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As a teacHer of young chiiggen turned teacher of adults, I have found - .

#

32; consistently useful to refer back to what I know about teaching children
|

I try to-teach adults well. I do so beoause I'm a good teather of

- * “

cﬁildren and L wan: to_bauild on that %ompetence——and -because earlv child~

I . . ) °
hood is -teally the only lewvel of educatiop tfat has taken developmental
- % - - A
princfples seriousl?')and developed criteria and procedures for ;active
’ - [ 3 .
d ) . e
learning. So I have asked myself repeatedly, What are the equivalents,'%n

*

’
1 ’

apd paints of thé pfescthl classroom? How can I trust adult learners to

ta

*

LY

a coflege classroom, of the blocks, climbing structures, sand and water, ~

-

gfow'in the way I have always trusted children to grow? How can i offer

|

tjem choices in a rich environment? end How can I empower them as self—-
| Rl
i

. ' .
Tﬁx\\‘ d|rected learners? . ) e . e e e

. \ - !
I

- lv pé a tgacher of children, I gome from the tradit&on Franklin and Biber

{ 977b, writing in the first volume ﬁ} this series, call deyelopmental—

I , .-

interaction--a tradition in which both affective and cognitive development

’” * am .

are taken seriously. - Pacific_Oaks, like-Bank Street, has béen a source and
e o e amme. - W . ’

sustainer of this tradition, and this~is the approach I have sought to.
/

#

implement in teacher educatian..
|-

Both the ritle and the organization of this article’ have been adapted

"Franklin and Biber (1977). These investigators identify‘three‘theo;

-

-

nitive-developmental, and developmental-lnteraction. The behevioristic-
L] \

rning and cognitive—developmental approaches, as thpy‘ indicate, are .

ed quite. exLlicitly on’ two divergent psycholoéicaf perspectives.

elopmental—inﬁbraction theory 'represents an integration of cogﬁitive:

“* 7 .

de elopmental stage concepts and ego psychology formulatiohs and has roots

in the progressive education ‘deology of the John Dewey period", (Franklin &

-

I
‘?
P .
#rcal approaches in early childhood education: behavioristic-learning,

-
M .

R




. Biber, 1977, "p..3). This approach emphasizes intdition, feeling, and

imagination?as well ac goal-directed thinkihg; end.demands teacher behavicr .
o -_ that ;f responsive to the situation rather than standardi;;EE . . ‘
) ~%s Ratz (1977) haS'suggested, these approaches, deSpite their basis in L
psychological theorgk ’function as ideolegies*;when_ applied to edecation. T o

Behaviorists start from a different set of premises about human nature and

. ' ..
L . .

. learning than developﬁentalists do,. éné :?heit° nethods and measures are.

y - accqrding%y different. - . . |
- Teachers, who must make contiﬁual dec}siens aprt theirnown and Ehe@r

‘ .1;:ucents; behavior, do so: on the. besis of wtﬁeir '@deologieég hidden or

. expressed. 'fhey cannot be dbjective in the way an- observegr ¢an. I believe
L3

'{L.H__cit_iﬁ_useﬁul 1o take_a standmon“nur,i!eclogies.in_otder-bothwtowclareﬁy-ourmwﬁ-w——4~-

own thlnking and to make it accessible to argument by othérs with different Lo

.
»

. 'perspectives. L . ,,4

Eal .

This is, therefore, a position paper, .written from my owﬁ'experiences )

. e
. + as a teacher educatdr. By design, it is less scholarly and more personal,.

-~ .- = A

than its protbtybe, though I am following frahklip and Biber'd elample in

. . makidg my own ébsition clear, There_is’nO*need for e to repeat their i *
; .

-~ " - . - -

excellent thebretical review. Instead, I want to bé.as ‘concrete d&s I can,
r .

- -

tor give illustrations from practice rather than abstract;ons from theory,

"3 ' and to drav a parallel between these approaches in early childhdod.educa-

. tion and in teacher education. I make the assumption that teachers are

more 1ike1y to teach as they were taught than as they vere taught to teaqﬁv

(E. 4qnes, 1975, 19813 WaSSerman, 1973). ‘Thﬁs; a behav%oriét approach in*

jﬁ ' T teacher education’ is epprbpriEEe if we wish to prepare behaviorist teachers oo

. . . 'oa . . L. -
of young children.. VT L . 3
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'. grade inflation,, for example).

~ - - I
.

My . ifipression”’ is that the beh'aviorist‘approach dominates teacher

educat.ion, even though T doubt that many of its practitioners intend to
PR
have their ‘students transfer it whole into programs for young children.

U SN e PR

Perhaps the often-reinarked gap between the .wor}v tower of the college and .

the real world of schools and day care centers ca\b be directly attributed

, ., .

not so much tp the-unreality of the content taught as to the reality of 4%e.

. wa‘y_ inywhifh it is taught. It seems 1likely that col].'eg'eb..students, like

(]

children, quickly learn what really counts; they do, and they. understanl#

8
(They hear, and thez forket [Nuffield Mathematics Project, 19671.)

-

The Behavioristic-Learning Approach ) : »

»

The aim of behavior modification is to achieve measurable thanges in

observable behavior, Reinforcérs, positive and negative, are employed to -
: 4 -
produce the behaviors that someone has defined as des:.rable or apprOpriate

%
N While this theory is not ofterr"directly credited for preva:r.ling practice in

i
higher education, it is certainly consistent with it, Course content and

i

learning behaviors are defined by the ex’perts-\-indi\gidual teachers and

departmental committees. Reinforcers. are agreed upon by tlie system -as a

£

whole, *and strenuous efforts are made” to keep them consistent (to avoid
r,; F

In most college classes, appropriate behavior is operationally defined

as marking cofrect answers on examinations: Behaviorists do not acknowl—

. . ’ 1

edge Piaget 8 d:f.stincj:‘;l;gn between logical knowledge, wh:f.ch must be con-
- I ¥

qtructed by the knbwer,: and social knowledge, which is learned by rote, but

believe any concept may be taught verballv (Engelmann,, 1971; . Kamii &,
- e ,r ’
Derman, 1971}. Correct verbal learh /in_g,is r"’fnforced both positively and

“hegatively, by letter. gr;aaes,; _the nost appropria’tely. behaving students
i - ' . z L . - -

T . L "t y B .
E_egeive'.‘i's, while the altgogether. recalcitrant/get:_F's. ., The system is, .

e




straightforward, and the rules of .the game are clear to téachers and

.

students alike., Like good b.ehaviori'sts, college -instructors rarely try to é

.

distinguish between what a srudent does--his or her behavior on the exam—~

and vhat a student knows. ' The latter question is yague and not really. .
relevant. (We are, after all, scientists; we do not waste our time posing °

£ - - ! y i “

unanswerable qu,estion‘s’.i/ e ’ :

\ « Teacher education, striving to- be.a respectable ,discipline in colleges .

’ 1 -
and universities,”has generally conformed to -this system. We make a paint

of .teaching‘gghe theories ynderlying practice and requiring students .to

.

. : |
learn verbal dbstractions as well ale' practical methods. .Many L‘Ieacher
b ; ] » ,

educatoers agree that there :[s an unfortunate division between adademic
/
"
n _classes and practical work, and call for more  bridge buiching aﬁ more

direct experience with children (Spoqek, 1‘3’&) Several 'have emplj,éized

C _' the importance of using’ the same approachesmv;ith students that we expect ,
tl-iem to use with childrren (Kat#’, 1974; Ward, 1974). Howeve‘r; few have come !
. fo terms with the radical restruct;uring of-i:cademic‘classes rhat would be .
. - necessarv to make {u‘c‘h classes -.consi‘stent with students' experience wit‘n ) .l
-children. My purpose in this discussion is to suggest the forms ‘t.h,at .

i

reétructdrlng might take. o

N Because the  behaviorist approach _is' familiar o all of us who have
. . - ' an

.. beén to school, I need not describe it in more detail here.’ The other
approeches, much less familiar in. college .t% are _described_ in

-
——

greater detail o _ ' '
.w )’ o, 1 . .

. + q o q.
" The Cogaitive-Developmental Approach " \ .

I believe that the behaviorist approach, which offers preselected

g3 "% - £y
- N ' i

closed tasks and contingent rei‘nforcemer:xl:-izcan be expec_ted to produce

SR _t:eeche'r;-technicians. *In congrast, the c’i‘."ognitive-developmental' appreach, -,

.- . %, . . " .‘f s
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__,_;__——-————Gagﬁie%ve—deveiopment“is—éu"BTﬂErty—ﬁrﬁakssr‘e as a

) ) . ’ A
- . N ! Y
I . Y

which offers. opportunities for Eognitive action, produces problem~solviﬁg

} 4 . b ¥ .

-

Azwe T

teacheég focused on the content gf chifar;;'s lgfrniné. This latter’

'~ approach is based on the theories-Qfﬂiean_Biaget.? Knowledge, acoording éo

Piaget, is acquired as the outcome of the interaction between the learner

» -

and - the environment, Through active expforation of the physieal world,

' L4 [

children acquire, direct sensory awareness of the things around, them.

-
-~

" Gradually,’ through digco?éring patterns, and creating 'relationships and
- * *
reflecting upon them, children consttuct logico-méthemaqical theories about

L] L~

p . ..
the forld and how it works. Interaction with peers is an essential part of

T . D 3 .
Ehe-procéss of learning about the physical as well as the social world.

-~ "

\ -
necessary foundation for the next. Young children encounter the world

a -

‘ directly through théir actions, q}thqugjnediation_Otirebresengggion th;ough

—— = N <

symbols. As they mature, they are able to orgénizé ﬁheir: experience
symbolically. %ﬁéntuall>\ in. the formal operations stage, théy‘will be
. Hoo- . -

able_té reason symbolically, without needing the presence of the coﬂhrete
object to‘reinfprcé and eﬁéck ouE tﬁéir u&derétanding.

* It is important to recognize thatiPigget's stages describe ; seg;encé
iﬁ léarning, not a predictable ;ge-stage relationship.‘ Thus, wh;ie adoles—-

L

cents and adults have the capacity for formal operations, "“The results [of

- -

a number of Zesearch studied] are unequivocal. A significantly and sur-

prisingly large number of high scﬁ%ql and college'students appear to be
-7 .
o ‘ '
operating at less than an optimal level™ (Schwebel, 1976, p. 4). Furth
?5.‘ . * T . .

¢ ] ) e .
operations is 'the most variable stage in the developmental sequence:
B o, ;

. There-is'amble evidence that all hea%;hy persons in qll soqieties

)
3

reach the stage of concrete operations. A like assertion carnot

3,

(1973), interpreting Piaget'é work, emphasizes that atfainment of formal’




{ ) * - -
be made with - equal ob’;}fidonce for formal thihking . . . The’
, . . .
+ . closer a peﬂson is to adulthood the more 1likely is-it that
indjvidual and partioularlv also sociocultural preferénces and %*.
] .
opportunities have a decisive influence, on the’tontent and mariner
i ‘ B - , / R *
in which a person's intelligenie is used. (p. 67) .
A community college “teacher hasaﬁgscribed her expgriences with her
. > ’ . . '
students as follows: * . N N
N g ! :
Many of ﬁ&te students], I have observed, have not progressed
) ¢ - ) . o -
intellgctually past comcrete operations in many areas--and some
€ . . .

seem to be still preoperational! ~ For example, I' did a math
. N . . .

D S

"__nn:kshop_and—hsd—a—;ot—%é=astesia&s—#é&uiringhsetiationa—ciass1—
A B

Many students were very hesitént to- try things

fication, etc.
-

-

“out. In desperation I applied a little adult authority and led

one of the students over to a table of different leaves to be

classified.' I was amazed to‘giscover that this student could{not

]

shift to a different category beyond her first one. I knew that
F -

her teaohing philosophy was strongly authoritatian, limitihg

Suddenly I understood why she.
\ oY

could not entertain notions of-eduéational programs that were -

r

children to closed experiences.

.other than authority-centered, imitstive, rigid‘ "right~answer"

-

‘ones! (Hanson, 1983, p. 60)

- .

‘David Hawkins (1974), teaching university students, comments'
s RE™ -3

I have long suspeoted.that my students' difficulties with the
intellectual p;gﬁess come not from the complexity of college work

itself', but mainly from their home background and’ the first years

- » N - ;
. : ] .

of their formal education. A,student who cannot seem to under—

stand Ege workings of the Ptolemaic astronomy, for .example, .turns

-
- ™ - '!.‘




»
L]
]

. out to have no evident vaugintar;ce with the simple and “obvious"

N lal;oratory work which might be called "Kindergarten Revisited"
. ‘ 3 . . -

light and shadow. Sometimes for ‘these students’ a style .of A

¥ . -
"has dramatically 1liberated their imtelXectual povers, Turn on ~

.

- . ’ .
your-heel with your head back until you seke the ceiling~--turn the.

!

. other way--and don't fall over! (p. 37)

* L]

v If.we take Piaget seriously, in teacher education as in early child-

LS

- - t *
2 hood education, it seems evident that experiential or laboratory or work-

LY . rs
F . -

shop instruction needs to precede, or at_ Ieast be concurrent” with, any

relativity of motion, or_ the__simpie g‘eomet:ieqi@ela—tiang.—of e

. _. . .and recombine--or,  in the words .6f Kenneth Grahame s\Water Rat, simply
t R N : . ' . o .
"mefs about" (H'awkins, 1970). Teacher education needs‘ "to. provide students

Nt

with opportunities “to constrict their own conceptual lnaps of the logic of

The terra:r.'n of teach:.ng" (Soltis, 1973, p. 7). This takes time, and it

L] L

« takes direct experience.
_Straightforward le‘cture, ‘the typ}.cel mode of -college teaching, ig en.
. o apbﬂ;l_” ate way (;a)f to present social kno‘.«rledge or (b) to sum up t;he
logiIku’owledge that foimally operating students already possessh on the
basis o'f ﬂt&&,‘personal experience. ‘ Piaget  explains soe":;..al knbw;l.ed’ge as
) "' the com;entibnks of .o}le's culture--the names o'f.. things and the'#rules for
behevior.' BeEauee‘ 'tl}eee things are- arbitrary, they can only be taught
. dijl"_ect]..}r, by tell'iljlg.or showing. a;n contrast, Togigal kn:::wledge about the
ways the world works (in "both physical and interpersonal terms)} is cons-

¥ * -~ . L] L4

structed by the learner, who generalizes from repeated experiences (Kamii &

A

- . ’

. " Devries, 1977, p. 368).

_ ¥
T§ under st‘and“ye must maniaulate, combine

1

1

4

Ty




‘ r‘. \‘.

T ( A Students not yet t'ormal-operating often take in 1og:|.cally constructed

-

- .

S
positi-ve redirection is a useful pr:.nciple in d*ing with @hild,ren 8
£

inappropriate- behavior: Instead of sayirg "No," help the child find an

v ol

acceptable alternative, 1If this technique is taught dixectLy as 5 rule for

’

teacher behavd.or, some students wi]:‘l apply it with children b ause they
- <4
have been  told to. However, this is .2 logical pr1nciple gen‘erated by

teacher experimentation with alternative ways of mana&ing children's’

.- —— 4 . *

‘behavior. Students will understand the logic- of‘the princ:.ple more fully

if they have opportunities to obserye, to experiment, ‘and discuss their

att
-\

eee- - -~ ——knowledge:as socia—l=know~ledge—only +— For example—&hey—-may-—be—-t—aught_t.hat_,____

R

_m wn:n one anotner ;- F R ‘ . ; . & .
_ . ~ C g
Students who have 1earned such princigles bg rote (memorized them as

;v

s

social knowledge) ma be erfectly capaple of stating them in, an examina-
: ge) may be p X

|

tion, Ima behaviorist framework, rote 1ear"ning demonstrates competence as
- ) [

wellr as logical l-earning does,_ But rote learning is dit'ficult l‘.o apply in
practice' it doesn't’ generalize with any Ele'xibil\\y to new ;ituatlons. In
a cultun(e teeming with ney sitcations, it would seem much mqre, to the point
to provide‘lea-rrks’of any aée w;‘th the: concrete

J. £

nces, and . the

Opportuni"ties to talk about’ them with pee‘re, that’ Plagelt describes as

J s ' ~ , .
; essential "for the ‘establishtment of formal c_:per;.tions any area. "The

- . -

" . There is no: shorteut to understanding, in Piaget' s view.

oo o without a doubt it is necessary to reach abstraction 1

o

if it doesn t consti_t‘.ute the crowning stage of a series of :
’ - .

_'previously” uninterri‘fﬁéed coneretg actions. The true cause of
;. . - . " . . . . i I ' . -

* failures in formal educatipn is therefore essentially the fact
r . . 1 * -

. r . . . .
. b -

« ) - 'abStraction#i%. only a., sort o{ crickery and deflection of the mind .

. . - . . . .- . -

I
! \ e g ! 4.
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r.hat one begins with language . . . instead bf beginning with . * - . -
real and material action. (Piaget, 1973, pp., 103-104) .o L o “-:I
N L @' . _‘o LT p

WVhether or not adults are Formal*-‘operating——~they need_ o~ - engage '_
- L]
. actively with the material. Capacity “or fomal,oyerations means simply .

that action and interaction ’can' be carried on at a symbolic level; argument )

. *

. . _ . = . - . @ . .
* about ideas replaces argument about objects. . All adulg students have the
P S \

o * ) * g .. ‘ ’ ’:T‘
potential for reflecting on and generali,z,ing from their experiences through . P

"
o

thinking, writing, and’ discussiop. - .
/

- . \u' ’ i
A helpful guid\ei to the ﬂesign of active learning experien.ces for

P

a,dults is %ntexts for 'Learning_ (FinkeL & Monk, 19?8) 'E ts atthors, a

pSychologist and a ,mathematici_an, tackle head-on "he issue of providing

,students with d1rect experience about the quesl:’ions of a disciplé.ne. .Their

methods enable students "to go through experiences similar to those that
g

-, . - -

‘excited the teacher" in the first place (p. 1}. :Generously'detailed

. . P . v .\
- ' - . .

examples and a lucid analysis of the pr'ocess of designing such experientes

are providedy To select cohceptual .goals for students' learning, hthe\-
e — | ' " T ) <

- _ authors- advise, “work backwards. from the produc..tsﬁdf ‘a disciplineitot:?ard
. the intel.lectua’l_e,xperiﬁ-nces\,tl;at lead to thése products“,(p.ﬂSBi‘.. .
) s ,Our\ goal as te'acl'gers‘ is to",'help students engage in menta_l.acti:rities-; 3
A that: generate ‘Knowledge as ttny .enter. an‘ unfamiiiar. learning senvironmeht, ’ ‘
The student begins understanding new material in the oni;:' wa% -possible-—-—in
. ‘ terms of‘his or her preekisting ideas: e
:,/" s, [:[‘he student]"a/pplies his own' conceptual framework to.it, &A more’ a
I ' j‘ntellectually aﬂequate framework can only be deveioped through a ..: ) .‘
) modifi-cation and -refinement of t,he student Sz initial frame- . vm

wo k. . '.“ The primary. means of inducing a person to "alter ‘1‘1]‘35 K

- by
- " - k‘/n .n) ]

int lectual framework is to get him ‘to use it J.l'l \uaried‘?’:”"",w

- - ‘4' 3
' ,.*55‘- v *
- N »
¢ ' -
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k lomsaL oo ST IS T
» - e ‘T'-\ I;‘ ) ' ) ' ' ‘ I
R _— . : 1 ¢ . * -0, RV
src challenging.Pand spécific ways Under,che—scrain of active use; - . - T«

LIS
ol -l.. ' 1

inadequacies\in che ideas, poor ‘and _absent conneccions;between

any overall unsuitability will become manifest. ° :

. -ideas, ‘and’

o

(Finkel & Monle, 1978, pp.” 53- 55) T o
s, X . 2 s e
Cburse olanning»in this frsmework has : two scages based on answers to' .

the following quescions:,
students' understanding of the sobject9 and, (b)'ﬁhac experiences will: help

= »

Stating conceptual -

(a) What are the concepts thagLﬂill contribute to

students  to develop..understanding of che concepts?

‘ .
goals for a cotrse; in Finkel and Nonk's words, . - '

& - -

is a task that can be performed only by the teacher respoﬁsible

-

for that course. We and our colI%borators’hth found that this . .
task necessitates a rethinking of one's own discioline, a ptocess - 1
chat in" iCself is deeply satisfying. (p. 57) . ‘ o s ‘
) Bﬁgaging in this ‘process myself one day, T listéd the Folldwing I ., |
concepts as basic to an undersggndifg of child development' (a) There are
basic needs'common to all humgn_hgingﬂ;_Ihl_Deyelopnenc (physical, social, ‘;
E: ? . - ’ -

emotional, intellectual) occurs in stages and , in a predictable sequence; . ¢
{c) Normal development includeg broad individual varﬁgtions; (d) Observing

childre; is a good way .to’ learn abouc,chem}'(e) Children learn’ through

[l
. * "

C > play;?{f) Because children are dependenc on adults,. it is important .to,
P ﬁ. examine che toles, actitudes, and culcure d@.adﬁlc caregivers; and (g) Be-
v cause assumptions and biases affecc any adnyZ s undersCanding of children,

- ¥ . -

it is imposcanc to examine one s own,

L

- :‘»’ * te

K

- " Lo '
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_ Engaging insa similar process, ElizaBech Prescocc, a member of the

faculty of Pacific Qaks, camé-up with single- or fewword concepts rather .

. 'J
chan sencendes.

z Ll

objept permanence,

H]

actachmenc,

separation)”

autonouwn »

initiative, learning about "rules and fairnéss,. industry (accomplisﬁment and
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,J 1 - '
failure), and sense of the future (Prescott, personal communication,

-

» oyE:

. " Given these or angther list of concepts, lhe next-qiestion qd ask is, €

. '.',’ September 1982). *

How might such concepts be learped thrqgﬁh workshop experiences or labora- -
- Y * i h 4
tory investigations? The laboratory‘év%ilable to the- teacher oi.child
iy R

development comes in two pafis, as I see it. Thé first includes those-
experiences with people--children and adults—-that students have had and,.

are having outé;de ‘the classroom and that can be discussed in the class-
. : o v
.foom. These experiences may be assigned by the teacher ("Observe a2 child

e -

“inder two im interaction with his mother . ...") or drawn from a common

human past (''Describe a memorable childhood pas§ion. What did you care

about very'much as a child?" 'Describe 2 time when you experienced a sense

. = 4 . .o

o - of fa&lute._ bid you ever achieve mastery%later?").

-

. The second set of laboratory experiehcéé is _found in the human rela-
- L ‘i i \ * .
. tions in the college classriem itself. What' kinds of thought-provoking

experiences can' the téacher structure for, the "students during class time,
.. - N - )

: v “in interactioh with each other, -either ‘in the. room or. in the community

"

. [
together? ("Go out of tﬁ% room and come back in on a small child's level,

~ ong-

ry.fipst to print your name and then to cut with

‘What do you notice?"

=

<" scissors using your 1eft-h€nd, if'yqu'fe right-handed, or vice versa. Can

=
-

you dé it? How does it make ‘you feel?" "Lead a Blindfolded fpartner
* | ‘outdoors, "keeping her safe while providing & variety ‘of .semsory experi-

ences.”) Thege are examples of feiativelylsimple aétivities; others may be

-

more complex. If instructions are given in ?r}ting on a warksheet avail-

- - i

I . | - tT . . .
able to students as they enter the class, stydents can work independently;

e - ~ ‘they need not wait.for tﬁe‘teacher's initia;i#e-té begin the action,
; ' .o
N
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In 'this s:ruetqfenlthe teacher tekes on some new toles, becoming an

asker of quesfipns, é'prbvider of materials, a laboratory‘participant; a
a . \ . "‘ - ., .

.€lass chairperson and secrétary, and a discussion leader (Renner & Laﬁson;.

oo ¢ - ..+

1973}, The teaeher callg the students tegether, takes'mote:of the data _

they have getheﬂed,'end encourages discussion of the.data. 1In additioh; it

_is‘the teacher's role to suggest names for what the students have‘disf'

covered, thus;teleting\the data to concepts, and to decide when’and how to
‘ -

kmve ‘on to exploration of the next concept. As Renné4 and Lawson observe,

this tealher is gt a teller, he is a directbr of learning.

.Txaditional teaching methods embrace the notions that (a) teach-

‘_;3' ing'is telling, (b) memorizatioﬁ-is learning, and (c) being able

;=to repeat something on an examination i8 evidence of understand-

ing*—those points, are the antithesis of inguiry. (p. 2?6)
Voo
|

-,-1The goal of thié structure is studenthcentered iotellectual activity,

o

wibhwthe teacher out of center stage. There are many opportunities for

small~group work, for interactions among students:- In ‘Piaget's  (1973)
R ' - '
wordg® b . ' .

L - L]
I .

No ieef'iﬁtellectual activity could be carried on in the Torm of

L]
»

-~ . - - " 1
EXperimentsi actions and spontaneous investigations without free

R collaborauion among individuals——that is to say, among the

7

s vstudents thémselves, and not, only betwéen the teacher and the
. Wy,
student. Using the' intelligence assumes not only: continual

mutual stimulation, but also and more impoxtantiy mutual control
. ~ . .
and exefbise of , the.critical spirit, which alone can lead the

individual to objectivity 4nd to a need for conclusive evidence.'

- . -

The workings of logic are, in effect, always' c00perations .‘, .

“The- actiye school presupposes working,.in COmmGMn , alternéting"

iy . -
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- between individual work and work in- groups, since collective

- P +

living has been shcmn te be essential to the full development of

the. personalfty in all its facets—-even the more intellectual.

* N . - . . ot . -
(pp. 107-109) - Py e

The traditional .teaehing model is twWo=-person, teacher-t’o-—student‘, in spite

of the‘presence of all those other people. In contrast, the wo;‘}cshop-

approach, in Finkel and Monk's words, "breaks the iron grip of the two-

person model (1978, p. 103)." Most teachers ate strongly -inclined - to

identify theiselves with. the subjeet;_tney teach and to. assume that they

. ! . . :
must be present as intermediary between students and subject matter. In so

doing, they ‘fuse their role as knower and their role as helper in the

‘learning process. ) -

-

In a workshop approach, the two roles are separated in time and place.

"The teacher plans the workshop. on the basis of his or her.knowledge,

‘ fomulating ideas in a worksheet that serves to initiate stuBents? action,

B

ty"éic'ally in sma2ll groups. Because the teacher.is not the center of this

- N " *

action,.he or shé is free to observe, to evaluate the effecti\gr.ness of

prior planning to engage etudents' thinking and - nteraction. The teacher .
' : ’ -

is_free to intervene with a. group or an individua_tl,' hecoming a helper in a

variety of ways "and discovering which ways are most effective and most

-
L]

enjbyable.

. To quote Finkel and Monk (1978) once mor_e on the subject:

s '

. Perhaps the mbst li:berating change of all- [ehe teZElier} _n{
longer bas to supply the energy of the - elass. -The studenfs are

already interacting with the worksheet when ‘he enters to help.

;} He may now questiqn! probe, l'g:[nt, su_pport, provoke, f_aciliggte,_

ergu'e, ‘emote, in ways that he may -alyays have wanted to,. but

>
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never could, b'ecause-‘ the presentation of the subject ‘matter
~always took prec’iedence.\ He will aiso ,receive responses to-;_:hese- :
ways of expressing himselfs, quite separate fro the intellectual:

1

|
- |
responses to the worksheet. Thus, he.can, distinguish between et

. —

" reactions ‘to his style as a t-eacher and _reactions to, his way of i

— - “r - - -

. ptesenting‘mgj:e.r-:i.‘al. .. T‘nere is a true ‘dialectic between B

writing worksheets and sunning workshops based on then. The}t .

represent two .modes of sharing one's, -gubject with students. .

T

/ App. 103-106) ' . ' ' - -

L
[

The worksheet, as thus described, sounds to me a good deal like the'
s . i o, L .
blocks and paints and sand -of the preschool classroom. It serves: to get.~
3 . ) . .
actii{e learning started/‘ The instructor, like the preschool teacher,

watehes to see what will h,appen,/intervening as he or she choosés.
" - - l‘ -

The DeveloPmental-Interaction Approach : ' LT s

-

' As Pranklin..and Biber (19?7) have pointed out, there is a -l_argeT

1
4

measure -of -common ground- between - early childhood programs based on a

) : 1
cognitive-develolnental approach _and those programs. that .they ca‘11+ Y.

w

dev.e10pental—interaction.‘ A 5.‘ognit_ive-developmental approach to teaqherll.; .

- ., 1 -
education, as described in the previous. section, may be expected to. produce
‘ R - . . . ‘. R ' -

‘problem—'solv_i_ng teachers focused on the content of children's learning. & &

. : g _"d'evelopmental—inter_action apnroach, which offers 0pportenities_ for both

cogniti've' and affective aetion, produces problem-solving teachers concerned

1
LY

with ‘both the- content and the proct!ss of children s learning. Horkshop-

-

R style teadbing may, concentrate on the cognitive, or it may make a point of . ’

-

s

% -

= - -y
.

i

W ‘incorporating affectiye experience . as well. Finkel 3__ “onk (1978,
. , )=

:'“-f S pp. ?-88) comment that some affective learnin.g. is inevi’le as students
& I BN c . ! ’
7% . help each other, enjoy one “another's company, 2and “discaver 'how' “they
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f nct:.on in groups.——The—devehpmentahdnteractiorr‘*re‘_ *:T"—_éducator plans

e . .

?§nsciously for thesé “and other affective goals‘ o - \
|-

1 Tt is a premise of the devplopmental-interaction view here under .

discussion thatx_the separation‘.of these major . developmental ’ éﬂﬁH
‘.sequences--the cognitive~intellectual and. the.affective-socielT-
. - N - -

-

has, important heuristic value but that, in utilizing these _ "

PR - . P

formulations %n connection with educational planning, it is * o

—— e e —
- -

essential to ‘be continuously cognizant oE their interdependénce

1

: j in the way ch11dren and people actually function. (Franklin and-
T

. Biber, 19?7, P i8).- - '

i . . -
o, N - Lt .

Like® behaviorists, developmental-intéractionists are actively con-
13

ckrned with motivation. Behaviorists concentrate on. extrinsic sources of

r__

mctivation, assuming-that all behavior occurs. because it is reinforced.

-:r- T ot - K

"Developmentalists concentrate on intrin31c motivation of the sort described

hy white (1959) and Hunt (1971), they believe that humfan beings are natu-
L

AN rally' curious and" stimulus—seeking,, and that motivatibn .is iﬁherent in

-doing“ White calls “this | atttibute comgetence motivation-na need to bring

Tl :* 1.

Ly '{?‘“. ébout_aﬁ effect by acting on the’ environment

- . & _m

'f_% Lf Psychodyuamic theorists have emphasized the ways in which anxiety may_

et cﬁ; ;; terfere with this natural curiosity. Spontaneous growth will occur only

- - — -

ehvironment thatvndnimizeﬁ%hnxiety and maximizes. the delights of -

- ~a

¥
Erow h (Haslow, 1962l In_a 1earning ‘environment, the, teacher who offers

: stu 'nts nqconditional pésitive regard" (Rogers, 1951 1969) supports them

'-3_;$ﬁfin':aking the risks inherent in new 1earning. i

R ReIativeiy few collsge :eachers concern ;hems;}ves ddrectly with their :

- ﬂ;gtudents‘ aff;ctive-social de;elqpment. Some 1may do so °“ an informal .
n:;Jhasi;, mahing themselves availahle to students outside of class and being . al

- ‘, - '_ . A - . r
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e = —sympathetic to;theirlpersonak concerns: Blt it‘gs rare find interper- -

o

.

C ‘ sonal d-ynamie! taken into account as. part of the eonf:enc of a course-—even,

Lot .. . - - . ™
H . - - .
b

courses in human development and. edoeation;{ Colle e teachers tend to
7 . prment - ! &

:. . : ignore-or minimize the,risks’involved,in 1earning-—especially learning in Q\'
) . ﬁemotionalry ladent subject areasf : . o e ol
.. Dugger (1983) quotes a communicy college studenc as saying,."ﬂhen I )

was iy sevench grade, I asked a question, and the teacher told me it was a

«dumb question. 1 never asked 'another question in-school" (p. 58). Stu-
[ L] 4

! dents who -learn not to ask questions giﬂ? up Behaving intelligencly in the

classroom; a whole sourcé of energy féf learning is cut off. And sormy E/Ii

first concern, as a college teacher in this mode, is to reduce students'

4

' -anxiety @bout_learning. I'try to provide a psychologically safe space——to

—aat

- ek

. - . .
et T S

be a teacher who demonstrates quallties of warmth, empathy, and respect,

- e
L

and' .thus can be trusted. Trust is an essential climate for learning

s (Meade, 1975). And I share power with students encouraging chen'co take

responsibilicy for choosing.their own learnidg activities and evaluating

I their efforts, ratherr than asking them to bla&q“please—che—teacher.”

Teichdis at Pacific Qaks ‘have written about working in éﬁr; mode wich

a 4;year-old= “Hhac we ‘are trying to.do is to give him -the- power to do
whacever he wants £o do--to make an impact on his world, to be able to

" exert gennine chqice. This is our goaI for all children (Rabifoff.&‘.
Prescott, 1978, ;. 133). Power is :hns_shareﬂ,'nog_abdieated,' As teagher )

jo : - W N - " : .
L . T retain responsibilicy for defining the parameters of the course, select~

- i i
27 . - -

ing: basic co?cepts, providing a workable learning strueture--even stﬁting
‘ process obJ?Ftives in behavioral cerms (E. Jones, 1983—b) But I give scu-

dents real choiees amdhg a.yide range of opcions and expect them to evalu-

L

S - T"fate their own learning. For.#xample, fnstead of assigning a textbook I ask:

-




. . . J R Y
§tudents’to.make their own ehdices from a reading list. I ask them to

. L}

* write their personal reactions to their reading, to questions raised in

- !
' class, to the class- structure and how it is working for them., I want allF

» ' . ¥

students to read and write) talk and listen, bserve and reflect-~these are N
my behavioral objeetives. But/ because th?y are individuals, I exﬁeet

students to do different things, rather than perform a single task on which
. s \
I could rank their relative success. 1 value their differences rather than

- .- ' - #

Sk, -evaluate them, b i . o

e -
————— e

Faced with such power of choice, students are often excited. They are

——— A

often also uncertain of their ability to handle the situation, and the

learning that. comes out of this dilemma may well be the most-iﬁpdrtant
. ' % .
thing that lmppens for them. As one teacher education’ student wrote in her

1'3%%’*.

< self-evaluation: . .
llf -

'ThroughOut my years of sehooling I have always been guided. To

suddenly be expected to .do -and diseover on my own has been very

difficult for me - to adjust to. Zhis. semester has been one_of

self-exploration, and I still am not sure as to where all the

- -

Lo scattered pieces of myself fit in, . , . I am left to depend on

Ty

myself, I tealiae“that my teaching will be a lot 1like this.

“ When -I am faced with a problem, I will have to look inside and

: fdiscover an answer for myself. . . . I am only now.beginning to

et . ; . . -

'r C put tdgether, in a sense, my life as a 'teqcneriﬁi(Stephanie-

| - Feeney,mpersonal communiication, August 1981) ' - o

:fe - .; o My second concern, dfter reduction of ankﬁgégagis to plan eognitive‘
. N learning‘éxperiences that také feelings into aecount. Feelings senvq‘as.

:'“P: " the context’;that 'dete:mines students' ability to learn;' féelings are

}' " therefore ‘considered directly in planning for the learning ptocess:

-, - B m
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Franklin and Biber'(1927) cite Dewey in this veSpectc ."Learning“experi:‘

ences designed to further cognitive facility are weighed in terms of the

RPN S e mme e — N

R
‘simultaneous learning that As going on- with respect to self imege; atti-

.

' tudes toward otherst‘Ws;krpatterns, or general behavioral tuodes'l (p. 20).

My class activlties are designed to promotg_the follgg}ng goalss * \ .
1. Introduce .students QL the resources available _(readings,
T places to observe, me, and pne ‘another) and help them get ' C-
' started in making cholces among these’resources‘for.their )

e leerning.‘ . ) ‘ .

-
-

2. Establish a communication network. When learning. activities . \w

are indivldcallzed, it is crucial that everyone be account-

R ]
-

%~ lirable on’ a continuing basis, in writing as well as orally., |

3. Cqyer the content .through.action, interaction, and reflec-
. . = .

" tion on experierce. T

LY -

Pl N r .

'4;’ ﬁbal with’ students' feelings - about the -content and the .
people in the group (other students and the teacher). | o
Whenever possible, 1 combine two[or more of these/purposes in oneh?ifi?

actfvity. For example, I might ask students—:o—geﬂ_gsgpainted in a %child o~

development class by sharing an early childhood experience with each other.

Péired cohversgtion helps reduce anxiety about not knowing anyone in the

'bgroup and introduces students to one’ another § experiences., We might then
N k =
' bﬁild on this basis by'generating developmental themes out of the kinds of

'experiences the students chose to relate ("Did.any of yourcexperlences,havg

'to'do with Separation? Autonomy? Being competent?. Does the introduction of

. M L ]
i ;these abstract concepts help you to put your.pérsonal, concrete experiences

N

S ta T e

gﬂ?broader perSpectIve?“) R - .

i3

e 3
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LT, e . Teachers who make a clear distinction between “therapy" and "educa- |

-
tisa’ may feel,;hat it is inappropriate to encouragqmeﬁllege students to
. express . their feélings Qﬁﬁ\‘explore their past emotional experiences.
. : ~ —- . .
LN However, affectrvely orieated .teaching differs from therapy in.that the Ié&e

oy s - setting is educational,,thg student has come to learn about something, and

I .

Ce \LJ, ?; the teather 3 goal is to teach. There is a consistent reality base, beyond

X
thg igdividuhl's concern with self. underscored by the quest ons, what ‘are

2 you, 1earning about? and What do yoy want to do? .Personal
{ - ’

search under-
L

" taken in an educational rather than a therapy setting has an_ipstrupental

quality that tends to move it beyond egocentrism. that is, the individual

*\i' I S,

is exploring self in opder to und&rsiand others better and to become a more

« : -/ .
P .

competent professidnal.

However, teachers who restructure relationships in their ,classyooms,

thereby raising such questions, may be suspect,- Writing about survid!& in
+ N * -
an open-classroom siquhtion, Beukema (1978) remarks on the response of
. ) i o - :
~. . others to-such restructuring: ’ : i . ) -
. T - L e T . 7 i Ay
A B One‘of,tﬁe criti¢isms leveled at me, ;both by students,imd by
Y o -
: friends and cplleagues, was that 1 was running group therapy. or
. f .~ It X - -~

.‘.sensitiv‘ity sessions. "I am not, " 1 protested, _wondering-why . \

people talking to each other should be seen as therapeutic.

-

;/} Later I realized that people were being human with each other in }

.

a context where huminness doesn't usually happen. ‘Sﬁudents

speaking to _each other about "course.éLntent“ may be an accépt-

r
.

el R able claszSom behavior, but students-speaking about themselves‘

if; " . is generally not-.. (p. léi) ‘ . X LT L

. ‘ . . :

é? - ) Givéﬁithe‘opportunity, people are likely to share with oné unother not
e « !

M T only intellectual i&eas, but. alse personal anxieties and dilemmas ‘and
L A % ) S .

12 +.
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r - . ' - -
feelings of all sorts, Classrooms are simpler, tidier places without/ these

things. In a traditional olassroom, students can maintain a protective
L - .

4

. —— P — 3

anonymity by~ 1is.tening, t_aking notes-, and staying quiet--'and from a

developmental’-interaction point of view, not 1earning very muct:” Learning
- ' P2
is an_active process, involving, both cognition and affect. / / )

Essentially, I find that ¥ombining these two aspects of - learning °

requires me to slow down in my teaching. Whenever my anxiety over covering

- -

course content takes precedence, it triggers student anxiety,'which is what

lr . . »
I want to reduce. "}I‘r.adition'ally, anxiety is an appropriate motivator in

— o ﬁé‘

schools. ('If‘ you don't use assig"nments_, due dates 3nd grades, how can you
. » = 7 . . o . ) . ;
ever get :students' to work?} But I choose instead to trust myself, my

i

students, and the learning process, recognizing that any content is poten-
t:i.ally infinite° it cannot possibly be "covered. * Duckworth (1972) quotes

David Hawkins on curriculum development“ "You dpn t want to cover a.
- LY

subjec't; you want to uncover: _it" (p. 22‘§).( This is what\:e try to do by

P

. 3 ] . .
identifying the critical concepts—in—a —field; .they sérve as rallyipng

- " hd 4 —

. - r * . ¢
their owm convenience ‘s_eg arbitrary, ‘mahageable bounda.ries‘ to sgbject

areas., Students, given the opportunity, will contir‘gually make unpredicted
. - * e . . e .

4
" points, not boundaries. It is teacherg and curriculum planners who for

connections relevant to their own learning. I may sometimes, as a teacher,"‘
. . * . . P - -

help an 'individual or g(ogp/focus by defining Something as "off the sub-

A . ! a ) .
jegt ," but that's an arbitrary, bést-guess pedagogical decision on my part; S/\ -
it has nothing to do with the structure of knowledge.

L]
Fl

*

Putting It into Practice- Song,e Hazards ) ’ oo ‘ . *
. Vi v “
As T indicated at the beginning of this d:liscussion, a develoPmental-
2 TN . - S ;
interaction apJproach is uncommon in teacher education in sPite of its . g
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v e ¢
broad-based theoretical’ justification. Why? Franklin and Biber (1977)
. N L
have commented- that ) : T

»
- - -

. - - s - - -

Eﬂe‘teacher carries a compl%ggrole in the implementation of th%ﬁ_
. ‘} - - :

ideology. . . . Ipe lack of.standarxdization, like the‘require-'

4

x

- y .
ments ffor~ awareness and responsivity, makes the teachier's f?le

challeng;né but often very‘difficult. Perhaps more than in others
_ S . A .

progf;ms; successfyl realization of educational goals depends °

upén the -teacher's ébii&ty to take genuine initiative .in trans- .

o < . . - »

lating basic preceptsg-into{ a productive learning environment, '

The unuspally'complexirequirements of the teacher's role consti- -

. .

“tute a challenge to’ teacher E&ucation not r;adily metiwfthin.the
‘Traméwork of most teacher education programs, (p..‘:-ilu)f o

The challenge{\ip.fact, comes in two parts: (a) to teacher d¢ducators’
own awaren;ss and responsivity to th;ir students and their a?iliéy to tage

~ genuine initiative in designing and ihplementing learnifig eiperiences, and

(b) to their readiness to trust their students' potential for becoming

T T
3
LY

’
[

R R T T b g
> LT
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teachets who can take génqine initiative. "As a colleague said to te, in
- ) - L)
defense of the prepared curriculym ’she was giving to students to{use with

* children: "But what do you dé about thexmediocre teachers?" Agsuming some

. N r

teathers will be mediocre, she saw it as necessary to_treat them as techni-
. . . X -

-

cians and’ provide them with "teacher-proof” curricula. Some teacher

educators who have great faith in children’s potential for-growthuhaie

-

? :
.given up on adults, whom they feel have lost the unspoiled qualities of

. . ! .
childhood. * For my patt, I believe stromgly in self-fulfilling prophecies,
and 1 find that 'if I frust my college students 'to be competen&, they are

. i ) " 4 ; ‘ _
more likely to behave competently and caringly than if I do not. .

- .
LY
.

- s
'




"+ College teachers who choose o do so can become more-aware and reSpon-

Sive, ‘and they. ean learn to design active learning e)'{-periences. They may,

N 7

4
‘not, of courde, geq reeognitti:on -from their eoll'eagu,es - for doing

(3. Jones, 1983); the model professor is an expert, reasonably entertaining
. lecturer who meintair;;es a suitable distanée from students. "To Yrust learn-

—

ers is snsl‘:.eet,' inleds they are little ehil'lli,ren, and it was eagier -to tri\st
~little children as learners in the era in which preschool "didn't count." .

. . . : ‘ - &_'
‘As - the early 7years, have been taken more seriousky, "traditional".

(developﬁenta'.i:-interaetion); preschools have b,een,,eritieized as laissez-

#

< faire by the:atlvo,eates of more "rational," often behaviqrist.models ("Let's

. R o~ A

shape these kids Up--they don't have time to play" [Bereiter & Engelmann’

r

T 1966]). ' T‘\\ . o
,__' v . : :

Traditional preschool education derived from ~leisurely, detailed

L] . h

-,

spects their pace and recognizes the importince of redundancy in learning,

B
- .

B A 1 all sorts of hurry-them-up eurrieui& have been devised (see Lavatelli;
L .

g 1970;'Weikart, Rovrs, Adcock, & McCIellancL,_ 1971).3 (Piaget himself,. of

cqurse, referred to the coneern for speeding up deve10pment as "the Ameri~

.Y

can question, ") As Engelmann (1971) makes clear, Piaget s primary interest

- . q L[]
/\ . was development, not instruetiOn, and an authentic "Piagetian, eurrieulum
. £ -, . . ) : .. )
: 'f\ Y might be exp'eeted to retain this emphasis (cf, Franklin & Biber, 1977, pp.
ot . —r 1 '
F

Lo \13-15 kamii & DeVries, 1977, pp. 366-367). Likewise, in a developmental-

il
o I . interaetion framework the\ most important teacher skill is observation-
by

Wait, ‘watch, ‘pay attention---int rvene when you are needed (Dewey, 194':3‘_"/

LT

i 1902, 12963/1538)_.' The college :eaehin‘g equivalent of this st‘yle has been
.. ) N - . \‘ . - )

‘,t

- describeéd earlier “in ’tl'i}é"'discussiod

T
o, ST A
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‘}M ‘«». "i a--wd“ 1"
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m‘" attention "to what children are like. It doesn't hurry children; it re- -

So did Piaget-—-a mos{ﬂeisurel'y, -detailed observer. However, in his name . __
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Teacher educatp}on" unlike preschool education, does "count," or w,ants ~- ‘.-’-' N

-, - ' .8

to,_~e3pecially in universities where it is competing fof academic status. s o
— - T ‘ i s . N 1 (- i ’._-.
We must be lsure to ipour in; all that content 80" our students will know\

“ . .. -,
— * e t +* r

everything a teacher must know, But e can t do that except by teaching’ as o v

=

.78 if it all yer& social knowledge-—-»wordsh to be’ memorized° in hardlv any )
{ . - ) . ) c’g- -

. 'program.is inough time allowed to learn it all by doing.- Perhaps, thbn, it~ ..

o

'won t all bé 1earned before a teacher begins to teach Agcepting that fact

* ) - ‘ T. " L] - E
seems to'me to be the preferable alternative to pouring it in.” Lédyrning to ¢ b\/
* < 3 sk -

»

teach is inke t’he young child's learning--the slow, unﬁdy attempt to gain s
*

understanding of all the parts and pie.ces of a, whole new world. 1t can't < .

- . + -

" be hurried,!-npr can, *it be detached from the person. ’&do care that teac;'n-—"

P ] * . , . o

. ” Me&s‘ know, but I care much more about whq they are (see Feeney, Christensen,
. .. .

& Moravcik, 1983) And‘ I care that theg* have 0pportunities, ‘as part of

'thei:;: professional 1earning, to. get in touch’ with pa-rts of tjxeir exper.ience

J . that nay l:;ve been split ofj:“L from their awareness and that may give themc L

trouble Tater in their encounterg with children and.parents. Students will T

11 - o™ i 4“ . . .
be unable to be good to children or t! re'cognize their prejudices when they AT
N < - K ¥ - '

A ‘ are' on their own in _the classroom if no one: has been good "to gthem Te
N . h P e + . ':"' -

L ) (Hilliard,; 19?4). But ‘it is hard,, in an academic setting, to just'ify ) ‘-!@y

- - ™
»

self-urrderstanding as: the pﬁmary content of - teacher education, as: Paul o
L . [. - ” §. .r‘ -
Goodman and others have proposed that it be (Dennison, 1969, p.. 25',’) PR :

Pl T R . - .
. . . B . .o

It is',a;I.ao hard ,to risk, as coIlege teacherg,‘ teaching who we. are and ‘e

: . “ not: just-what‘, we know. . But iﬁwe‘ are asking students to be Fully present -

W ’ . [ ] . w . - ; b o -

in their learning“ we are obligated to: be there as persons in our teaching. -
.1 , .

A T e
[
i
oy
.

i

. ‘I‘his is risky. When we try new ways and they don't work, we are mere Lt

vulnerable than if we .had St“‘?k pr0per1y to 1ecturin8 (3. Jones," 1933)' n . _;_

Dl ] ke e b

g T

. ¢,
d ‘I‘he most " eff’écti’le way I have d covered for defusing my anxi'étv is. sto “y
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s e acknowledge 'it rationall‘;:“ ""You “know, I t'h-ought that discussion would
- ' 'é':.a_ - o, - ) I

. ] . )
work, and it bombed.- Has that ever happened to you? What do you do when

W make

? yoﬁr plans' don't work? How could we make it bettrer next time?" By doing
ﬁf‘;\ - ) - thig I am modeling for studente.ﬁmmking it clear to them that teaching is a

. _~~“ Iearning process“andééhat Iearning isn't, alwaps full stedm ahead _Eheri-s.&
z‘\ - lot of slippage. .We’ can turn our failures ifito learning experiences if\wc
B can “detach ourselves.a bi from them and analyze what happened. If my

. w.,

Students become teachers themselves, I think they/hill find this piece of

. .+ information usefut (E. Jones, 1981)

Effective socialization into a profession demands laboratorv experi—

I want é;udents to get a first—hand sense of what it's like to be a,

ence,
teacher, and so I ask them‘to engage, in my_classrooh, in ;eacher-type
* L * s ke o O N N
- ’ o behaviors: plannlng; giving information, responding to others, evaluating,

' N - » ' m' I .‘.
- _ Too often students - are askedbto engage omnly in student-type beha&goré,
S which serve ‘primarily toscreen them for ﬁinimum academic competence, not,

for teaching potential (Ratz, 1974).
. 35y

-

Teaching All Qur Students ) ' ] ' T e

In American*society,.as Green (1968) and Herndon (IQLI) have pointed

L3

out, we' depend on the‘schools and-golleges ro sort out people for the
Coe . - . -

> -

econgpic\system--qp decide who.will be winners and who will he losers.
:}_ . . lhere are few other~ rdh;es to sqccess. This %is' why Illich (19?1) «has
;}_;f S descTibed the educatfonal system .as the 20th cenéury replacement for the
L . . . e e 2

: ) ) L 'medieval church; . it monopol}Zes access to sﬁ%ial stagps. T "
o R Thiﬁgyudents know thi§:¢¢hat s why rhey Te in sehool.

- ""-‘4
»>

ekpect college to be any morewoxciting than public school'was.

g

They don t

lt s just

;o something youchavé to do to get ehead in the world.‘ If Jou wantra~particu

college, .even ifwgﬁat means

T -

o 1 '

L. 15’..
&a:.oﬁﬁﬁ&éﬂﬁzma”*
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__a___*‘_aimlong as possible. s o " o ) . .

' they have observed and experienced and know that this is appropriate,

Lo - -
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i by
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you doﬁ t get to try tedching a real child ‘for yearg. “And besides, what

g~ == -

else is there to do after high school? As Shor ﬁlQBO) has fhoted, ourg

I / ]
system has a vested interest in keeping young adultj out of the |labor force

only indifferent success,. or worsa,' in previous schooling. They are .

ik

unlikely " to have high opimions of themselves as learners. In ddition, e
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that colleges value most highly,

*

Of course, teachers need theory, but working teachers build theo

o
L]

of their ekperience' they don't just quote others' theory. They don'
1
as they do because Pia et said soj they do it beceuge hei say so-—bec

they‘can also cite Piaget; they are in a stronger position to communicat

with others and be confident in themselves.) Dugger (1983), teaching

.
teacher eides, '
Y N

pointed out to them that each of them had a. theory about chil- %,!’

-

o

dren- the only difference was that thev had never written theirszw
down and got& 1 famous. So {they] were going to 1earn about the’’

famous theories written ‘about in the book, and then each person

could add to or change’ their theory as they observed children and

saw’ how it "ch‘e‘;ked out with the others. Or write ‘theirs‘and

L

. r
S

'become famous.'?p.ﬁ33)" - T

Lot

This approach does not, in my- view, trivielize theory, it does de~

e “ . . . B
A T .. PO

mystify it, giving students an accurate view of its sources in experience..

T

Like ﬁugger, I want th{{péople-uﬁgﬁ I teach to gain mote poﬁgr over their__-
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lives, I want to subvert students who are accustomed to be mere game-

. players--to enable them to find out what they really want to do, develop

the skills and discipline to do it, and discover 'learning as. exci'ting and -

themselves as competent, {;

3

- . N b
* What students need to learn in school is that they can learn,- that‘.‘

4 . - - A

-

learning is exciting and that it's something you can do for yburseflf."_\

-]

. o

ﬁ - Prospective teachers, more. than anyone else, need to learn this., Rote

learning is very poor preparation for tegching, Teachers ‘need to have

developed independence and reciprocity -in both the intellectual and moral -

spheres. Independence means that you feel confident in assi(in_g your own
‘ estior{s\and ‘finding‘ your ow'n answers.- Reciprocity means that you can
gsten to other peopie"snd have a weli;developed capacity for_pttting
yourself in their shoes. These essential qualities a‘re developed thro:lgh
active 1earn1ng, not through passive 1earning (E.. Jones, 1978).
In Piaget s words _(19?3)3 the intellectual and moral .spheres consti-
tute an '"indissoluble wholé," He states that " .- A
- it is mot poss‘ible to create independent personalities in the
ethical area if’ the individual is also subjected to intellectual
'constraint to such an extent that heé must restrict hin!self to
. learning by rote without ‘discovering the truth for himse]ff. ‘If'
) 1 he is intellectualr‘ly ‘passive,‘ he wi}l.not know how to be free‘

ethically. Convi“z‘rsely, if ‘his ethics c-onsist exclzu.sively 1in
'-'_g submiSsiBn to adult authority', and if the only social exchanges
that make up . the life . of the class are those that bind each
,student individualiy to a master holding all power, he will ‘not

T know how to - be intellectually active. (p. 107y
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Only - by tgiving students problems to solve, not facts to memorize, as .
- starters for their’ thirfking, will we get quality teaching in early child-
hood education. Only by trusting teachers to-be effective problem solvers :
will we. go beyond mediocrity in the .classroom. Only ag: teachers and
“parents raise questions' about’ the quality” of children's lives will we
accomplish necessary educational and social change.
This is not ‘a scientific' statement:; it is a political -one, an ideolo- '
© O gY. Hith Katz (1977), I<recognize that I adopt a point of viev in educa=
. . " . -
tion not because I know it to be fact but because I believe it to be true
) - . . g : .
on the basis of my own experience, feelings, and values. Teacher edycators -
cannot be neutral. .My point in this discussion is that we choose our
theoretical posi:tions in early childhood education, ani, having done so, we
N . Y - _—
N have an- ol:ligation to. makeé our teacher education consistent with them, & )
;:_‘ :__-.‘__ ST ) ” . i . : . ] : . ) * '-_'
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