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Early in the Spring of 1982, I accepted a commissiond to write a paper
on inservice education for the Natioqal Commission on Excellence in

A ' -
x

Education. The péper; at the time of my original thinking, would consist,of
explications of the state of the scene in inservice education, some

discussion concerning the strengths and.weaknesses of current practices in

e

.that had not even.been explained.; For example, such problems as inadequate

dant to inservice education, and finally, a series of recommendations

would be constructed for the Commissioh tb think about. Although my

a

thqughts about the substance of the paper haven't changed much, an event
occurred on May 12, 1982 that markedly altered the way I had been thinking -
about these topics. F had the opportunity to meet with some of the’cgm—

missioners at a heariﬁg, and I then had the opportunity to attend a hearing

v

and to attempt to summarize the ideas that had been presented.

a a

With vahx few exceptioné, I was dismayed as I listened to the testi-

<

mony. Thé serious"échola} and program developer in inservice education can

spend hours, or even days, explicating the iésues‘énd_explaining to those . d
who are interested about'the problems that surround this complex actiwity.
Unfortunately, those offering testimony at the hearing appéared to be more

interested in presenting a specific politically-based solution to probleg§

»

preservice “teacher education,.unspecified and often elusiveqpontent, the oo

~

need for training within tae classroom dﬁring the working déy, and the need

for classroom followup on training were scarcely mentioned. The most bpre-
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}alentvthemes that were presented focused on the need for a particular type
of governance structure as well as the need for more moneye. Frankly, my
research & well as my observationa haye ljed me to believe that the gov-
vernance issue is a red herring. Although -I wouldn't object‘éo havingran i
abundance of money in support. of inservice education, I doubt very much

that large infusions of fiscal support are on the horizon, regardless of

anyone's recommendations.

° I3

At any rate, recognlzlng that the commlssioners——those who must make
reasoned recommendatlons--are not experts in the field, I have decided to
markedly alter the format and style of thls paper in an attempt to provide L
what 1 consider to be the type of 1nformat10n, analysis, and recommendatlonav
that the commissioners will find helpful. Interestingly, the topics ofwéhe
paper will remain falrly consistent with what was proposed last Spring.’
Rather, the discussion surrounding each topic will differ from the tradi-
fional "term paper® approaCh, as will éhe style for 01t1ng expert referen-

" ceés. This paper will employ a type of annotated footnote rather than-the
tradltlona; ‘ibliographic entry. Tbe'purpose for this is that oftenvdn the

field of education, the cited reference dpes not, in fact, support the

assertion being presented, at least not in a ‘direct fashion. Often, the

b

citation is presented in support of the author's analysis of what the

+

research meant. Thus, one cannot totally understand the importance of the

citation without referring to the original work. Obviously, Commission
members cannot be expected to devote the time and energy necessary to ana-

iyze and evaluate research on inserviee education. Thus, I w111 attempt to

4

offer some clarifying comments with each footnote that is used.
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The’"quallty" of recommendatlons that were proposed at the Commlsslon

hearing.in Atlanta on May 12 also perplexed me. I heard recommendatlons, -

-

such as, more‘mpnex for .science and math teachers, competency testing for

teachers and for prospective teaehers, and State enforced higher standards
for those entering the teaching ranks. I was perplexed.at tne quality of |
recommendation that was offered, not because they were politically offen-..

-

sive to me,vbut because I don't think the& would work. - Consider, fbﬁ,ﬁ
example, that it wopld cost over two>billion dollars to give eaen;teaenen-}
in America a‘$1,000 raise. Eurthenmore, tne $1,000 ra%se wouldn't solve
even the relative wage and salary dilemma the teachers face. Consider that
ra1s1ng the’ standards for prospective teacheps would only exacerbate the
problem of fewer and fewer teacher educatlon students, most of whom repre-

s

sent low academlc potent1al when compared with thelr colleglate colleagues.

Cons1der that if each beglnnlng science or math teacher were to recelve .a

~

$2,000 salary diﬁ?erential, that could still.be $10,000 below the starting

salary for those same people in another field. Highly specific and short-

4
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sighted recommendations notﬁdnly probably will not work, butpwould, in my ™,

opinion, represent poor use of the forum that the National Commlssion on

Excellence in Education has provided. Conseduently, I will attempt, to pro-

vide the substance for recommendations that address the issues in inservice

education (and in educati?n in general) at a level that would not be con-

sidered by anyone to represent immodesty on the part of the Commission mem-

c

bers.

x»The decision to deal with the topic of inservice education at an éle-

vated level has createi<sqme problems. Mainly, it is difficult to discuss

At L 4
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1mp1nge on education, although special attention will be given to deli-

- —— e . L *"

the issues attendant to inservice education without acknowledging that T
inservice education is, in fact, a subset of teacher education. Further, . 4} '
many of the magor 1ssues that are Operating are issues for education in

general, and if one attempts to delineate them only in relation to inser-

vice edugation, one would create-misperceptions on the part of the reader. g

@
2

Therefore,‘I found it necessary to deal with some of the-issues that

neating the relationship of the ‘problem to ‘the’ field of inservice

education.

The remainder of this paper will be divided 1nto five parts. The
first part will focus on the context in which teaching oceurs as well‘as
the role of the teacher, thus setting the stage for better understanding
the issues surrounding inservice education., Follow1ng the eontext, a
descriptive "state%oﬁmthe scene" will present as clear a nicture as
possihie concerning the—ourrent;status of inservice education. This will
be followed'by an explication of some of the exemplary practices that are
ocecurring today, along with an explanation of why they are better than
others that may, on the surface, look as gnod. ‘There will then be an
explication of some of the major problems and issues that confront those
interested in improving inservice education. Finally, I will provide my
best advice concerniné récommehdations that the Commission might offer that
will be at a level of importance worthy of a National Commission, and still
be understandable and feasible enough to warrant consideration by those

with whom the Commission will want to communicate.

o




THE CONTEXT OF TEACHING AND THE ROLE OF TEACHER
T could go into great detail describing the world that teachers

. operate W1th1n, complete with the frustrations, the contradictidns, and the

3

1mped1ments to & amblance fop excellence. Some of'these prbblems have

‘u

been created byghe teachers themselves, others find their gene31s out31de
the profession. I won't dwell on these topics, because they are not
- central to this paper. However, it is important to think about the world a

<

teacher encounters prior to thinkingfabout‘the problems associated with

inservice education.

Teaching and Learniég'

3

In order to explope inservlce education, it is necessary to anchor the
excursion on the most bedrock element of educatlondl act1v1ty-—teach1ng and
;|b 5
learnlng. The great common denominator in the study of teachlng is the

4

teacher/learner relationship and its innumerable forms of 1nteract10n. It

makes little difference which level of education is selected "for inquiﬁ&:

~

public op private; preschool, elementary, secondary or post-secondary; .

®,

undergraduate or graduate; professional or vocational. In all cases, the

teaching/learning paradlgm is at the core.

The 1mportant point when one con31deps the issues surrounding inser-
vice education is that the centrality of this educationalhrelationshlp is
so deceptively simple ﬁha§ it often goes unnoticed. Even school admi-
nistrators, the gatekeepers of our local educational institutions, are
rerely trained in éhe observation and evaluation of teachfng and learning.

These administrators are not alone in their disregard. Research agendas

set by the federal government as well as by private °foundations and organi-

a
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zations, place studies of teaching and‘learnlng far dOWn the list of
. _
priorities; educational laws and regulatlons set at all levels rarely con--

¢

sider the potential impact of their meaning on teachi;gfand learning; arnd,
teacher education programs tend to develop around the pedagogy in specific
content areas rauher than on more gener;c variables related to how people
teach and how pe0p1e learn. The point is clearm-the 1mportance of the
teaching/learnlng process 1n the practice of education gets lost in the

_ shuffle. ’

) e e
v ts g -

Con31der the problems 1nvolVéd in making content and éu;fiéuiuﬁmdécié

sions in 1nserv1ce educétlon, when many of the decision makers do not con-
sider the teachlngllearnlng paradigm at the core of the educational
endeavor. It may sound absurd but, unfoptunately, it's all too true.

A Complex World”z

One might think tﬁat the great majority of a teacher's professional
effort is devoted to discovering and implementing effective learning )
programs for children. Perhabs"that is th; wayfit is; it cértainly is the
Way it should be." waever, a teacher's world is far more complex than most
casual obgervers realize. Teachers appear to be facing an’ ever inCreasingf
number.of interventions that make their professional lives more compli-
cated, if not more difficult. At the same time, perhaps in respoﬁse to
thes% interventions, teacne;s thémselVes‘abpeéb to be creating issues that

make the primary responsibility of the instruction of children more

difficult.

From the first day a novice teacher .enters 'a school building, that

° ’ teacher must learn to’ operate within a specific.organizational structure.

-] .
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The structure may vary greatly from the expectations a beginning teacher
deriyed from prévious ekperiences. Being a classroom teacher in a scheol

is very different from being a student or eVen a’ student teacher. Often

bringing an idealized notion of the role of a teaching professional, a

fledgling teacher soon comes to realize that the relationship with a pqip-

a

cipal can be difficult;: that the school district has a myriad of ‘difficult
. L '

to understand policies; that colleguial relationghips are net as open as

they should be; and that thefgoals of the institution aften contradict good

~= - - -gducativnal practice, e.g., music class must take place at its scheduléd. .

) o

C‘ . o
time each week whether or not that time fits into the flow of classroom

2
[

activities.
Regardless, teachers éoon learn. While a first-year teacher might bé
‘very concernedﬂwith adj&sting h%s/hep teaching stylé& to the prépotent orga-
nizational deman@s: the tenured veteran has typically learned the tricﬁé of
the trade. New polizies emerge, administrators change, but teachers typi-
cally adjust. The poi;t,(however, remains-~being a lower level memﬁer of a
aighly sfructured school tends t6 inﬂib;t autonomy ip teaching.
) Orgénizational concern; are not the only'problem;‘with which a teacher
‘is féced. Certain kinds'of educationally related social issues also
oimpinge on the classroom. The impact of tﬁese.issues on teaching and
teachers tends to be add;tive, i.e., they arri#e and become imporﬁant more
frequently than they leave and become unimportant. Adjusping to the
demands of the social issues often becomes a major problem. This problem
may be enhanced wﬁen a teacher perceives an expectation of personal commit-

ment to one .side of a social issue when.a contrary’view'is actually held.

N
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For éxample, many teachers viewed the programé/aesigned to achieve desegre-—

e
g?tlon in schools as dysfunctanal for the €ducation of children, yet often .

,dldn't voice their dlspleasure for fear of being labeled racist when they
7 4 R . °

P
0

didn't perceive racism as a basis fop their critical position.
8001al issues also tend to appeap and develop w1th amazing rapidity.
Who would have thoéught that in 1968, when teacheps were coming through the

l -

last throes of’ the’ 01v11 rights uprisings of the mid—603 and.encountering
ten31on in their classrooms relating to the war in Vlet;am, ‘that Just ten ’ -
. years* Yater. they would bedscannlng thelp curplculum materlals and
’construvting their lessons with great«con31deratlon for aveiding instruc-
tlon that promoted. the contlnuatlen of sextgtereotyplng? Who also wou]d .
have thought that many- teachers perform this task with somethlng less than
absolute eertain;y about what is "sexist" and what is not? The world
changes quickt&, affecting teachers at every turn.- Even before the
"sexism" issue was solved, -teachers were concerned atout how‘they dealt
with and talked about handicapped children. It now would appear that
muléicultural and,bil%ngual issges'will-consume a great deal of teachebs'
energies.
A eample of the social issﬁes that have affected teachers and teaching
Qveﬁ the past decade includes not only racism, eexism, and the war in
Vietnam, but also bilingualism, multiculturalism, environmentalism, han-
dicappism, and many 6theps. To meke matters_mone éomplex, some of these

concernsvhave been magnified in their importance by either legislative or

judicial action. Herce, teachers are encountering mainstreaming

\

-

'/(RLQh—IMZ), Title IX (Equal Opportunity for Womer), and a variety of court-

- ' "”‘;( 9




imposed desegregation plans. ° -

L4

- A teaching professional&e world is even further complicated by a

& ¢

_seemlngly endless array of more localized polltlcal and economic 1ssues.ﬂ'
Many teachers have come to expect, for example, that an 1nerease in the

interest rate is likely to result in the defeat of school budget ahd bond
’ ’ ¢ ’ . ’ ) ‘ o ' "

.
*

issues. ‘The recent passage of many Proposition 13-type laws may be testi-
‘mqny to the accuracy of this belief.  Regardless, by virtue of the very.
close linkage of the operation of schools to a local voting district,
teachers are often placed in the position of having to "walk on eégs" in an

_ effort mot to disrupt the small edge of political support that.the schools
_ e

may enjoy. )

The current public dissatisfaction with schoois is no skeleton in

education's closet. Rather, the media have made abundantly cleap'that

o’

achievement is dropplng, ‘some teachers may be functionally illiterate and,:
while all this is occurrlng, costs are rising. ThlS type of information,
vwhether it is true or not, has often made convenient fodder for the cam-
?paign.gristﬁill of many local, state, and even federal politicians. Right”

or wrong, many teachers.believe that their prdfession has‘peéﬁ unfairly

blamed--though in many cases the teachers themelvesjdoﬂhot‘un’ rstand thee

- - ) e

reasors why this has occurred. These issues--organizational, social, and ,

-

political and economic--make the- teaching professional's world exceedingly
complex and has, undoubtedly, contributed to the groWihg strength of
teacher organizations: Althoughuteacﬁers must assume accountability for

the actions of their organizations, there ceréainly has been solace anq,

' ©

solidarity;through membersﬁip. It is also likely that many teachers

~
2
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" hang onto their organization for security, while -ither ignoring, or

perhaps denying the politicaliand sometimes educatf%nal dysfunctionalvposi—

[

tions that are taken. Although teachers, represented by their organiza—

" o tions, héve taken to speaking ouf on,mqny“aspects of sceiety’that affect

n

~ 7

9 . ’ ~ ' ’
~only to improving teacher welfare.

-

which we live, or are 2 product of the teacher's own behavior, they are
nonetheless complex and diffigult to cope with. Remémbering that the, .

téaching/leqrning relationship gets lost in the shuffle, note this descrip-

tion of a'heacher's world and .think about how difficult it would be to &

operate within-- . -

"Imagine an elementary‘teachep who is competent to teach reading, com-

o munication.skills,.and mathematics; can organize and manage avself-
. contained: classroam with 30 youngsters; is able to identify ‘specific
5 learning problems and to help children overcome them; is competent to
assess learning, evaluate programs, gand-record and communicate eva-
lyative information to appropriate sources; can build into programs
strategies for inculcating basic values such as honesty, -respect;, and
¥ patriotism; integrates culturally pluralistié material in the curricu-
lum (bilingually, if necessary); can manage and instruct handicapped
children in the classroom; is competent to purge the classroom '
environment of sexism; has-undergone personal growth processes and is
o competent to help children do the same; can deal with social/politi-
cal/philosophical controversies in education; and who can do all of
the above with a sensitivity to the rights of 20 to 30 'childr'en."1
o o . (:.-

In spite of the world in which they oﬁeﬁa?e, many teachers desire and

expéct to attend primarily to éhe learnihg needs of children. Seratceh tne
ysurface of many a hipried teacher, and one will likely find a person whé
gsuaily wants to do nothing more than what is best foruhis/hep studénts.

One: will a%so likely find a person who does not spend &a gﬁeat,deal of time

> -~

their lives, many critiés view this.increased political activigy as related .

Whether the issues confronted b& teéchers are born from tHe society in




0 éontemplating their professional growth and development—4a condition which

I believe creates many of the issues relevant to inservice education.

The Role of Teachers ; S o ' "

One would think that an understanding of the teacher's environment
g e
would quickly iead to an'understanding of the role of the teacher.

- Unfortunately, that'é not- the case. "In fact, it's likely that the .con-

. fusion in the world of teaching feeds the longstanding problem of trying to

- determine the role of education, hence the role of téabhers. To the casual

o

observé%, this may seem like a simplé and . self-evident condition. K ‘

A

‘#/ Unfoptudately, after yéars of debate and dialogue, little progress has

"

] - . .
been made' toward the development of a precise understanding of why schools

s

exist, why children attend, and thus, what teachers are supposed to do.
. : i 3

e

@

teach things that, are useful, and on some occasions, teach them things that
are ornamental. It seems that onlY the words have chgnged--today we talk

about.skills and friils.” .Over the years, there have been many educators
whof%ave concérned themselves with the role of schools #nd teachers. John

-~ . 4

Deviey viewed schools as a miniature society representative of the largér
. socizty and its institutions.2 Stressing the need .for the child to;learn
to function in a democratic community, Dewey helieved séhogls~shou1d pro-

vide well-designed and flexible instruction aimed at capturing ‘the natural

0

curiosity of the child. \

Ivan Illich, a contemporary social critic; believes along with Dewey
that education is inhibited by a highly struétured,educationél establish-

’ : T B s’ -
.ment.3 Unlike Dewey, however, Illich finds the problem. inherent in the
. A

» - v

* Benjamin Franklin once offered the 6bseryationothat schools are supposed to -

-
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institution of the school), its curriculum, and teaching.techniques. Rather

hhan a tigh€ bureaucratic organization, Illich believes the school should

+

be a loosely federated community activity. s

Similar points of view have been well publicized over the past several

u ~

years. Like bewey, Glasser believes in encouraging the democratic ideal.

* Heaargues for the igitiation of programs that foster studeqt to student

2

Interaction, and that build self concept. He develops this‘hptlon further

By ayknowledging that sociegy has shifteq from a goal orientatiqn to an

orientatioh‘based}upon the role of the individual.,HHe argues“that schools
]

shauld begln to reflect this ‘shift.in societal values in their approach to

o .

9

‘students, teaéhlng, and learning. Once again, schools are seen as a

miniature society. : . o ' -
John Holt argues that children learn the dlfference between gettlng an
education and learning to play the game of going to school.5 He views the

school ‘and especlall" the claserLm, as a battleground, with teachers and

) students as warriors.- Holt claims that the teachlng/learnlng activity

becomes one of maneuveringrand manipulation on the part of both par-

©

ticipants. Not all, commentators;‘howevep, dismiss a highly structured aca-
demic‘program emphasizing basic skills.. Hyman Rickover advocates just such
a foundation to educatiqn, laced notegﬁiy with pasic skills, but also with
other academic content abeas.§ ) : . -
‘»Thomas Green examineéitpe role of the scﬁool”by‘proﬁiding avenues of
anal}éis.and foundations upoh which to build discussion regarding the pur-
pose of schools.7 He offers no solution to such an iﬁtrica@p analysis but

does provide‘questioqs concerning- the separation of \community from society

\ v

A%
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= and the urgency with which they must be addressed. He notes the Gisere-

pancy between the involuntary values of society which schools espousé, and
the values of the community, which may be. in conflict with those offered in
educational institutions. Green's analysis is the razor's edgerf the

discussion of teaching and learning and underscores. the complexity in the

gorld of teaching. = o (‘ .

Jo&ce and Harootunian view thé teachep?aspa problem solVer.a‘ From
their perspective, they begin to enumerate five processes which fhey
believe comprise teaching: (1) making and ﬁsing knowledge; (2) shaping the
school; (3) teaching with strategy; (U4) creating interpersonal climaté; and‘
(5) controlling and teaching pefsonality. These processes offer a wide
angle view.of the teacher on the Jjob and the often coqflicting demands
placed upon him/her.

,Finé}ly, if one looks at the role of teacher through the eyes of

parent, taxpayer, or citizen; one gets a much simpler view. As Howey,

%

Yarger, and Joyce pointed out, citizens appear to want teachers with the
following characteristicé-

.The ability to teach basic skills, including reading, mathematics,
and communication skills (in the secondary schools they want
content).
.Teachers who operate classrooms in schools .that are neat, orderly,
“and run in.a well-managed, almost businesslike manner.
.Teachers Whohcan provide specific remedial treatments for children
who are having.difficulty. A .
; .Teachers who can perform evaluations that are publicly communicated
\\‘ in straightforward terms, and
.Teachers who pay attention to basic values (e.g., honesty, respect,
patriotism, etec.). ) :

LY

1 have thought about the complexity of teaching, the role of tééchers,

~ and have asked myself, "With this knowledge, what kind of inservice

R
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training would bé appropriate?" Thé answer, obviously, iéinot easily
obtained. In fact, one can probably'dévelop a bette} understanding of
inservice needs by looking at what we know concerning the effects of
teaching.

Teacher Effects

In my opinion, we have .a major problem in societal perception if one
even negds to ask the question, "Do teachers have an effect on children?"
Of course they do! .Each of ﬁs can reflect on some level of effect that one
or more of tﬁe teachers we have encountered in our histor& have had. 'Nét .

(3

only have they taught us;(we could measure this on an achievemengftest),
but they havé inspired us, counseled us, irritated us, and in méﬁ;fotherl
ways shaped our lives. One of the major problems confronting us today, as
we think about inservice éducatinn, is the extent to which we should ilook
toward research for answers to our questions concerning the form and'con—
tént of programs. If we éttempt that activity, we soon discover that much,
if not most, of the research tends to be reductionaliséic, and tends to
limit thinking about tﬁé effectiveness of teachers only in terms of stan-
dardized tespkscores, usually in reading and ma&hematics.,

For the sake of building a strong case that teachers are important, do
make a difference, and thus‘have an important role, I will stick with the
limited research on teaching that typically relates only to observable
behavior or to learning behavior that is inferred from achievement test
scores. Even in fhié far too limited domaih, it‘is possible'td build a
ratgqustrong case that teachers are, in fact, very important people in the

lives of children. -

oy
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It would not be appnopriate for me to go into great detail concerning
the nesearch—-books have been written about this. Rather, I will refer the
reader to only two sources, and make some genenalizations from my study of
those sources. If one were to ask a scholar for the Single, most compre-

-

hensive source of information on- research on teaching, particularly of . ¢

‘recent vintage, the likelyvrécommendation would be Dundan and Biddle's The

- Study of Teaching,10 This is a detailed, comprehenSive volume covering the

students in education.

eritire .field of research on teaching'that was written for advanced graduaté

If the casual reader finished the Duncan and Biddle book, and then

requested a book that was less comprehensive, yet more definite about

.

research that relates teacher behavior to student leanning, the most likely

recommendation would be Medley's Teacher Competence and Teachen

Ef‘f‘ectiveness.11 Medley started out with 732 pieces of literature. From

" that, he culled 289 studtes-which purported to shed light on the. question

of teacher effectiveness. The 289 studies were filtered through a screen
of four separaie criteria, and only 14 studies survived. These are the
studies that are reported in his monograph. |

I will not take the time to discuss each of the studies that Medley
reports, nor will T go through the Duncan and Biddle book on a chapter by

chapter basis. Rather, I will offer my analysis concerning some of the

.important information to be learned from reading those publications. I

_hasten to add that what I am about to pnovide is an example of using expert'

citation to. support a point that may not be as clearly eVident in the

l1iterature as_ it appears to be, in this paper.

-




o

~In other words, one can'é ascribe the reasons for making general statements
to a single seurce. Rather, one must read a great deal, and from all of
the peadlng that has been accomplished one must then construct concepts
that are more powerful than the 31ngle source. The following paragraphs
will reflect on my perceptlons, and will fpcus on what I think can be

safely said about the research on teaching. . .

It appears that we have an interesting condition in the Qield of

peseapch on teaching where frpm one perspective‘we don't know a great deal,
while from another perspective we know a great- deal morebthan we have ade-
quately communiCated. Thus, from a more positive position, it would seem
that there are some generalizations firom the knowledge about teaching that
could be helpful to'practitioners,rto nesearchers, to policymakers, and to
bureaucrats. *

There is ppobablj no such thing as a totally accurate conclusion or
éeneraliaation in the area of ge§earch on teaching. But then, that pro-

bably characterizes any field that must deal with information about hnman'
beings in a natunal environment. Nonetheless, the lack of certainty about SRS
research results has not stifled the development of policy or ppactice in

many human aerv1ce fields, and it should not in the area of teaching. For

example, although controversy still exists about “the effect of smoking on

human health, there has been no reluctance to develop poliéies concerning

the smoklng ‘behavior of our citizens. Even though there is no way to Jjudge

accurately how a foreign natlon will operate in the future, we have no >4

reluctance to develop defense policy and all.of the necessary machinery to
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implement that poli&y. Such should be the case with teaching. Although we

cannot be absolutely”sure about every generalization that can be made, we
= )

are much further ahead to act intelligently on those things that seem to be
éupportable rather than to ignore them and to continue to operate on the

basis of conventional wisdom, experience, historical position, and politi-

cal ideology. With that in mind, the following conclusions derived from

»

the research on teaching seem appropriate.

1. There are more than sufficient data to suggest that teacher beha-
viors do relate to student behavior and to student leannlng--
teachers do make a difference. \

2. Single variable (oversimplified) teacher behavior research is out-
dated, and probably will add little to the knowledge about
teaching in the future.

3. Teacher behavior should probably be thought of as constellation or
groups of behav1op that can infer a more all-encompassing teaching
style. %\

A, Very different teaching skills relate to student learning at dif-

o ferent grade levels and in different content areas, e.g., '

" straightforward, fact-type questions are more effective with
younger children than with older children.

-

5. 'Teacheps whose behavior relates to achievement gain scores in one
content area are likely to produce achievement gain scores in
other content areas and are likely to have students who possess e
more positive attitudes toward school as well as toward themelves.,

6. Some of our "sacred cow" teaching practices (e.g., higher order
question asking, encouraging student freedom of. expression, ete.)
may be ineffective in producing student learning.

7. Most positive relnforcers are effective fop controlling student
behavior.

8. We know much more about how teachers and children interadt than- we
kfow about how children behave in seatwork settings where they
spend a great majority of their time.

9. -We know precious little about the way teachers manage interaction
between children and instructional materials. We know less about
- the.nature of materials. '




Although these-coﬁclusions may not appear earth-shattering at first
glance, they could easily be used as. guidelines in the development of
inservice programs. A more thorough study of the literature would provide

insights concerning the cohtent of these prograds.

The Problem( ) to be Addressed

The picture I get when I think about the* context for teaohing, ‘the
role of ceacher, and teaoher effects is that of a very diffused life, one
that's difficult to understand, and - one that's impossible to describe in a
single sentence, or even in a <ingle paragraph. At the same time, the
obVious publie dissatisfaction with teachers and teachingithat has come to
the fore 1ateiy has led to. a condition where the profession is trapped. n
Most often; critics and the media prefer to talk about the competence of
teachers within the oonstraints of their ability to demonstrate that
children can achieve well in reading and math, and can score well on high
~ school exit tests such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test. The decrease in the
ability of schools to dehohstrate proficiency in this area has been blamed
almost exclusively on teaohing, while'other societal influences have been
either ignored or understated, e.g., television, the narcissism of the late
60s and T70s, the influenceoof non-school social_issues:‘ In short, it
4appears that schools, teacdhers, and teaching have lost a great deal of cre=
dibility. The problem has, in my opinion, been exacerbated by the concom-
mitant rise in militancy as evidenced in the growth of teacher unionism.

In other words, teachers have moved from a position of respected civil ser-

vant throughia position-of uncertainty to a position of "adversary with the
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society they are to be serving. It truly is an "untenable p031t10n.

To me, there is no question that teachers must focus on those thinés .
that parents and citizens demand, i.¢., basic skills, solid content, bésic :
values! etc: ZMany teachers, perhaps most, will contend that‘they'never . . .
left.that orientatioﬁ. At the S;me time, teachers need to do other thing;
well. They need to be‘concerned with the psychological well-being of their

. ,
students, they need to care about citizenship, they are Justified in
w‘antinév the ‘support of their communities. And, until the teacher
organizatibns, ;n'conjunction with other educational groups, can be"bpo;
vided”with a ‘forum for deaiing withhthese issues that allow them to save
political face, little growth is likel& to occur. - .

If the continuing response to the problems in teachlng, peachep educa-~-
tlon, and spe01fwca11y to inservice education. are mandates for 1nvolvement
and required scores on 2 va;iety of different types of competency tests,
the'most that one can hope to achieve is to raise either the teacheps' com=
petency test scores,”or thosé.of children, a few points. It appears
fruitless to sétpthe paising of a third grader's score on a reading

vachievemenf test by two—tenths of a gradé level as a goal. Thiévﬁoﬁld‘not
deal with the issue of declining séandards in any real sénse, and it would
only reesﬁablish norms that would fail to be.met in the future.
Educational achievement should not be viewed as a gontinuous growth

"

'industry; even tiough that mentality pervades and is perhaps at jthe core of

¢

our economic foundations.. o b 3 o ' .
When I boil this all down, I am faced with a single, overarching

problem. There is a desperate need in American education for coalescence

o
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by all‘those groups and individuals whose life's work is education around
the task of honestly Eacing the problems that exist'and attempting to find
ways to work together to solve them. In this instance, I am talking not
onl& about classroom teachers and their organizations, but about education
bureaucrats, school administrators, boards of.education; and university
professors and schools of eduoation. The steps taken thus far in recogni-
’tion of serious educational problems have been legislative and in some
cases JUdlClal. Unfortunately, those within the profession have either not
had the opportunity to “own" the problem, or have not taken the opportunity
if it has been presented. Until that occurs, we will be left with an
adversarial relationship Both wifhin the profession and between the pro-
fesslon and the‘sooiety that supports them, and there\will be 1little or no
movement beyond simple mandates that reflect shortsighted.and highly speci-
fic answers to politically irritating though probably educationally unim-
_portant questions. ’ | |

I hope that my taking the time in this paper to establish a context
and do a rather personalized analysis of the problems and issues
oonfronting American education has not detracted from the 1n1tia1“and oy
'important charge--looking‘at inservice education. However, it is my con- -
tention that it is impossible to think about the problems confronting
inservice education at a level.that behooves a National Commission,*
without in fact,~;ooking at the larger picture of teaching, teachers, and
schools. The analpsis\presented thus far will provide.the grounding for

and will direct the rest of\this paper, whicir will, in a real sense, focus

more narrowly on inservice education.
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INSERVICE EDUCATION-~THE STATE OF THE SCENE
Hopefully, I haven't created the image that inservice education is not”
an important issue. Truly it is, particularly in the 1980s. Although no

one would deny that inservice education- has been impohtant for a long *ime,
many factors seem to merge at this point in‘Ameriéan educaticnal history to
underscore its importancg today. 'First, the teachers-who are in classroomé
with children today will also be there tomorrow; In a recent survey of
more thah 8000 teachers in three states, the following demographic‘picture
ehergeq.12 The "typical" teacher is-a woman in her mid-30s. Chances are
- about even that she has a master's degree and the odds are even greaéep
that she ‘has achieved permanenflce;tification. @hé typical teacher has
taught fdr about 14 years. Inasﬁuch, then, as most teachers doAnot need
additional credits in order to'advance"toward either masteﬁ's degrees or
certifiéation, the historic reasons for inservice education have lost theif
'potency.
ﬁecently, the public‘médié has begﬁn to assai;_not only the educa-

tional pompetence of students in public schools but‘thé competence of ﬁheir
teachers as well.. The litany of complaints is all too familiar:‘studeﬁts
can't read, test scores are declining, student violence is on the upswing.
In short, to say theré‘is a heightened interest in the capabilities of
American teachep; would be éuphehistic. Wﬁo could ignore, for example,
Time magazine's effort,»which brought attention to inadequacies of
classroom teachers?!3 Although the Time artiél% was not a direct assault
on'teacher education, it certainly raiaed the question af how alleged1y1
illiterate teachefé:ére getiing into ciassrooms. "Lyon has addfessed this

huestion very specifically and has placed the blame squarely on teacher

£
s v
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education.1u These recent articles are cited oniy as ekamples of the
current media intereet in teacher competency--an interest that nas led,
quite naturally, to increased political interest in inservice teacher edu-
cationi Notwithstanding the defensive reaction ef the teaching profession,
one would be hard pressed not to acknowledge that the-media blitz has
created yet another reason to look closely at the field. |

‘The current interest in inservice education -and theurecent\bhenOMenon'
of a teacher surplus have untortunately rémo;ed the focus of-teachep educa—'
tion from the initial preparation for teachers. Presenyice programs have
cleariy suffered from a iack‘of‘attention. A’19]7 study highlighted the
' inadeqnacies of preaervice teacher education.15 For example, in many sta-
tes 1t ta;es more hours of claasroom instruction and supervisen practice to
become a halpdresser than an elementary teacher--and elementary teachers
receive tW1ce as much preparation as secondary teachers. To make matters
even worse, the structure and content cf preserviee teacher education
programs are neavily embedded in state regulations and certification
‘pequirements, and not amenable to rapid cnange. What emerges 1s yet
another pressure to look seriously at inservice education and recegnize ils
importance. |

Finally, it is important to recognize the genuine‘interest that many

practlclng classroom teachers have in programs that will help them work
AW1th children more effectlvely. This point has been underscored by a study
of 37 federally funded teachep center's.16 One of the characteristics of

these teacher centers has been voluntary participation by ciients. In the

typical project, there were 330 instances per month of voluntary par-
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Eicipation in programs théc reflected the interests of“teacneﬁs. Thus, it
is apparent that when teachers perceive the content of inservice education
"to be responsive to their needo, they participate in droves! Teacher
ointerest in teacher centers is important for many reacons. It prorides
what may be the beginning for a truly professional culture, i.e.! teachers
willingly participating in their own professional involvement. - I contend
‘that this."professional culhure" is e serious deficiency in today's ednca—
tional plcture. Addltlonally, it should help mute some of the cynical
views concerning classroom teachers held by the publlc. Parenthetlcally,
even though teacher centers became lost in a,battle involving teacher
unions and governance, it is my contentlon, after studying them for three
years, that the governance and- polltlcal issues were vastly overstated. It
appears FOime that most teachers who participated in teacher centers

ignored phe;politics, and were genuinely involred in their own staff deve- .

lopment in a number of ways. A

»
-

In short, although no one would deny the historical 1mportance of

inservice teacher educatior, many factors have recently converged to

underscore its ‘:contemporary importance. These factors include not onIy the

demographics of the teacher population but also public perceptions of the

competency of both students-and teachers, recognition of the shortcomings

of preservice teacher education, and finally, and perhaps most importantly,~~'

the interest that teachers themsélves have demonstraced in improving their

professional skills. ' e —

v,

B
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_ Magnitude of the Endeavor .

it is imeSSible to determine precigely now massine the enterprise of
inservice educaEionstruly is. Nearly half of all teachersvin the United
States hold A master s degree, and a surprislng five percent hold doc-~
torates. Most 1nserv1ce educatlon is provided by colleges and school

dlStPlctS, and it is estlmated that there are 70 000 to 8o, 000 education

o + -

professors, supervisors, and consultants presently engaged"as'full—tlme or
part-time inservice instructors. That roughly provides a ratio of nearly

one instructor for eyery 25 to 30'feachens presently employed,. If one,were

T

to add those professxonals wHo™ can be assumed to have some responsibility

.for lnserv1ce traln&ng, such as adminlstratorsq non~-supervisory instruc-
v M ‘ . &
tional personnel,‘and others, one can arrive at a figure of one inservice

»

professional for e&ery 10 toa72 teachers in the country. And these drama-

tic estimates do not§include the Qeachers themselves-~who may. represent tfe, °

~r,

single most importanﬁ category of inservice instﬁuctors. .

[\

If each of the 2. 1 milllon teachers in America were to take Just one
college course per year and there were approximately 20 students per class,
there would be more than 100 000 college classes devoted to inservice edu-

cation. If all of .these classes were equally div1ded among the approxima-
0 o

tely 1500 colleges and universities that prepare teachers, there would be
appnoximately 0 inservice5courses per year per institution. Truly, there

are many more people engaged in inserv1ce education than has generally been
[ /
thought° the programs have a myrlad of forms, and hhe enterprise operates

on a maJor scale.

%

4
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Knowledge,/Base . ' -
‘I hoée"that, by now, you're asking\yourself, "Well, what does research’

P tell us about inservice educatidn{i The truth of the matter is that M;
research is limited. Existing knowledge is tyhically in the form -of
» T . & 4
S . N . . Q
program descriptions and hortgtory sQatements, and those who wish to imple-~ .,

3

ment ‘inservice education must often rely on the conventional wisdom.of ! .q%

practitigmers. waé&e}, there is probably more knowledge available than
can be- tapped; the form of this knowledge is typically often not a part of

. the traditional methods of professional’cohmﬁnication. Program desérip— e

tions are abundant in the literature and provide inservice educators with

an almost unlimited supply of ideas and information. Unfortunately, most A
) k e 3 » o .-J , .
. programkgeSCriptions'aﬁetnOt necessarily bound to data, and frequently

serve the’éingle purpose of ad&ocacy for a specific program.

! ' Case studies share many characteristics of program descriptions.
‘ o
Q B

Q . . . . = o

However, they are typically written for the purpose of COnveyingqaccupate
[] . . '

information about inservice programs. Case studies have a specified

methodology; and some type of‘evidence (e.g., documents, ihterviews, per-

sonal'observations) is usually presented. Although more limited, one cén
_ find some good case studies that will allow them to lgarn about~speqific
i P . - oy | ‘ -

I ' inservice: programs. . <,

4

One can always look ifor well-executed surveys and experimental as well

as quasi-experimental studies concerning inservicefeducatiqn. The truth

»

' A - of the'matter is that inservice eddcation has never been a high priority-
item for research funding, and the productivity has hiStqrically“been quite
h | limitéd. This probléﬁ is exacerbated by the methodologicalippoblems

confrontéd when ohe attempts to perform quality research?in a field
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setting.
An 1mportant point to con31der about the conditions of ex1st1ng
knowledge in inservice education is that there exists a tremendous problem

of language precision; the literature is dominated by hontatory and advoca-

BETaN

Loee L

tlve ppogram descrlptlons, and studies that are generallzable and/or
repllcable are rare. Rellable research is simply insufficient to justify a

claim of a -body of research knowledge, although there is no lack of
. . o i \,

"papen." vThoSe trying to learn about inservice education must rely heavily‘

on their critical reading'skills, as well as on the experience and wisdom
. ¢ '

of inservice educators., .

i ¢

Now that I havexattemﬁted to build a case that our knowledge base is
' veryylimited; I am going to switeh hy tactic and point out that inservice
edhcgtion, like the rest of education, suffers from an inability to use

even the relatively meager amount of research that is available. Using

o

) L) : .
eritical selection procedures; and even more critical reading skills, it is*
o -

possibie to piece ﬁogether a fainly.understandable picture of at least the

program content and delivery forms that predominate in inservice -education.

.

Program Content _

As stated earlier, I.find it neceésany to make creative inferences in
order ﬁo petch together an estimete of what constitutes the content of

inservice education. With the exception of a single study, no reliable

> , - . ]
*information regarding content appears-to be available.17“ In this"study of

37 federally supported teacnen center ppojects, the data abe &uite clear. “

When teachers are involved in program dévelopment, as they were:in,teacher

A

cente}s, they’put the focus on.pedagogical skills--those thét will make it




possible for them to work effectively with children in classrooms.

Additionally, teachers request and involve themselves in inservice programs

related to basgc skiil areas, particularly reading and mathematics

(alth;agh writing is also emphasized). Intehestingly,iwoven through all

;ﬁi areas selected by teachers is a priority oﬁ materials development.“ It is
clear that one of éhe richest grospective content areas, traditionally
‘ignoréd by inservice eduéation, is teaéher:made iﬁstruptional materials for

i i
i M

~ £Y

children.-

N R
- =

No systematic study of the‘zsntent of college programs targeted.a;
inservice ﬁeachers has ever been conducted. But if one looks at the
college catalogs focusing on graduate programs for teachers, twd content
a;eas emerée. Firgt, dﬁe'encountefé the "égheral education" courses that
N are typically reqﬁihed‘for a degree: educational psychology, educational
research, and o%hers; Second, a large number of courseé are related to
career changé: fon»example, educationgl administration, reading, guidance,
and cQunSeling. vIé is interesting to note that mogt‘graduate school cata-

}
|
'E ' logsy(for the master's degree particularly) do not have a plethora of cour-
4
|

ses that would approximate the contént interest expressed by teachers in

i
y, »

s . ¢

N 4

the previously mentioned study. ,
*An inspection of certification requirements yields little more
insight.18 It is only recently that state departments of education have

" begun to place important restrictions on which courses may or may not count

téwapd achieving permanent certification status. Historically, as long as

3 teachers earn graduate credits, these could be applied toward mini cer- -

tification requirements. More recently, however, state departments of
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education are requiring that teachefs justify the content of cburses
related to certification, typically demanding that they should be in the
"tenure or professional® area. In most cases, the content of insepvice‘
teacher education one can infer from state geptification requirements is
not disg}milar to what is found in college catalogs. In fact, state cer-

tification kequirements and colleée programs are often logically and prac-o‘

°

tically related.

Although local school districts are noted for their lack éf éctivity
in inservice education program development, there are so manyvschool
rdistricﬁs thaé bne must. look at the content of their programs in order to
bétt;p understand the fie}d. With notable exceptions, (é.g., Los Angeles,

California and Lincoln, Nebraska) a typical school district may offer only

o

two or three inservice programs per year. Often‘these programs are
directlvaelated to district goals: for example, a new K-12 writing
program, -district-wide discipline, or record keeping as prescribed by state
law..'Interestingly, séhool disfnict prograés seidom focus on direct aid to
teachers in classréohs related to their ongoing task of)instructing
children.

Finally, oneréan.look_at federally sponsored inservice programs to
obtain some sense of content, at least historically. Wifh the exception of
the Teacher Centers Program, most federally sponso;ed inservice programs
are ;aﬁegoriéal in ;atu}e; i.e., they have emanated from a larger federal
program designed to help a very specificaily defined population. Thus, the

bulk of the inservice programs sponsored with federal funds have been

directed toward helping teachers achieve such goals as understanding the




instructional needs of the economically disadvantaged, ﬁhe culturally dif-
ferent, mthe handicapped, and, more recentlyi the gifted and talented.
Although few would deny the 1mportance of developlng 1nserv1ce programs in
‘these categorlcal areas,lmany critics have pointed out that thelp narrow

& P
speclflclty of content tends to isolate and fragment them, and make thelp

-
* . 0 - O

LS

4development very costly. ' ' ’

Obtaining va11d 1nformat10n ‘about the content of inservice educétlon
‘is risky business at best. Often tied to college credlt, c&pﬁlflcatlon,
and/or degrees; much of the inserv1ce education encountered by teachers
focuses os\elther general degree requlrements or career change programs.
Less available are district programs focuslng on specific dlstrlct prlorl-
ﬁies and federal progpams emerging from categorlcal legislation. Finally,
when the needs of teachers as perceived by teachers sEe highlighted, peda-
gogical skills, |curriculum areas, and instructional materials aevelopment

emerge as the important content areas.

Program Deliver

o] to meetings of inservice program developers, I always

L4

Whenever I
* “

hear seemlngly e dless debate concerning the need for variety and. creati-~

vity 1n.ppogram elivery.- The truth of the mattep 1s, there are very few

options. In fact, by studying inservice educatlon, one .can develop -

some fairly discrete categories that allow one to classify quite simply the

S

range of dellvep§ formats. Interestingly, when one does éet into

discussions, theJ are plagued by the ppoblem of" 1mpreclse commun1dat10n

-

" noted earlier. egardless, a general decrlptlon of dellvery formats 1nclu—

des five types: ngmtenm programs of interrelated courses, long-term
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n‘courses; short-term courses; individualized plans; and self-directed plans.

Long-term programs of interrelated courses.: Long-term programs of

interrelated courses in inservice format are almost always exclusively
related to the pursuitr of advanced college degrees. Typically,
programs of interrelated courses are designed to help teachers‘develop

new skills, perhaps in‘quest of a career changé. These efforts may be

-

related to certification requirements and to salary increments. There

~
0

is little reason to believe that such progrsms woﬁiq exist if they were
not required or the source of real and tangible benefits for teachers. K-

- They are not the format of choice for teachers looking for support in

their daily activities. ) o .

Long-term courses. ;Teachers frequently enroll in long-term cour-
ses (usually at a college or~univefsity) even though they are not
snrolled in a specific program. Often, these coufses are.related
either to csrtification require?ents'or to salary advancement.
Sometimes pheyvafe part of a teacher-developed‘p;ogram to learn new
skills. Regardless, long—tepm courses are not usually deslgned to >
offer direct aid to teachers in classrooms, and are almost always

attached to either a requiﬁement or to an inducement}

Short-term coﬁrses. Short-term courses, usually meeting only two

or. three times, Bre less likely to be attached ‘to any kind of require-

ment or incentive .than are the long-term courses or 1nterrelated

programs. Data from theateacher center study suggests that they are a

format of choice. Teachers qQuite willingly become involved--

W
st
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partiéulaply if a'short-term course is designed td help them learn'a
specific skiil that can 'be used in the classroom. Short-term coursea
Aeme;gé unévenly in the inservice domain because they typidaily have no
institutional base; thatlis, it is difficult to garner "line item"
financial support for this typelof program. Thus, they freduently
emerge in alternative programs, in federally funded pfograma, and in those

-]

: few school districts where extensive inservice programs have, in fact, been

.

. ' developed.

Individualized agpéort. Prdbably the most startling finding of
the teacher center étud&jwas that téadpers were served more frequently
ﬁhrough iﬁdividualized help than througd group activities .such as cour-
ses. It is clearly a delivery format of teacher choide, and 1s typi-
cally exercised through provision ofrdirect consultapive services,
facilitative services (matching teachers witﬁ resources. providihg
” instrudtional‘materials),Aand materials and equipmént for dévelopihg
insﬁructional materials. Unfortunatel&, individualized inservica edu~ ¢
cationvis labor in?ensive and therefore costly. Also, like short-term
“coursés, this type oé format ladksyan instituﬁibnal base. It doas

appear, however, to be a high priority with pfacticing,elementary'and

secondary teachers.

Self-directed learning. Finally, one cannot ignore the self-
directed inservice education that characterizes any profession. Not

only do teachers subscribe to magazines, purchase books, attend lec-

tures, and think about their work; they also take educational trips,

form informal study gfoups, and participate in a myriad of events that

«
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are sélf;dinected and personal. It is impossible to estimate ﬁhe per-
vasiveness of self-directed learning. Those involved with inservice
education haveébeen and are developing new and creative formats for
serving their ‘ents. Probably the most impgrtant point to remember,

however, is that only programs of interrelated courses and courses

taken separately are embedded in an institution and thus assured of

" support that guarantees survival over a long term.

Evaluation ' o :

The success of inservice education can be examined at three

™

levels: Jjudgments by the teachers themselves, researchers! measures of

the effects on teachers' behavior and measures of how learned teacher
P ’

: 20 .
behavior affects students. At the first level, there is a great deal

of evidence; at the second, there is enough evidence to support some

-
very qlear positions; and at the third, productivity has been v1rtua11y

non-existent. .

In a thorough examlnatlon of evaluation results of 1nserv1ce
" teacher education prqgrams Lawrence discovered several 1mportant
characterlstlcs.19 However, it is important to note that almost all of
the nearly 100 studles cited by Lawrence depend on partlclpant perceptlons.’
Although Lawrence's conclusions are ppobably valid, they are not confirmed
either by demonstrated learning on the part of partlclpatlng teacheps or by
improved learning on the part of children.

. Lawrence's major conclusicns. were (1) that individual inservice
™ b *

education tends'to be better than single offerings for large groups;




(2) that programs requlrlng actlte involvement tend to be better than
those requlrlng passive~receptive involvement; (3) that demonstpatlon

of skllls with supepv1sed feedback tends to be better than prOV1s10na1
skills to be stored fqp future use; (4) that teacher help teachep programs
tend to be better than teacher worﬁ alone programs; (5) that insepviee
traihing integrated into a large program- tends to be more effective thap
one-shot affairs;/(6) that training that has an emergent design, with
teacher input, tends to be ‘better than totally pre-planned training; and

L]

(7) that self-lnltlated tralnlng tends to be more effectlve than prescribed
training.{ |

Joyce and Showers look speclflcally at the effect of training programs
on the behavior of teachers.20 Although they reported dismay with the
"spottiness" of the literature, they did review more than‘200 studles and
were able to develop some interesting conclusions: for example; teachersa
can utiiize feedback in training to develop both simple and complex
teachlng skills and" strategles, and to implement ‘curriculum; teachers alse
have the ability to respond to auto-lnstructlonal methodologles qu1te
rapidly. However, Joyce and Showers implicitly raised the questlon that
MeDonald_and Davis rafsed explicitly; Is it possible for teachers to
integrate the skills learned ty inservice training -into the repertoire of
classroom behaviors se that they can use them over a long pepiod ;f
time?‘21 _This is a difficult question to answer, and ciearly demands ﬁere
research in the‘future. |

Finally, Medley, in his summary of the teacher effectiveness 11tera—

ture, clearly demonstrates that some teacher . behav1or does affect student
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" learning.22: He aléo'w;éétiés*ﬁiéﬁitheiﬁﬁqb}em of teacher education
_programs and their relétiogshfb to s;udéht learning. In his view, one must
:» separate-the evaluation or research questions into twn gistiqct questions.
-First, as Joyce and Showers ask, can insef?ice pfograms:produce
demonstpable ef{ects on teacher behavior? Second, can teachers who exhibit
certain behaviofs have a measurabléﬂeffect‘on the leagniﬁg of ‘children?
Me@ley cautions about attempting to jump from measures of teacher tPaining
to meas@res of student leafning—-the.technical probleﬁs arergrbtesgue.
Rather, Medley's wopk‘éuggests "lihked"\sﬁudies in thch demonstrations of
teacher leaﬁhing ahe evident before the huestion isvaéked cbncerning stu-
‘dent abhievémént. Thistoma%n of linked studies constitutes the null sec ,//
in evaluations of the success!gf inservice teacher education. It ié pro-
bébly,aﬁ area that will demand activity in the future, but.at this point
Simply doeé not ekist.
~ Summary |
Aléhough this has béen a fairly length section in my paper, I felt
it was important. Delving intb the substance of inservicé téacher edu-
cation is anladventure.~ The state of existing knowledge is leés than
one would desire, leaVing little choice bﬁt to speculate and maké high

inference judgments. Alfhouéh inservice education does have context,

is delivered in some format, and serves séVeral purposes, the ability

N

to learn about it and to communicate about it sucecinetly and with cer-

tainty is difficult in the early 1980s.
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Knowledge about inservice education, howeQer, does le;d one to -
specific'ﬁroblem areas, and ﬁhat, of course, can translate into speci-
fic recomm%ndations. I will offer these recommendations later.

However, I keep thinking abcut, and will keep reminding you about, thé
‘fact that inservice education must be considered within the largerccon- ‘
text of education in the United States. Thus, simﬂlq solutions

probably don't exist. As H. L. Menckeni once ;said, "Thgre-is always a
simple éolution to a complicated problem, énd’ip‘s nearly always

3

wrong."

- 1Y .- . @

’

EXEMPLAR MOMENTS IN INSERVICE EDUCATION
The use of the word Pmoments" in the above subtitle is both intentional
" and ‘meaningful, I want to stress to the Commission membéré th;t even
thoﬁgh thére aréwhighiquality inservice pfograms‘in this country, and even
though éome of‘these programs do reflecf the best in professional practice,
these programs nonetheless represent only a small fraction»of.fhe inservice”
that is ocecurring. Becauiglno institution has'accepted or has beén charged
with‘the responsibility for inservice education, it tends to happen in very
‘étandardized forms across the-counQﬁy. College coﬁrses and a limited
8 ,
.amOUnt’of‘large group school distrfct\iqservice constitute‘the great
‘majority of the formal inservicevactivitiés for America's téachers. As T -
déscribe some of the exemplar activitieé, iéxiS»important that you keep in

mind that these high quality prdgrams represent the exception rather than

the rule. .

It's impohtant for you to understand what I use as criteria for high

quality inservice prdgrams. Some of the things that I, as a loﬂg—tepm

Fd ’
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inservice program developer, value do not show up on other people's lists,

and did not show up at the Commission hearings eon teaching and teacher edu-

. I'4
cation on May 12, Perhapsﬁl should start with three issues that will not
\ :

. be mentioned as important criteria. First, T will not‘ﬁention adequate

financial resources, these are assumed. One‘cannot have a quality program
at no cost. Thué, it seems unnecessary to devote time to explaining that
money is needed in order for ﬁigh quality educatidn§1 programs to exist.
Second, I will not mentign acceptabiiity of program content to teachers as
a requi;ément. fhis, too; is assumed. It is ludicrous to think that
clgsspoém teachers, with their relative isoiation'(or autonomy, depending
on how one perceiygs it) would ever seriously implement programs which they
do not view to be helpful to their students. Adults, especiaily those inqu
an“educatibnal setting, simply do.not ﬁiearn" and‘implement things that |
theysdo not want to become involved withf ‘£ina11y, govérn;nce will not be
mentionedﬁaé an important critqria for high quality inservice programs. It
is -both my observation Snd my analysis of the research that the governance
" jssue is vastly overstated. It is,'from a political sense, very lmportant,
of course. However, there is little reason ta believe thét focusing on?thé'
.necessity of a parﬁiculap governance structure ever did much to improve (or
har@) the quaiity of inserv-ice education.

" The foilowing, then, represent what I consider to be important~charac—
teristies of quality inservice educatibn-Q

. Client involvement. i.view client involveﬁent as important, not as a

governance issue, but as a substantive issue. Inservice program
developers can learn a great deal about the needs of clients by com-
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municating with them and jnvolving them in the planning process. e

. Additionally, clients can learn about the importance of acquiring
specific skills that might otherwise have never been thought‘abouh.
It only makes good sehse to stay in close contact with the client,
particularly as they are mature adults, if one desires to have maxi-

“mum impact with an inservice program. It should be notéd that I
would not reduce this involvement to a legalistic or adversarial
structure. Rather, I would promote it as a colleguial rélationship, °
with the full understanding that the inservice program develdpers
have the responsibility for providing training that is both credible’
and relevant to those,whé will be learning. ' i

)

‘Recognition of district and school needs. ﬁhether one likes it or
not, schools, school districts, school administrators, state boards
of education, and otherg have d legal and legitimate vpice\ip the
content and curriculum of public schools. - They also have. a "bess pro-
minent but equally important right to have some control over the pro-
cess. Thus, because the school district, and in some ~ases the
school, are the legitimate units of training, it is incumbent on the
inservice program developer to pay particular attention to addressing
those needs that are perceived by schools and school districts to be
“important. In other words, school administrators and selected citi-
zens have an important and legitimate role in the,inservice process.

4
Focus on instruction of children. I do not view educational programs
that attempt to broaden the individual and to provide experiences
that might otherwise not be encountered as inservice education. If ¢
the program is not designed to help classroom teachers improve their
instruction or .other interaction with the children, they shouldzpro;
bably come under a different aegis. .In most cases, inservice educa-
tion should focus on the improvement of instructional skills for
teaching children. - : 7

- " L f
Skill-driven training. This may be considered to be an elaboration
of the last point. I think inservice education should focus on
actual things that teachers can do in classrooms with children

that are designed to improve the educational process. Typically, -
this means skills! I won't quibble that there might be some excep-
tions, but that 'does not distort the main point that ppofessional .
training must be professionally based, i.e., we wouldn't consider a
program on the analysis of medieval literature to be inservice educa=-
tion, except for teachers who teach medieval literature on a regular
basis. .

In-class observation, feedback, and coaching. This z~iteria may be ///,///(//
the most important of all, and certainly is the characteristic most

lacking in insérvice education. In the same way that we wouig;ndﬁ//
expect an experienced surgeon to utilize a new procedure ﬂithout

-
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"hands on" clinical experience, we should not-expect a teacher to do

the same thing either. Typically, inservice education has consisted,

at its best, of the introduction of classroom skills, usually on &

college campus or in a school building when there are no children N
: present. Rarely, if ever, does one find a situation where teachers
are given the opportunity ‘to practice the uew skill under the super-
vision of an expert. At a minimum, teachers need to be. observed and
critiqued, need to receive accurate and helpful feedback, "and need
actual coaching in the classroom either from an expert or from their
experienced peers as they learn to implement a new skill. It is only
when this occurs that we can come to expect. that newly learned skills
will, in fact, be used in the classroom.

T s I don't pretend that these criteria are,aé%eptable tp all. They are,
h Qever, reasoﬁably devoid of‘politics, ideology, and content. They

reflect my views concerning what would be important before I were to invest

ither my enérgy or my resources in a serious inservice education program.

Based on the above criteria, I will describe some things that I know to

be-happening around the Countrysidecthét I think are important, and of high
4quélity. Not é&very egémple will satisfy e;cﬁ of the criterion above atva
2+ | level I would like, but thgy,ali”address one or more of the criteria in a
high quality fashioh.-‘i”gave not limited ghis description to "progpéms.ﬁ
Réther, theyApaﬁéé from a federal program énow defunct) through statej
prognaMSvdown to local»initiatives."l think you will understand why each
"é;iection was made as. you read the description.

~

Exemplar Inservice Education

Due to shrinking enrollments, tﬁe Binghamton, New York Publia échools'
found it hecessafy to-consélidate two high schools, close‘two elémeﬁtary
schools, and renovate one of the closed high schoals forjpurpbses of a °
.middle school (a new grade level configuration for the district). The
Board of Education, with foresight and with adroit leadership on the part

of the central administration, recognized that although architects and
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contractors codld‘achieye the physical changes, additionaluattention and

revenues were necessary to meet the human needs créated by the ekxtensiveé

change in the districh. Todard that'end, committees were formed that had

Y

representatives from the citizen groups, the administration, and the

A9

teachers. These committees ‘were not seen as gove.,nance mechanisms, but '

rather as information generating and disseminating organs. Additionally, a

o

local university was eontacted and asked to coordinate and offer substan—-
tial aid in the planning process for al1 .of the inservice educatwon that

would be occupring over a three-year period. At.the time this paper is

bl

being written, the Binghamton schools are about one-and—a—half years into

their inservice plans. $here has been substantial work w1th the high

-

school teachers, designedggo help them make maximum use of the rerfévated

high school they will be entering in the Fall bf 1983, as well as extensive .

work W1th those teachers who will be working in the middle school

(prev1ously junior high and elementary school teachers) The' inserv1ce

edudation is all the result of exten81ve planning, taking advantage of the

variety of committees that were mentioned earlier for information, as well

2

. as for dissemination to the various interested parties. Although no one

»

would take the position that every ppoblem that could be dealt Wlth through
a good inservice ppogram has been coveped it is clear that when the major

transformation takes place, the school district will be in a stronger posi-

Al

tion to encounter problems that occur than they would have been without the

extensive planning and inservice education. ¢

Y

‘The brief description above meets®se ,ral of the criteria“listed pre-

-

viously. Client involvement 1is obvious, and theuinvolvement‘is'at the
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substantive level rather than at the political level. . The programs that
. have come from the Binghamton progect and those that w111 come' in the
' future recognize district and school needs. In fact, it ‘Wwas the~fore31ght
SE those:wéfking at.the district level that gave birth to these extensive
programs. Altnough the content of the programs has been quite varied,
much of 1t has sufficient focus on the instruction of children.v There has
. been, howevep, little skill-driven training or instances of observation,
feedback, and/or coaghing.
Some years ago, at the Center for the Stndy of CognitivemDevelopﬁent
within the School of Education at the University of*Wisconsin, the idea of
the "multi—unit"_school was born.‘ In essence, this-organizatlonal plan for

o

elementary school buildings was a radicalk(at least by conventional
v . .

’ 'standard;) attempt to reorganize schools for the benefit of children. The
plan involved a variety of p0331b111t1es for organizing teachers and
children into new configurations. Ehis, of course, resulted in a variety‘
of team teaching and éooperative‘teaching apppoaches. Additionally, com—

\\\ munication systems were developed that prov1ded school administrators With

N

more direct input fpom_teachers concerning not only needed inservice educa-

tion, but other school needs as well. Since the inception of the multi-

.unit school 1dea in thé 19603, many schools, particularly in the mid-West,
have profited«from u31ng part or all of the organizational ideas that were
conceived. Inherent in neaply any bona fide attempt to implement a multi—

unit school is a continuing need for inservice education. Toward that end,

ot
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and with the aid of the Kettering Foundation, inservice education programs
have been developed and implemented at many Sites.
Although. some multi-unit schools have been shbrt;circuited, often

because of collective bargaining, a great d=al that has occurred during the

p;gt 20 years 1is of an exemplar nature. Not only does the inservice educa-
tion that emanates from a multi-unit school organization re#oghizé_district
and school needs, the inservice programs are,'de facto, sensitive to the
needs of clients. Although some of the program content has béén Qf'the
"process" variety, a great.deal of the iﬁservice program that has béen

developed for implementation in multi-unit schools focuses on the instruc-

. tion of children. It has,_however, been somewhat short in the use of in-

class observation, feedback, and coaching.

Two interesting ahd exemplar approaches to inservice education have
occurred at the state level. vAchieved by aifferent means, and impacting
teachers very differently, both are noteworthy»and offer insights‘intb
how states mightlapproach the problem of inservice program developmént.'
Recently, the State of Oklahoma passed a rathep‘startling and fairly
rigorous law concerning teacher education. The‘state law; which will not
be discussed in its entirety in this paper, requires a one- to three-year
period of support and inser&ice training for novitiate teachers. This is
an individualiéed approach to- teacher education, and clegrly takes into
account the needs of the client. Additionally, the law requires school
districts, teacher organizatibnsj énd universities and colleges to work

together in the process of aiding a new teacher in professional develoﬁment

éreas. It is difficult t& comment on the content of the inservice that
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Qill emanate from this new law, as it is just now getting its firsﬁ test,
and the recommendations for helping{flngling teacheps will, in fact, be
very individualized. Additionally, the State of Oklahoma has appropriated
resources in support of_this labor—inteﬁsive activity.

I do question whether\Q{-not the labor- and cost~intensive approach to
teachef education in the State of Oklahoma, far more complex than has been
deseribed in this paper, can survive over the long haul. History hés
demonstrated to us that state governing bodies are prone to ‘focus on
quality in teacher education only when there_is an _abundant or over-
abundant supply of teachers. The Fisher Act in California in the early 60s
is an example of this problem.23 If, as predicted, we f;nd oufselves soon
‘in a condition of teacher shortage, it is likely that stanaards:concerning
competence and process will be weakened. Such was the fate of the law in
California. It boils down to an acceptance of the notion tﬁst citizens

will not allow classrooms to go unattended, i.e., if there aren't enough

well—quallfled competent teachers avallable, others will be hired. "\

.\\
\\‘

The State of California, by way of 1nst1tut10na1 contract. has and
continues to promote quality staff,development in many schools. Using the
1ideas and programs conceived of by Brsce R. Joyce snd his colleagues, a
multiplier approach has been used. When this occurs, small numbers of
teachers from selected schools and areas afe trained in very specifie ‘peda~-
goglcal skills. These same professionals are then provided with the
tralnlng necessary to allow. them to train others.‘ Thus, when the teachers
_return to their home sites, the training can continue* anq other teachers

can take advantage of the process. This type of training is important,
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because the work of Joyce has focused on the instruction of children, is
skill-drivem, and makes extensive use of obseryafion; feedback, and
coaehing.

Finally, the now defunct federal Teacher Centers Prqgram provided many
instances of exemplar inservice education. The bulk of tme insérvice
programming that emanated from federally-funded centers was short-term,
highly focused,{and highly relevanﬁ‘to classroom teachers. Although this
type of programming did not meet the criteria of meeting distrmqt and
school needs as well as some other approaches, there was clear commitment
to client invplvement, and a great deal of the';nservice educatiom focused
on the instruction of chiléren. There were.mot sufficient examples of in-
class observation, feedback, and coaching, although they did exist in some
sites. Probably the most important aspect éf the Teacher Centers Program
was the sensitivity to clients and the high level of client éredibility
that program develqped. | | \

Teacher centers are a good exampie of the poimt made earlier con-
cerning the lack of aubstantire importance of governance structures. There
was little eyidenee in the‘data that emanated from teacher centers
that the governance structure had much impact on program developmenq{zu
Ugfortunately, federally funded teacher centera were born out of extensive
lobbying by teacher organizations; and with the recent change in admi-
nistration,.mere‘"consolidated." The fact that teacher centers became
politically unpopular and did no; maintain viability should not deter from

the “important lessons that were learned and from the exemplar practices

that emerged. 'Their political life is truly-a case of "live by the sword,

/
i

hS

44




-

4

die by the sword,™and, as with so many other politically conceived
programs, little attention was paid to the substance and quality of
programs that emerged. .

: : 4
These five brief examples were presented so that you can have a flavor

of some of the high quality inservice programs that have emerged and are

currently dperating around the country. Although some of these programs do

not operate as extensively as ﬁhey have in the past they all represent
approaches to inservice educatlon that take into account 1mportant substan-
tlve issues. Although these examples do not characterlze the bulk of
inservice education that occurs in the Unlted States, they have occurred in
sufficient magnitude to, suggest that it is, in fact, possible to create
programs of high qaality. o - , .
o ISSUES AND PROBLEMS IN INSERVICE EDUCATION l

There exists an almost endless :array of technical and/or substantive
issues and problems that could be discussed at length. They'are not
appropriate for this paper, so I have chosen not to include them.'

Succinetly, the technical and substantive problems could, for the most

part, be categorized under the criteria I established for quality inservice

education, i.e., client invdlvemenﬁ, peeognition of‘district and school
needs, chus'on fhe ihstructiop of children, skill-driven training, and in-
class observation, feedback, and coachiné. It made little sense to me to
go into detail, for example, concerning the:fact that most skills leapned
by teachers in inservice programs are never implemented effectively in
classroom, because teachers have not learned to incorporate them into a

repertoire of teaching behavior. Instead, I have chosen to address

<4
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probléms that I believe to warrant the attention of a bedy as important as
the National Commissign on Excellence in Education. These include the

politicalization of inservice educatlon, the lack of institutional commit-
ment, and the problem of 1ncorporat1ng inservice into the responsiblllties

@

of elementary and secondary teachers.

_Politicalization of Inservice Education

As I nosed at the onzet of this paper, most of the testimony at the
Commission hearing on teaching and teacher educction focused on gevernance
and finance——items of interest to-political'constituent gro@ps. Little if
any of the testimony focused on the substance of inservice education. I
believe this to be the case because most of the people who were selected to
testify represented speclflc groups, and did not brlng to the Comm1331on a
history of knowledge and experience in the field. Intepestlngly, none of
the'testifiers were teacber'educators. 1t is difficult for the com-
missionefs to” obtain a "solid grassvoﬁﬂthe substantive problems if none of
the resources aveilable to them focus on those areas.

What has occurred, pasticularly over the past few years, has been an
increasing interest in inservice‘edpcation by those groups that pussort to
represent some faction of the education establisﬁﬁent. This has prsbably

occurred because as teacher surpluses mounted, as it became evident that

classroom teachers were young, well-credentialed, and ‘well-degreed, it was

°

only logical to assume that’a portion of the interest in teacher education

would switeh from the preservice training of teachers to the 1nserV1ce
arena. This interest was at least part;y justified by. the development of

federal programs and in some cases state initiatives for inservice eduge-
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tion. Obviously,‘attendant'to federal programs and state.initiative is the
illusion if not the actuality of fiscal resources.v It would be helpful to
look at some of the orientations that have evolved from this politicaliza-
tion of inseryice eduéation. I would.hasten to add, however, that they are
fairly simple to understand and easlly predictable.‘w

ihe teacher surpluses of the TOs coupled with the media attack on
teaching has resulted in dramatic drops in enrollment in undergraduate |
programs in schools, colleges, and departments of education.
Administrators in these institutions have been faced with the unpleasant

@

responsibility of cutting back programs and in many cases faculty, because

, their revenue is directly tied to the number of students who are enrolled.

Additionally, schools, colleges, and departments of education have been
seeking strategies for enrolling new students. One strategy has been to
expand the orientation of the academic unit to other human services such as
social work, nursing, and community service. Another has been to attempt
to "move'into" the inservice domain.

In a sense, universities have had their foot in a door for a perlod of
time. They have typically been the stockholders in advanced degree and
certification programs that brought practicing teachers onto the campus.
These programs, however, have been soundly and probably justifiably criti-
cized for their lack of relevance to the life space of an elementary>or
secondary teacher. Enrollments have beengdropping in this, domain as well,
becvauSie teachers have been completing their certification and degree

requirements at.a very young age (somewhere in'the‘mid-30s). A1l of this

has set the stage for the standard university position on inservice educa-
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tion, i.e., stata negulation and national program, comblete with fiscal
support for 4nservice programs that result in the generation of credit
hours for schools, colleges, and departments of edUcafion;

At the same tine, these~in§fitutions have.shown more flexibility"than
has histonically been evident. There appears to be more W1111ngness to
tailor courses to meet Ehe“needs of teachers, to focus on school problems,
and to move from the campus into thé classroom in order to offer their ser-—
vices. The hard rock p031t10n, however, demands that these institutions
generate credit houpa of 1nstruct10n if they are~to remain V1able.
Interestlngly, tuition revenue has been the currency of exchange for colle-
ges for many years, and ‘these 1nst1tut10ns have been less than cpeatlve in
flndlng other ways to offep their services while malntalnlng their fiscal
viaBility.

Teacher organizations, interestingly, have faced a sllghtly more
complex prdblem. On the one hand, in order to malntain cpedlblllty with
their constituents, teacher opganizatignabhave*VGiced continual support for
inservice education. On the other hand, it'does not takewa financial |

w -

wizard to understand that if a local union contract negotiates significant

amdunts of money in support of inservice education, that leaves less money

' to support salaries, fringe benefits, and in some cases jobs. Caught on

: - |
the horns of this dilemma, teacher organizations have focused, and pro-
bably will continue to focus, on the generation of resources for inservice
education at the state, and to a lesser degree, tne federal level.. It is

important for the teacher opganizatidn‘to have discretionary funds ear-

marked for inservice education that cannot be earmarked for other purposes.

18
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When this occurs, the teacher organization is in a much stronger position
to ‘support inservéce education. Until that occurs, teacher contracts will
probably continue to demonstrate a paucity of commitment to inservice edu-

cation. In fact,:this'"commitment" is likeiy to be restricted tolstate-

v

¢

ments concerning the provisian of either released time or stipends for
teachers who engage 15 sehool district inservice offerings, or to salary
advancement for additional ccllege credits. | -

This analysis should not be taken to be ¢éritical of teacher organiza-
tions. They'truly are on the horns of a dilemma. I would think that it
would be eonsidered a demonstration of bad faith for teacher orgasizatidns
to attempt to ngotlate local resources into inservice education when, in
fact, many of_their members are being flred because of fiscal 11m1tat10ns.
It would help, however; if the teacher organizations could be a little moreb

o

open in their poaitién, though to do so would be to risk some support from

3 o4

~

their membership.
l.Although there-ape a variety of mechanisms around the coantry through

wtich states control their educational-systems, whatever mandates emerge

“apeitransferred to the state education department_for implementation. I

believe that the “statewposition"-on inservice education can best be

-
3

understood by“analyzing the_mannerbih which the bureaucracy‘operationalizes
a maadate or law. i realize that'laws interact with reguiatiens and imple-
mentation Strategies contrived by bureaucrats, but the fact of the matter

is that the 1mp1ementat10n of any state law or regulatlon concerning eauca;

tion is 1nterpreted through the eyes of powerful bureaucra01es.

Although state bureaucracies typically promote themselves as being
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facilitative and'supportive of innovation, ch'nge, program development, and
all other "good" things in education, they too often operate‘as overseers
and gatekeepers of the funds. Although this bothers many, it,doesn't par- - ;
ticularly bother me, bécsause in actuality, the state education department
has theiresponsibility for: monitoring educational,programs within the
state. Nonetheless, on€ must look into the mentality Sf the bureaucracy

and the bureaucrats to best understand the politicaliiation of inservice

o

education. ' o : °
1

Bureaucracies, like legislatures,‘respond almost directly to political’
influence. Thus, one will find a great deal of.difference from stats to
state concerning the view of inservice education. In the northern,
industrialized states, one is likely to find a much stronger labor pre-
sence, and thus a much more "union—sensitive“ orientation toward inservice
education. In the gouthern and in thé agricultural states, the orientation
is 1likely to be more "administratively oriented."

Regardless, state bureaucrats tend to_think in terms of master plans,.
and evenly distributed programs. It strikes me that it would be
bothersome to a state bureaucrat if local initiative produced inservice -
programs that were superior at one siter with inferior or no inservice ) -
programs available to other teachers in the area or in the state. P 662222?
for that reason, states tend to favor stateuide plans for inserﬁic;/:duca-
tion, typically monitored, operated, and funded throughmrégional state
e

offices, often called boards of cooperative educ/h{onal service, service

centers, or county boards of education. Further, they tend to favor regu-

\ lations and mandates which prescribe specific amounts of inservice educa~-

/z/’" - 5 U \
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tion for teachers.
States typlcally do not support these 1n1t1at1ves with large amounts

of money. More often, the state Wlll urge, coerce, or &ven mandate that

othep monies flowing from the state be ,diverted from their origina

faany other

in support of inservice educatlon (this phenomenon oceurs i

bareas as well). I have always thought that nothlng,tﬁﬁllls a state

bureaucrat more than to have a neat and tidy-plan, covering the entire

T\state, and ensuring that each ani/ixgry/teacher has‘the opportunity to
s . ‘ :

W

e i

-

Ve

engage in a specified amount/of inservice education. In actuality, I have

rare}\ seen any concernfagout the effectlveness or content of the program

.«*

“that emanates frdm th1s structure.

-
Lo

Loca{\school districts are probably the most interesting party: when:it
comesﬁto analy21ng the political positions concernlng 1nserv1ce educatlon.
For the most pant, local school d1str1cts have shown little interest in
controlling insenuice education, or in even having inservice education as
part of their responsibility. This has probably occurred because local
school.officials often view the state eoucation agency with some disdain,
complaining that they are receiving more and mope mandates to achieve spe-
cific things with fewer and fewer resources in support of those mandates.
They, like the teacher unions, are not terribly exciteq about negotiating
inservice education into local labor contracts. It is my judgment that
most local school districts are content to utilize the small amount of time
provided by a variety of states (usually two or three days per year) in - .

support of what they cdl1l staff development. Typically, thesebdaysuwill be

utilized for large group presentations, sometimes followed by graie level

51
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"meetings. Although oné can identify a distinct minority of visionary
lschool admlnlstrators who work hard for the development of approprlate
1rserv1ce programs, they sh ould not be considered to be part of the

. mainstream of school district thought on the topic. -

.

If I have made this brief discussion on the political orientation of
vested interest groups 6h‘inservice edugation seem depressing, that's
because I believe it is. . I also believe that the existence and development
of inservice program continues to be undirected and operaﬁes at "the whim of
political interactioh.for yet another reason; 'Nc institution has yet
véccepted or been chargéd wiéh the‘responsibilipy for inservice education.

i

Lack of Instltutlonal Base

T~

Inservice ‘education has offen been referped to as the illegitimate

* child of educatlon. What is meant by this is-that none of ‘the establlshed

educat10na1 1nst1tut10ns view .inservice educatlon as a primary respon-
sibility. This haslled tg eithep benlgn neglect, or to politieal
\1nfighting for cbntrol; depending on ﬁhether'or nét fiscal resources were
at stake. When theré’ﬁéE"Béen no "push" frém either state or féﬁeral
programs that dffeb resources, very littlé attention is péid by any group |

to inservice education. When the real or_iﬁagined availability of funds is

pnesent,uthen it always amazes‘me hgw;committpd'institutions become-~-almost

bvernight.
‘School districts view their primary mission as the education of ele-

. ) . ‘ o
mentary and serondary children. Further, they take the position that

¢olleges and universities are supposed to train teachers, and they are sup-

posed to hire already competent profeésionals. Thus, although«they

So
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recognize the importance of updating and keeping current in one's fielf,

they, at the same time, absolve themselves of most responsibility for
'inservice edncation. An analysis of nearly any schodl district budget will
provide eloguent testimony to this fact. It has been well established
that niniscule arounts of local budgets are directed toward inservice edu-

cation.25 This fact becomes more notable, and perhaps ironic, when one
0 ’ M .

pulls out the time-worn comparisons between inservice education for elemen- »

tary and secondary teachers, and .inservice education sponsored by business

' . &

and industry. It fs not unusual for major corporations; particularly tech-
*nological enterprises, to invest eight to ten percent of their operating

budget in programs roughly equiValent to inservice education for’ teachers.

\
Conversely, it is rare for a school district to invest more than one-half

? a

of one percent of its local operatyng budget in that domain.

Preservice teacher education grogngns are campus—based, and usually
the students are enrolled full—time. Thus, it is not startling to note
fhat a great deal of the teacher‘education effort within a school, college,
or department of education focuses on preservice students; Inservice edu-
cation students, usually those obtaining advanced degrees or meeting-cer-

L ]

tification requirements, typically come one or two nights a week and may
R a

enroll in a four— to six—week summer program. Professors have less contact
with them, and often oarely get to know them at all. Because these stu-
dents do pay tuition, and demand very littie aEtention, master's degree
programs in schools of education have typically been seen as a source - of

revenue rather than a source to expend revenue. In other words, schools’ of

education, like school districts, have not assumed the major responsibility

I




fbr program development in inservice education. ' ‘ . . N ,'
I donit consider state departments of education or teacher 6rganizé-
“ tions as viable "homes"™ for inservice‘educatioﬁ. .Neither of them are
. esfagiished‘instiiutions,hahd both have roles that would cenflict‘with an
, emphssis bn‘duality‘inservice.education. Teaeher organizations mus£ have .
ashtheir primary respohsibility.thé welfare of theiﬁ membeﬁshfp. Stage
education departments must have as theipvgrimany responsibili@y the £mpxéf
mentaticn‘of laws and mandates, and the monitoring of educatiqnalxppbgbams:‘
Thus, it would be very difficuﬂi for either group to assume, in a real
N sense, the primary responsibiiity for ihsebvice eddcation.
Politicai considerations have in the past, and continue today, to

impede éhy movement toward a single institution assuming responsibility for

inservice education. Any attempt by a state bureaucracy or governing body.
. ° ~ .

to vest an institution with .this responsibility, particularly if 'it.ineclu-
des fiscal resources, is met with strong political opposition by those who

; view themselves to be left out of the‘picture. When this occuns, and it

' N

; has in many cases, one usdally fiﬁds a state directive that establishes
‘/l 1]
some type of collaborative gnoup and, in essence, tosses the hot potato

PR

inté the midst of this "collaboratlve effort.” Lack of progress is llkely,
because when the two groups blckep and negotiate, w1tk no indtitution belng
° held accountablie for program development, it is difficult to hold feet to

the fire For lack of program development.

Inservice Education as a Professional Role

I mentioned in an earlier section the Variety,of factors that impinge

.

on a teacher's-working“life.’ Clearly, a motivated teacher 1s a very busy .

v
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person who has a difficult time keeping up with all that is demanded of
him/her. 'Unfprtunately, not inclgded in those things that impinge is a
commitment to or responsibility for continuing ppofeseional improvement.
It is true that teachers must take courses to be permanentlyeceptified, and
frequently this leade to a master s degree.’ However, all of that can-occur
within the first three to fiﬁe years of a teacher's career. Thus, it is
likely that a teacher can be technically completed with his or her educa—
tion by the age of 25. The problem, then, is that inserv1ce education and
continuing ppofeSSional growth is not part of the role of teacher, and
attendant to- that problem, is the Simple matter of time for involvement.

It is very difficult for school districts, even if they so desired, to
provide sufficient amounts of time for ongoing inservice education. This
‘1s the case even-when schooi districts are implementing new curricula and
new programs, and desire to have that time available. The simple matter is
that a school administrator desiring to find time for inservice education

runs up against the legal requirements of the state and the union contract

\
Y

of the teac?ers. This ‘markedly limits the ability of a school district to
develop inservice programs, particulaply‘if the school is attempting to |
address speeific nroblem areas.

Traditionally, inservice education has oecurred after schooli"oecae
sionally en weekends, and during'the sumner. It has also typically been
naid fon by the participant. Simply stated this piecemeal and part-time
apprgach to inservice educatidn, administered selectively (not all teachers
ape eqnaiiy invglved)'is notxnearly sufficient to provide adequate ongoing

education for our nation's teachers.
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Obviously, it is necessary to re-think the responsibillties of
claesnoom teachers. Part of the obligation of anyone assuming ; position
to instruct child}en must be tc'take whatever steps are necessary to main-
tain an involvement in continuing professienal development. This, hewever,
cannot take place until it becomes poseible to re—think the structure of
schools and to re-~think the manner in which a teacher's time is allocated.
Unfortunately, it is unllkelv that thlg could ever happen by admlnletratlve
or leglslatlve fiat, but rather must involve a serious dialogue on the part

o
of a great number of constituencies before the problem can even be
) undenstoggi_let.alone“addressed.

)

Summary

Theée three préblem areas, the politicaliza%ion of inservice educa- ,
tien, the problem of institutional ownershin, and- the problem of inservice
as a tedcher role constitute what I consider to be the nain, higher level
issues confronting tne field tdday.[ I take the position that the technical
and substantine iesues'that were not discussed in this paper could all be |
’solved_if the overarching issues that have been presented were honestly and
appropriately“a@dressed. The last section of thevpaperéwillvattenptfto |
think through how these problems might be addressed,land will offer advice i
~to the Commission members concenning the recommendations they might‘makefga\\
the country. |

RECOMMENDATIONS AND OTHER GRATUITOUS COMMENTARY
I have already made it clear that I do not think pr'oblem—spe.cif‘ic,

&pncrete recommendatlons are. worthy of a National Commission on Excellence

in Educatlon. Not only that, I don't think most of the types of recommen-




dations that I heard at the Commission heering on May 12 in Atlanta will
work. One cannot{bandate improvement in teaéhing and-teachers an& more
than one can mandé&e world peace or an end to cancer. When ene is dealing
with a field so intimately tied to the human psyche and the human mind, one
is limited to using the arts of persuasion and the development of proper
ambiance and environmental conditions for real progress to be made.
Consequently, I will not offer that type of recommenéatIOn in this paper;

I will not urge the Cdmmiseion to recommend tﬁat inservice content be more

o

closely-related to the instructional role of teacher. I will not advocate

L
for a recommendation concerning more in-class support for inservice educa-

etion. T will not’urge commissioners to:recommend that inservice education

ought to address serious 1ong-péege teaching problems. I think these and a

host of redommendatione like them that could 1egitimately be p;esented will

be better dealt with if]the more overarchiné issues are addressed. I sub- °
mit to you that these ‘more overarchlng issues include the polltlcallzatlon

of teacher educatlon, its lack of institutional base, and a teacher role

that does not include professional development. \\\
I would urge the commissioners to inferppet'thei;\qendate for recom-

mendations to their fullest and broadest extent. Although I heartily sup-

o H

port the need to make cogent pecommendatlons to the Secretary \{\Educatlon

and othér elected offlclals, at both the federal and state levele} I also

think it is necessary for the commissioners to think beyond laws, mandateij

~.

and regufations. I think it is important for the Commiesion to accept the \*\\ ’ [

task of challenging not only the citizenry of this country, but the pro- N

fessional establishments as well. I think that this can best be
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éccomplished by upging_thought about ideas that would concéivably alter
schooling in significgnt ways, at least as we knéw it today, and“would cer-
tainly'offend the sensibilities of thosé who believe it is important to
work rigidly within the conventional political frameworks.: Simply stated,
I believe toolmuch is at stake to opérate as if significant chaqge, change
which might meet strohg resistance, is out of the question. |

Let me offer two or three examples of ideés I have_come acroés of late
that represent the Qua}ity of changeAI am thinking about. T hasten to add,
however, that I am not promoting any of the idéas présented here as
neceséary,vor even necessarily good. |

. Because it is virtually impossible to ensure high levels of truly
professional training for all classroom teachers, why not super-
train five to seven teachers in an elementary school of 600 stu-
dents, and hire trained technicians to implement most of the
educational plans for children? The super-professionals would be
experts not only in pedagogy, but also in related fields such as
psychology and child development, and would also possess subject
matter competency beyond what one normally finds in an elementary
school. -They would be trained at the doctoral level or its equiva-
lent, and would supervise the technlclans, who would probably be
tralned at the associate degree level. Not only would this take .
into account the economic realities that we now face, there are
those who would argue that it would provide a better educational
program for chlldren.

. Why not work cooperatlvely with bus1ness and 1ndustry to find con-
tent experts that can help fill the desperate needs that now exist
in specific areas in secondary education? It is unlikely that we
can recrutt true experts into teaching in secondary schools, when
they can make a great deal more money working in the private domain.
Cooperative fiscal.arrangements with private enterprlse would allow
for superior secondary teachers as well as for sav1ngs in money.

. Would it be poss1ble to distinguish the custodial and supervisory
role of schools from the instructional role? Nearly everyone Kknows
it exists,”but no one seems to want to admit it. If we could
separate these roles, we could develop different, less expensive
programs to fulfill the custodial and supervisory role, and build .
more quality into instructional programs. Not only would it be .
cheaper, it would most likely be better.

o8
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It would be easy to go on. The point is tﬁat the type of thinking

\Egat is needed to address the problems of schools, and that includes the

problems of teacher education and inservice education, transcend simple
solutions to compléx problems-~the type of recommendation that I heard at

the May 12 meeting in Atlanta.

The Recbmmendgtion S
What follows is a recommendation for a recsmmendation. It is a recom=-
mendation that I offer to the commiséioners for their d&scussion and
Judgment. It is a recommendation that is based on the assumption that
significantcimﬁ}ovement in education mﬁst start within the profession, and

cannot be imposed by any form of law, mandate, or regulation. Albeit edu—

‘cation can only be changed within a political framework, somewhere, someone

must start from a suﬁstanti&e base, and must”have a vision of what improve—
ment should entail. I think that someone should be those who have made it
their life's work to instruct children, to instruct the. instructors éf
children, and to in a variety of other ways wofk in the educational
estéblishment pf'this country.

This paper has made a case that teacher education in.general, and

. inservice education specifically, is in need of major reform, but--
{

1. Not because it has not received public attention and scrutiny. On
the contrary, teacher education has been on the firing line for the
better part of recent history. Everyone rec?gnizes that the
strength of our educational system rests on ﬁbe strength of our
system for training teachers.

2. Not because there is no vision of what teacher educatlon should and
coulq,look like. Strengthening teacher education has not been
stymied by a lack of powerful ideas.

bé. Not because there are no standards for éntry into the profession.

. On the contrary, standards exist but they have been compromised at
so many points that they have little credibility.
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Réther, téachep.education is in trouble because,'historically, there has
been no reliable, long-term support from the other education cohstituencies: \
fof serious efforts to strengthen it. :Can teacher education be. | |
; “ strengthened? ’Possib;;; bﬁt:bnly if_there are dramatic shifts in ﬁbw edu;
Zecation groups operate,nnot justiwith respect to teacher education, but with
respeék'tﬁ all educational matters.
“Teacher eaﬁcation is just part of a'iargeﬁ'problem, i.e., developing
reasoned éonsensus? across education lobbies, on education issues.
Curréntly, virtually evepy.issue:is responded to poli;ically. For example,
a few years ago a highly pdblic;zed study prbmpted the céll for reducing . ‘
" average size of classes to 15 pupils. Teacher organizations immediately
lauded ﬁhe résearch4(more teachers needed); school administrators and . /. .
boards denounced it (too much money). The point is that value Jjudgments
about the quallty of this research should have been made by the research
community. Educatlon has become SO terrlbly and automatlcalxv polltlcized
that a mockery has been made out of rational decision making. For
instance, in teacher education we often run up against political oppositiqn
from the organized proféssion itself. Although one would expect the
teacher organlzatlons to support stronger standards in training and cer-
tification (they do talk a lot about profess;onallsm) they w111 never sup-~
port any ppoposal that in any wéy appears to impinge on "teacher welfare"

territory. The barrier that stands before strength in teacher education

has been created by a long histopy'of education groups working alone toward

” . relatively narrow objectives and often directly against each other.

I am proposing an American Education Congr'ess.26 I would be very

ERIC o | 60
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optimistic about the prospects of this Congress in getting us over -this

historical, political barrier te consensual policy setting and monitoring
education, and specifically teacher education. Once this Congress were

established, it would have the potential of developing into the needed,

credible. leadership voice in American educat;on. But I am léss thén opti-

mistic about the chances of getting the Congress starged. -Tremendous

>
»

efforts would have to be made in many different doﬁaiﬁs. For instance,

1. The preéss for establishment of the American Education Congress
would have'to come from the existing vested interest groups. These
groups would have to believe that the needs of the respective
constituencies would be better .served if they joined together for
the improvement of American:education. The Congress certainly
should have federal finanhcial support, but leadership must come
from within education and be clearly distinct from the federal
bureaucracy. :

2. Initiation of the press to establish the Congress should come first
. from higher education (the historical home for both educational
research and teacher training). But our deans of education cannot ?
realistically press successfully until they are in line with both
the National Education Association and the American Federation of
Teachers. There simply cannot be a broad. alliance without these
two contltuencles at the core. .

3. Slnce the source of authorlty for the Congress would be prestige~
based. only on the expertise of its members, the selection process
for members of the first Congress must be absolutely above

" reproach. It would seem that the "search committee" would be com-
posed of individuals who have never been tainted by involvement
with any of the education groups. For example, five retired
federal judges might fill the role quite well since their careers
have been developed on their ability to weigh evidence objectively.
Each of the organizations in the emergent Congress would submit
nominations from their groups. But the judges would do the actual
selection anid would have the right to reject and solicit additional
nominations. - This sterile objectivity in the selectlon would be
crucial--—in establishing the Congress, no one would join if it were
thought any group had -an adyantage in the membership selection pro-
cess. Once the initial Congress were established, it would deter-
mine the rules of membership and plck new members. The assumption
is that the expertise and prestige of the first membership would
have to work to perpetuate itself.
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Without a very sStriet objective selection process, the Congress would _

have no prestige and little potential for having a long-ﬁevm impact. But
if*if were done right; the Congress could be a tremendous positive force in
American_education;' Problems in American educatiog could bétaddressed
objectiveiy, including the problems of inservice education,_ﬁith public ana
prbfessional confidencde that the best minds weré considering the best data
from a wide range of sogbces and were considering theée decisions with the
goal of=integréted policy setting; implementatidn,~and monitoping. ,Base&
on mny fnalysis, lasting reform in inservice educaéion and streﬂgthening of
standards in teacher education must wait until all the education consti-
tuencies are cooperativelyoaddressing the same issues.

) The details of how the Ameficéh Education Congress might work will be
left to the Commission,.and to the creativity of those who think about the

idea. I would expect that this group would differ from others in @hat it

would be pecognizgd as the leadership in determining national educétion'

priorities. The American Education Congress would not function as % short--

term, ad hoc group to develop recommendations. Rather, this would 6é'a
perménent body, and would have poﬁér based on the prestige of its mem~
bership and the imporﬁéhce of its purpose,~i.e., bringing’ all educapion
constituencies together to work on national educatiohal problems. Power of

this Congress would emanate from the respected positions each member holds

in the constituent group represented, but,‘additionally, the Congress ﬁould :

. |
accrue power by establishing a very high public profile. Although all bf
: . \

‘ . \‘
the traditional vested intere§t groups would be involved, they would have

as their primary responsibility the development and enforcement of policy
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that transcends the concerns of the vested interest groups alone. As such,

the Congress would play a strbng monitoring role ;s well as a leédership
role. Althoﬁgh the Congress would deal with the problems of inservice edu-
caﬁion, they would deal with ﬁhese problgms only in the context of other
issues that are different from but at thefsamévtime cannot bé separated
from insar%ice education. Most imp?rtantly, this Congress woﬁxgzprovide
the Amebicaﬂ public with visible evidence fhét the'egucation proféssioh is
concerned about the quality of their work, and would also provide a fﬁrum

o
b

to deal directly with concerns that the American people place before them.




