction mogel. This model‘depends

on social interactioﬁ, self-help, and personal exploration. The model views
teachers as individuals who can and will cHange because they initiate change.

The developer and the Research, Development and Diffusion model of inservice

expects the materials to change the teacher because teachers are rational. When
teachers are presented with enough facts and research, they will change. Developers

employing the Problem-Solving model will expect the change-agent to effect the

>
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change. Change-agents expect their clients to chque through the usé of power-
< 4 . .

coercive, manipulative and/or collaborative techniques. This is a ﬁsychothera-
peutic model. Those deyglobers practicing the Social-Interaction model assume
the teachers will affe;t the change because they are the ones who initiated
the change based on their own needs. ‘

The developer of the Research, Development and Diffusion model's stance
is that the mate ?al; packége, or.kit#will function as a change-agent.‘ The tgacher
_is rational and reasonable. If he is presented with enough facts at the>right
time and in the right place he will change; therefore, there is nm need to be
concerned wi an elaborate innovation process utilizing a change-agent. The
developer uging the Problem-Solving model +defines a change-agent as a professional
person who(attempts to influence adoption decisions in a direction that he feels
is desirable. The change-agent is also the communication 1ink between the
bureaucratic systém and the client system. He is an expert who may act in one
of three ways: he may be a catalyst, a solution giver, or,a process helper.
The Problem-Solving inservice model's success evolves around the success of
/fﬁ; change-agent. A change-agent in the Social-Interaction inservice model is
not mandatory; however, he may be invi:ed to join as an equal praticipating
memger of the inservice project, bgt he will not have a dominant well-aefined
role. The deéelopers of the Social-Interaction model view the change-agent as
one who has an expertise that they themselves do\not have, but which can be
merged into, their body of knowledge and skills.

The following summary charts might demonstrate better the differences

between the three dominant inservice education models.
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: Questions that will detemine which {nservice wmode} i35 dominant

! Question 4.0. 8 0. wodel - - .5 MaGel —o- $=1 Koced

i o will frase the developer gove rment agencies, teachers, with tre help
nitial problans that schaol boards, chamge-agent, of & change agers.
initiate the inservice? pressure from out of cliente N

Syster.
Wt will the inservice | content, materials, cognitive attitude change of teachers, new k{113, new values,
focus ol objectives, a set of facts and new technieues, new skills new orientations, new concuct,
and theories which are tumned value Orientation, hew conguct. personal growth, profes-
- Into 16ess for useful’ products sipnet developrents new/
and services. N developrent of attitudes.
WneAinat {3 the target Tescher re.ecucation, through Teachers, curriculum, mat.
af the change? curriculur, materials raterials ang strateqies er{als, strategies.
WnoAmat will effect niterials, the process, the change-agents teachers
the change® pateage -
. v
Who will assess the the develeper . outeide experts who may the teachers who miy invite
seeds of the teacher? neao.idte with the teacners. in & Changesagent. .
Which reet smetaphor 13 | Technolegical Political . ! Cultural
the basis for the {n- .
service mode)?
Wt view of the world tecanology s the solutfon change will nct occur unless education s an ‘ecosysten’,
fs.inherent n the mo- 10 san’s prodlem there {3 coaflict, negotiation, everyone 13 includec, no one
del related te its rcot and comproxise. on the eutsice trying to &
setaphor? soretning to somecne On the
inside, social_relationsnios.
How it mun viewed by Man 13 » paisive receiver ®an waits passively until he s 8 sun s inherently active,
the Inservice mocel or vser, given stieuli fron his envirsa is capadle of creative life
* through its_eetaonor? rent in orcer to responc.
Mo wil? the teacher passive consumer or uste, client, user, “socio) animals® receiver, as an {ndividual
be viewe(? “a3 thin)s®, clients -

s What are the assuedtions§ -everyone s pursuirg & cormon Mot all 1s harmonmieus. Society i3 more fragrents) N
of the inservice wedel enc and that the context s There nay be prodlers and s more valued consensus
based on their rean not & prodlen, value conflfcts, within groups but less coa.

* -everyone i3 reasonadle. <Innovation {5 a tart of sensys amdng social grouty .

whit people need to mane a brodler-solving process 30 that grouds must be ree

change are the essential wBICh goes on inside .the user. qareed a3 swiultures,

s elements; researcn, development -
and diffusion, 11 311 the really influen. Host prodlens are corolex,
tial people agree-to do A comonation of asdroscaes
1f the environmsent or sur. something, it will be done, i3 usually recuirec
l roundings Chinge, people Conflict lead: to change.

L have to change, Peodle are if we have enpugn roney If we ntve 2 4000 warm fr.
rational, If you prosent or mater18] wealth, we Can « terpersonal relation, a3
tnough facts o people Suy anythang er any change other prodlens will de mnor,
they will change. we want, st people &0 -

Min s seen 23 an extension rot want to change, Jf we {nange tnvolves change in
of the mathine, Invention con modi112e enough anger and attituces, sk1lls, values,
an¢ {nnovation follows & force people, To look at and relationsmps, Man s
series of orderly steps. prodlens areund us the re. not passive. Man egst
y quireo changes will pe nade. pacticioate in M own e
Progress 18 seen a3 a linear education.
developrent, man acts oa the basis of
Technology fs seen as the pow2r relatiorships « they
ansuer o society’s prodlems, can be legitirate er coercive.
. innovation can be contrelled, )
wandged and Justified,
N Developrent ang application
© | of technology will 3olve
wan’s prodlers,
How {5 change dafined lintar, deficit change - linear, deficit change creative chinge -
by the sodel? (change by crisis, competi- (voluntary , self-irposed, de-

tion er conflict, strikes, fining prodlesy, recojnizing Y

N interme] strife er d13sat- new pradlens and creating
fsfection,) rw wiys of Mngling them,

sorecon, Juit to breara
Nadit er routine,)
. . .
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Questions that will determine which inservice sodel 13 dominant

.

Question |

——

0. 4D Model

——

P4 Model

$-1 Mode)

Vnst are the Change pros
cesses of eath model?

1. Invention er discevery
of innsvation,

2. Development (workim eut
prodbleas).

3. Produttion and pachaging

4. Oissemination to muss
sudience.

1. Trantlation of need to
Srodlen.

2. Diagnosis of prodien

3. Sesrth and retrieve) of

inforeation.
4, Adiptation ef innovation
5. Tria) \

6. Evaluation of trial in

terws of need satisfaction.

1. Awsreness of innovatior.

2. Interest in it

3. Evaluation of 15 apdro-
priateness

4 Trial

5. Rdoptien for perwynent
use.

What are the expects.
tiens of the rplaren-
tation of each sodel?
{unat {3 the critcla
for success vsed by the
developer?)

solves san's prodless with pro-
ducts and develonent and eppli«
cations of technology. New |
sateriels, hardaare, kits, cure
riculum are ¢eploged fn the .
classroom.

sutcomes that Can de measured;
group achievesents at what rate;
productivity 1s either increasing
o decreasing, teachers practice
‘change*.

change of attitudes, sxflls,
growtn of skills, fncrtase
of inforration, professional
development,

¥Rat are the atsurptions
sf the inservice rodels?

research {3 of primary irgere
tance; implerentation 13 @
techafcal prodlen; the teacher
i3 a passive adodter, nOne
expert; hnowledge can M
packaged; governrent 13 best
adle te "lng range plan®;
has to be & division and coeore
dination of ladoe; everyone
shares the sa~¢ fdeals and
values.

there sutt be conflict to have
chInge; teacners must be rt.edy-
cated; change agents initiste
change; teacntes 0o not want to
thange; vsees® needs are 1epore
tant, But the “e2per® decices
thote needs; Prcdlemsolving
should de colladerates or nego-
tiated. M

once Change beging; ft is
self-directed; teacners have
the tire, talents, knowleoge,
and notivation to Change;
sost ef fective way to Spread
{rforeation 13 perional Con.
tact; Diffusion occurs best
feon person-10+person,

How will the chinge-
agent be vieved by the
mode]/dtvelopers?

facilitator, process helper,
espert

expert, facilitator, process
helper, ranfpulator < 4 comwnfe
cation lint detseen the buresu.
Cracy system and the Client
syites.

colladborator who evolds
wanipulation and ndoce
trination.

Wit steategles will
e ®0leyed

eroirical-rational (lectures,
pre.seveloded questions and
ontwers, DDIINMQ others,
11lusteoted lectvre, use OF
hard-ware = Video-tapes,
st gresentation,)

re-educative {powee coercive,
deronstration and coservition
lectures, preceveloded avestions
g answers, {1lustrated lece
tures, role-playing, guiced
practice, simlationy,)

Norrative re-ecucation {dul2
sessiens, role playing, guid-
ed Practice, brain sStoming,
interviewing, 9 0up discuss
sion, der0nstration, sbservae
tion, sinulations, feed.oace,
Conedact ses310ns, evaluation.)

WAt are the tey words
wied in each mocel?

1inear Change, product, dats
scientific regearcn, clients,
parsive receivee, cn
ogents, mass produced, »
oging, division of lador,
co-ordination eof 1ador, pase
Sive consumer, muss aufience
dissecinatien, quality goods,
educational research, 1yse

teratic diffusion, educae

ticnal developrent, .

power, control, éeficit
change, Change agent, ace
wwtadility, effrciency,
clients, tnowledge 13
powte, profit, useer, re.
cerver, <lienteCentered,
re-education, comdetency,

*colladoration, catalyst,

solution $iver, process
nelper, Psycnothecadeutic
£3del, ccunsellor,

nelworts, teacrers® peecs,
social) interaction, Come
smnication skills, collador.
ation, professions] Ceveloo.
went, Yife sxalls, ecotyste-s,
Creative Change, “auality af
1tfe”, "self.reneval, receive
er.

Wit are the questions
suppressed by each of
the sodels?

How satisfied peodle feel adeut
1t How €0 1 Ceel about results?
How should results de vied?

¥ho should *reslly’® sate
decisrons? 13 ft "rignt?®
13 enything 1n the opoonents
argrent worthehile? 13 sy
action consastent with oy
value 3yster? wost feelings

Now shouls 1 “really® oo {t?
Do you really know what you
are Going?

_What®s in it for we?
Coroetence? Individual €ifs
ferences?




43

P

\

The purpose of this article ~as to examine three metaphors (technological,
polit}cal and cultural) commonly found in our society and apply them to three
dominent inservice models (Research, Development and Diffusion, Problemj§olving,
and Social-Interaction) that a}e partoof the implementation stage of educational
innovation.. We have suggested fhat, for inservice education, there is no single

- definition, concept, méthodology, or expectation. The basic perspectives of the
developer are often very different from the perspectiv;s of the adopters of A

the inservice program. Each sees educational problems differently. Thus,

dichotpmies within inservice programs exist.
Metaphogrs can control the way we construcF the world. They often serve -

as ways of cﬁganelling actipn and generate their own solutions by the way their .
: presence structures and defines the problem we s;e. Metaphors are central to
how we think about the world: Only by recbgniéiné which me taphors we are utilizing
to solve a problem, then criticizing th; metaphor, can we.learn to become re-
flective about the problem-solving process and to consciously select the per-
spective which shapes our responses to current educational problems. It is

.

\ only when we can become involved in a critical inquiry focused on metaphoric

language structures that we can understand the nature of inservice educational

. programs .
\

A The three metaphors central to this articl? were the technological, the

\
holitical, and the cultural metaphors. The technological metaphor views the

w;¥ld through the dynamics of industrial change. The act of research begins

\

as a‘§et of facts and theories which can be turned into ideas for useful products

\

| and services. Knowledge is power. Science can solve man's problems. Man is

\
treated as an extension of the machine. lInnovation can be controlled, managed,

and justifféd.




.

L The political metaphor contends that ‘conflict, competition, compromise, °.

and negotiations are the basis for change.” There must be a superior power and
_. "

a- lesser.power so that opposing factions can bargain and compromise, Concepts

of industrial efficiency, economic growtﬁ, marketable resources, and military
expendiency are importantldépecés of this metaphor. Reinforcement and stimulus
co;trol, B.F. Skinner's Theory of*Ope;ant Conditioning,‘reéreseht the process
by which human behavior becomés.shaped into certain patterns by'ekternal forces
(Jéyce- Weil 1572). Face-to-face interaction is an important aspect of this
meta;hor. ‘ '

The reiatioqships of the pérson to his society and his direct relationships
with other people form the basis o% the'cultural metaphor. This metaphor
emphasigeg the personal psychélogy and emotional life of the individual. Each
person constructs knowledge by reflecting on his own experiences. Society f;
viewed as numerous subcultures, each different but all part of the same ecosystem.

No force on the outside has control over. someone on the inside. Change is

fpersonal and focused on habits and values, which in turn, effect the whole

society. .
, Each of the three inservice models illuminate one PerspectiJElof the
inhovation process. The Research, Development and Diffusion Eodel assumes tha¥
s¢lving problems is primarily a m;tter of atgention, application, and money.
package of knowledge can be massed produced and widely disseminated. The
roducer ontrols the process and thé type of innovation. The'peacher is a

t
passive and a rational consumer who will change if given enough correct infor-
. | .

mation. Change is depicted as an orderly sequence which beginsihith the iden=-

. tification of a problem. The Research,- Development and Diffusion model congen~

-

trates on the developer, but acknowledges a lack of institutional structures

for designing and developing new ideas and materials.

‘e
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The Problem-Solving (P-S) model is built around the user of the inservice

program.‘ This model assumes that the user has a definite need and that the

inservice program will satisfy that need. Re-education of the teacher is of

pfime importance in this model. Teachers gre-con§ervative and go not want change,
55 change—~agents are needed to OVe;éome‘iner;ia, to prod, and to pressure people
to be less c0mplacen¥~and to start working on sérioué problems. The_P-S§ deel
is a psychotherapeutic.model. The change-agent is a professionil who aftempts

to influence change in the direction that he feels is most desirable. The

"

Problem-Solving model concentrates on wide diffusion throughout an organization

o .
or an educational system, but acknowledges the lack of pracesses for i@plementing
change once they are undertaken. . . A ' s .

The theme of the Social-lInteraction model is continuous self-renewal, where

the potential adopter generally hears of the new practicé and decides to use

- - .

it or to ignore it after consultation with other people. This model stresses-
\ N\

the importance of inter-personal networks of information; opinion leadershfp,

s

-~

personél contact; and sodial integration. lnnovation is transmitfed primarily
. H

. . : Lo .
through the social interaction of the group members. At each stage of |nwovat|on

in this model, the po%ential adopter generally turns to different.sourcesgof
information.. The Social-Interaction model concentrates on the dynamics of the
indiMidual adopter but has few vehicles for dissmeination of innovation to a,
larger public. .

Inservice is the vehicle of diffusion for innovation. Within the Western

tradition diffusion is the third stage of scientific thod@ht. Each}inservice

model has a different root metaphor which speaks from a different perspective .

" A definite role of the teacher is expected by each model. Each model is charac-

-

terized by the différent criteria for success and different views of the problem

e

to be solved. But all models are common in some respect. All have the same

N
(%
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concep&s of change, progress,.and ‘innovation. Change is inevitable, natural,

.

and linéar. Progress is continuous with no fiixity or regression. "The three

\
\

inservicé\models belong, typically, to the Westérn 'educational tradition.
Altieﬁ (1960) sugéests that writer's metaphor tells the reader other things

about him and his attitudes, as well as the attitudes he wishes the readér to

.

have. We suggest that this also applies to a developer and/or a producer of any

Y
3

iPService progfam. The developer's .values are -displayed by the metaphors that
underly the inservice model he chooses . Developers need to become aware of
their own values and -attitudes and to explain their position before attemptiné
to solve aAy of the educational problems or: inservice progrgm problems. They
‘negd to define their own assumptions before they can help teachers identify and
Pnderstand thei; own‘assumptions. Clarity.can be accomplished if the developer
becomes aware of the metaphor that he utildzes and if he critically analyzes
this metaphor to ascertain if, in fact, it is répresentative of his values and

atti tudes.
, - L}

Laver (1973) claims-that the target of change is either group focused,
where the whole group will change as demonstrated by the Research, Development

and Diffusion and the Problem-Solving models, or is ego-focused, where the
Af,‘ “ * .

sindividual changes as in the Social-lInteraction model. When the individual is

the target of change, it is assumed that an individual change will eventually

-

produce change in the entire social order. Who will make the change zan be

classified into two groups: the participation of all those involved as in the

Social-lnteraction model or one group imposing ch&hge on others as demonstrated

by the Research, Development and Diffusion and Problem-Solving models. Demo-

cratic change is not always the only way, the fastest way, nor the most eff|CIent

way.
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There are three Lasic strazegies of change. The rational-§mpirical strategy

.
o

states that man is rational and.will follow his self-int2rest wﬁen shown. The

power coercive strateq

- legitimate or coercive. Third, the normativezre-educative strategy states
that man is rational and will act on the basis of social norms as well as from

knowledge of self-interest.

«3
E

A basic theme of this writing has been the influence that metaphors have

on us. The purpose of this article is not to critic{ie any?one metaphar, nor
\' M \ B
any one inservice model. The purpose has been, rather, to make us more aware of

the tremendous influence that metaphors have on inservice educational programs.
We have pointed out that inservice programs are often not consi dered successful
. N L. . TS
by the adopters. Time has also been spent discussing some of the various sug-
1

gestions for successful inservice: There is no agreement by the various writers
as to why programs are unsuccessful o; how to m;ke them successful. We believe
that the main reason why there is not agreement is that ‘the various writers hold
different %etaphqrs that form the basis of their woré and personal experiences.
These metaphors often conflié£ with the teachers who partake of the inservice.
This belief also appllgs to the various develope;s of the inservice programs as
well as the many adopters of the progra;s.

Writers, developers, producers and potent}al adopter§ of the programs should
become aware.of their metaphoric stance. In education we, often, are victimized
by metaphors. We £ransfer the economic, military, industrial, technological,

and political metaphors into edycation in the form of answers to our educational

problem without examining their philosophies, reasons why they were developed,

states that man acts on the basis of power relatidnships -

~——

or end results. For example, we transferred the military's |-Q test into education

with apparentiy no examination and analysis of why the military developed this

particular test. We, in education, should not be concerned with testing

1
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children to find out How fast they learn to become an extension of a machine.
Yet we do. We have been ;he victims of the military metaphor.
] N
* Educators must learn to recognize the presence of metaphors, learn to use'

them instead of being used by them, and learn to develop new ones that may be
more appropriate to education. |If we are to avoid being used by metéphors and
really attempt £o solve education probiems, it is important to become aware of
the metaphor which shapes our preceptions of\phenomena.

The ability to describe the dissimilarities as well as the similarities
between the educational problems and the metaphors that we are viewing the problem
for is significant. When we become aware of ‘the metaphors in our éducafional
problems, our diagnosis and prescriptions cease to appear obvious and we find

~ourselves involved, instead, in critical inquiry. Being aware of root metaphors
becomes a tool for critical reflection when we attempt to solve educational
problems through the.Vehicle of inservice programs.

The defining‘of problems and the perspective from which the p}dBIem is

[
» +
'

viewed matters. The way in which we state educational problems determines .

both the kinds of purposes and the values we seek to realize, and the direction

a

\ ‘ in which we seek solutions. By being aware of the ways in which we state éduc-

ational problems and by reflecting on the problem-solving processes whichae
AN \
usually tacit, we may consciously select and criticize the perspectives which

~shape our responses. We create new meaning\:ifn a metaphor is used and understood,

-
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