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INSIDE THE CLASSROOM

TEACHING: A SCORNED QUASI-PROFESSION?

A recent Newsweek article (Sept.,1984) described
teaching as "the most scorned quasi-profession in America'.
How did the American public (or at least the press) arrive
at this view of an occupation which, in the past, while not
highly paid, at least commanded the respect of the
community? And does the occupation deserve the public scorn

described in Newsweek and many other newpapers, magazines,

" and speechea? A series of events and views, including the

accountability movement, lowered student scores »n
standardized tests, and concern about the gquality of
individuals entering teaching and their preparation programs
have coibined to focus heavy public attention on the quality
of teaching. Recently, a seriés of national reports have
decried the gquality of teaching and teacher preparation as
well as the conditiona of teaching, and have offered
prescriptions for the improvement of practice.

bocietal expectations for schooling have always been
high. Schooling was meant to imprové society, to perpetuate
the finest aspects of the culture, to prepare the best
individuals in all fields of endeavor from artist to
scientist to citizen, and to expose others who wil' not be
“the best® to all of these areas and to raise them to their
highest possible level of proficiency. More recently,

schooling has been expected to ameliorate societal problems
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that other institutions such as the family, church and
social agencies have failed to solve. But these high
expectations have clashed with current realities. Extencsive
publicity has surrounded the poor basic skills of high
school graduates. Accounts of chaos, confusion, and violence
in our junior and high schools are widespread. There are
frequent reports of lowered test scores of those entering
the teaching profession as well as disturbing accounts and
examples of poor basic skills on the part of some teachers.

At the same time, frequent accounts of the conditions
of teaching cause one to wonder why anyone would enter the
occupation. Beginning salaries of teachers, adjusted for 12
months, are lower than than for any other field requiring a
bachelor’s degree, and they top-out sooner and at a lower
level than other college degree-level occupations (NEA,
1983). Accounts of school violénce. of e#trenely poor
facilities and equipment, large clasas sizes, and
disrespectful attitudes on the part of students explain
problems of stress and burnout in many teachers. The
teacher is, after all, one of the few professionals for whom
a telephone is not readily available except in the school
office or at the public booths for which he or she nust
compete with the students. It is nat surprising that the
better teachers leave and burnout is prevalent among those
who - remain.

Fortunately, the recent increased attention toward the

quality of teaching and the poor conditions under which



teechers must work has generated a number of state anc local
reformes which should help slleviate these conditions, and
build the quality of teaching in our schools. Perhaps more
important is a significant body of research over the last
decade on teaching and teachers. This research has improved
our understanding of teaching, effective teaching functions,
and the processee which can be employed to improve teaching.
It was used by those writing the national reports, and plays
an important role as state policy-makers consider
legisletion relasted to improved teaching anad teacher
preparation, school district officials implement school
improvement programs, and staff deyelopers and achool

i
adminisgtrators work with teachers to improve inst;uction.
This paper will explore this research to raise and answer
quesiions about teaching and to provide a more thorough
understanding of the ddy-to-da§ lives of teachers and their

teaching functions.

WHAT IS TEACHING?

No single description of teaching can capture and
describe the complexity of the occupation. Recently,
however, research on teaching conducted from a number of
different theoretical frameworks has provided many valid
deacriptions of 1t: When added together, these conceptions
can help those who are involved in policy-making designed to
improve teaching to understand the various functions and .
roles that teachers must perform and assume in their

clasgsrooms. Six of these are briefly presented below:
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Teacher as Esxecutive

After a number of years of highly productive research
which produced a model of teaching called Academic Learning
Time (Fisher, Berliner, et el, 1980), David Berliner (1982)
compared the teaching role with that of executivee in the
business world. Pointing out that schools and classroéns are
workplaces, he identified nine executive functions that the
person who runs a workplace must perform. They include:
planning, communicating goals, regulating the activities of
the workplace, eduéating new members of the work group,
coordinating the work of the site with that of other units
in the system, supervising and working with other people,
motivating those being supervised, and evaluating the
performance of those being supervised. He then described
these functions in terms of a teacher’s ectivities, noting
that the most important deciaiéns teachers make in planning
are related to choosing content, scheduling tinme, forming
groupa and choosing activity atructuresa. These decigions Are
very powerful in determining what is learned in classroons,
and they can have positive or deleterious effects. Work at
the Institute for Research on Teaching of’nichigan State
University, for example, has pr ied 1n£orngtion on the
factors which influence the choices of teachers about the
content they will teﬁch. Even though textbooks are
prescribed and used in classes, teachers exert a powerful
1n£l;ence by what they choose to teach, and how long they

spend with the topic (Schwille, Porter, Belli, Floden,



freeran, Knappen, Kuhs, and Schmid:t, 1981). Further,
teachers make, on the average, 30 interactive dgcisions
eazth hour (Clark and Peterson, 1984). The implications of
this view of teaching are that teachers should be honered
and peid well for these skills just as executives are in
industry. In addition, business expends considerable effort
on developing programs to train individualsg in these skills.
The educational system should do the same in both preservice
and inservice teacher education programs.

Teacher as Clsssroom Manager
Classroom management has become an increasingly popular
topic of consideration in research as well as pratice. This
is due, in part, to the concern about discipline, and in
part to a number of studies which have id-. -ified efficient
classfoom ranagement which maintains atudent attention to
academic tasks as one of the mare critical elements in
effective teaching. Walter Doyle (forthcoming) has recently
summarized the management literature and placed it within.an
ecological framework. Doyle’s work specifies aspectas of the
envirbnment which affect student and teacher behaviors. He
points out, for example, that certain social conditions in
schools such &s mandatory attendance, students in
arbitrarily formed gréupa. and such administrative duties of
teachers as accounting for pupil attendance, create the need
fbr skills in classroom management. Further, the nature of
the classroom environment affects teachers and learners in

certein common ways, regardless of the curricula or the



teachers’ views of education. These elements -re:
rnulticdimensionality, or the large guantity of tasks ancd
@vents in the classroom; simultaneity, or the fact that many
of these tasks and events happen at the same time:;
immediacy, or the rapid pace of events; unpredictability:
publicnese, the fact that the teachers’ actions are
witnessec by a large number of students: and history, the
fact that classes meet five days per week over nine months,
thereby establishing their own cultures and understandings.
It is within these conditions that classroonm management and
effective practices can be understood. For example, while
classroom management is often associated with discipline,
Doyle points out that a focue on misbehavior rather than.on
work-related behavior may be unproductive. The need to
reestablish order in a classroom is a sign that earlier
attempte to establish and mainﬁain order have broken down.
He notes that effective management should therefore be
viewed as processes designed to avoid disorder, and thoae.
processes sghould be identified rather than mechanisms
desig;ed to reestablish order once things have broken down.
Bossert (1979) points out that ways of organizing classroonms
also strongly affect what the students learn. For example,
small groups in which students cooperate in learning tasks
affect not only students’ learning of the academic tasks but
their social understandings of participation and cooperation

as well.



Ever since the Coleman, et. al (19%€) report which
identified the teacher’s verbal ability as +he most
impecrtant in-school factor affecting student learning,
researchers have been investigating the ways in which
teachers communicate to their pupils. The most exciting of
these attempts has been the work by socio-linguiste. This
vlew of teaching places communication at the core of the
construction of classroom events. Through interactions,
teachers and students work together to produce and build
upon their own and others’ meaning or understandings.
Students must learn to attend to communication regarding
academic tasks and procedures as well as other cues such as
facial expressions, and they must also learn the rules of
classroom communication (when and how to participate). A
nunber of these studies, organized and summarized by Judith
Green (1983), provide insight into the nature and effects of
classroom communication. For example, messages from teachers
can be sent across different channels of communication at
the s;me time. It is therefore poss;ble for teachers to
present formal messages through speaking and to contradict
those messages with informal nonverbal gestures. The
teacher, then, has to pay attention to his or her own formal
and informal chennels of communication, and also to those
of cthe students. The patterns of communication differ

considerably depending upon the task or activity, and these

differ from classroom to classroom. The rule of



communication concerning when and how to answer =2
question--whether to raise your hand, call out, or wait o
be called on by the teacher--is just one of meny rules the
atudent mustmaster in each classroom and each activity. An
efiective teacher therefore determines his or her own
informal and formal rules of communication, and communicates
these carefully to the students at the beginning of the
Yyear. This reduces the complexity for the student, and leads
to fewer misunderstandings. The teacher also continuously
monitors verbal and non-verbal cues which indicate sattention
and inattention, comprehension and noncomprehension, and
social adjustment and understanding.
Teacher as Colleague

The teacher not only operates within the individual
classroom but contributes as well to the social organization
of the complete school. In conéeiving of the school as a
workplace, Judith Warren Little (1982) investigated a number
of effective schools and determined that the social
organization of the achool contributez to a teacher’s
learﬁlng on the Jobf She found that in effective schools, as
compared with ineffective schools (identified on the basis
of student learning scores), the teachers communicated with
each other more on #rofessional matters and shared norms of
colleagiality and continuous improvement. They shared a
common language, were involved in experimentation for
inprovement, observed each other, discussed instruction, and

shared planning or éreperation. Raywid (1984) also found

hont,
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“hat these norms of colleagiality are even more grevalen: in
schools of choice, that is, in public and private schools to
which parents elect to send their children. In these
schools, teachers interact considerably on professional
issuee, and depend on each other extenaively. Teachers,
then, not only must learn to interact in the classroon, they
must &lso spend productive time with other adults in the
school, iearn to appraise each other’s work, discuss
professional issues, and work toward improvement.
Teacher as Inquirer

Recent reaéarch on the planning, and decision-making
processes of teachers (Shavelson, 1983 and Clark and
Peterson, 1984) emphasizes the extremely complex nature of
the mental life of teachers; We are also accumulating
evidence on the ways in which these processes develop in
experienced teachers from theif beginning years in the
field. But the effective teacher of today may require more
than the standard skills of planning and decision-making..ﬁs
school contexts, goals, curriculs, and‘atudents change from
year ;o year, teachers need to adjust their approaches
accordingly. Effective teaching behaviors differ depending
on such contextual factors as subject matter, grade level,
and type of student (Koehler, 1979). These changing contexts
require the teacher to have an understanding of cause and
effect, and a willingness taq experiment. Schon (1983)
describes life for all professions in terms of "complexity,

uncertainty, instability, uniqueness, and value confliects."
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(p. 218>. What this means is that top-down cookbook
techniques or sets of behaviors will not solve the problenms
in an individual teacher’s classroom without some adaptation
of that technique by the teacher. Adaptation requires
teachers to think about what they are doihg and about how
their teaching affects their students. They nrust develop
alternatives to test, and they must constantly assess their
classroom performance. In effect, they must be inquirers in
their own classroonm.

One way in which teachers have become involved as
inquirers in their own classrooms and schools is through
collaborative research projects. Tikunoff and Ward (1983)
described projects in which teachers, researchers and
sometimes other professionals such as staff developers have
worked together on problems identified by the teachers. In
2ll of these studies, teachers‘mentioned how excited and
renewed they had become because of being able to think about
and experiment with their classroom activities. The commoﬁ
research problen provi@es a language which the teachers can
use é; think about their own classroom behaviors and talk
with other teachers about improvement. However, it is not
now the case that all teachers are inquirers. Ward (1984),
for exémple, estimates that only 10-20 percent of the
teachers in their various samples have been inquirerse; while
another 50 percent have high potential because they do

understand relationships betweeii cause and effect in their

classrooms. Many policies which attempt to dictate minute



e.enants of the teecher’s day-to-day life make inqu:iry
exirsmaly daifficult and cen discourage those who are
inQuirers.
isacher aa Clarical wWorker
A complete view of teaching must include not only the
preceeding views of teeching which indicate & highly
professional and complex set of functions, but alaoc one
which deacribes the more mundsne activities of the teacher.
Linds Darling-Hemmond (1984) discussed the coming crisis in
teaching that the increasing demand for snd decreasing
supplies of Qqualified teacher may soon csuse. She
illustrated her concern thst negative conditions for
teaching will drive swvay many potential csndidates with a
hypothetical want-sd for s teacher:
College graduste with scsdemic mejor (master’s degree
preferred). Excellent communicetion snd leadership
skills required. Challenging opportunity to serve 150
Clients daily, developing up to five different products
each day to meet their needs. This diversified job also
allows employee to exercise typing, clerical, law
enforceaent, and socisl work skills between assignments
snd sfter hours. Adaptsbility helpful, since suppliers
cannot always deliver goods and support services on
time. Typicsl work week 47 hours. Specisl nature of
work precludes fringe benefits such as lunch and coffee
breaks, but work hss many extrinsic rewvards. Starting
salsry $12,769, with a guarantee of $24,000 after only
14 yesrs. (p. 1) .
Unfortunately, this picture of teaching is quite
sccurate. In most achools, teachers spend considerable tine
on clericsl, hall, and playground duty. From complex
attendance foras to even more complex grading and

examination forms to typing and reproducing worksheets and,

st times, curriculua meterials when textbooks have not yet
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arrived, these tasks take cong:.derable time away fron
instruction. Although teachers have complained about these
duties (and have sometimes included resztirictione on them in
their bargaining contracts), in some settings they have
increased. For example, the competency-based curricula have
placed extensive book-keeping requirements on the teachers,
and many school districts have reduced the number of aides,
thcfcby requiring even more time of the teachers for

non-teaching duties.

These very different conceptions should be viewed as
ways of thinking about teaching which have been influenced
by research. None is adequate in itself to expiain the
teaching role. Those who are developing policy relﬁted to
the 1nprov.meqt of teaching need to develop a composite view

of teaching which reflects the complexity of the occupation.

HAS THE TEACHING ROLE CHANGED OVER THE YEARS?

Many observers point to the amazing continuity of
significant features of American schools and classrooms (for
exanﬁie. Cuban, 1979). Schools are organized much as they
vere S50 years ago. They are age-graded, and single teachers
instruct 25-30 students in self-contained classrooms.
Classrooms have been remarkably immune to the introduction
of new technology, with textbooks, the blackboard and
teachers atill the primary deliverers of subject matter.

Because of this remarkable stability in the surface

structures of achooling, many people think that teaching, in
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tself, is similar tco what it was 2 number of years agc. Dut
many factors have changed the occupation and activities of
teachers, anc what they need to know in order <o do an
effective job. ‘

Probably the most significant change concerns the
changing composition of studente in the clasarooms.
Desa2gregation, mainstreaming and bilingual education have
placed students together in classes which were traditionally
homogeneous. Further, more students are staying in school
longer than in the past. Teachers must develop ways to deal
with different needs of very different populations of
students all at the same time. Too, they are responsible for
naintaining the interest of students who, in the past, would
have dropped out of school. Schools are much more complex
organizationally than they were just ten years ago. Such
specialists as reading experts; special educators, and
speech therapists work in the schools. They draw students
away from the classroom at all times of the day. The reguia:
classroom teacher must therefore learn to manage his or her
studé%ts, a battery of other adults_who either work with the
students in the clasroom or pull them out to special labs or
programs, and supervisors and evaluators.

All of this is happening at a time when society and
atudents in particular have less respect for the teacher.
" Studentes have many othér activities to occupy their time.
Teachers must compete with television and after-school jobs.

Information from the High School and Beyond Project

15



indicates that one-half of the employed males 16-1% are
enrolled in “igh schools (Lewin-Epstein, 1981). McNeil
(1983) found that when the numbers of upperclassmen ir four
high schools who were working were added to those actively
seeking employment, four out of five were involved in the
labor market. Further, three out of four working students in
the High School and Beyond sample were working at least
fifteen hours per week, and nearly half worked half-time
(Lewin-Epstein, 1981). These distractions cut down on the
anouht of homework students can do, and can cause fatigue
and apathy.

The increased complexity of the occupation requires
that we attract'the very best individuals to the occupation:;

however, the poor conditions of teaching, low salaries and

public support are making it extremely difficult to do so.

WHAT IS EFFECTIVE TEACHING?

If you were to walk into an effective elementary
teacher’s mathematics or reading classroom, you would note a
business-like atmosphere, and a structured, teacher-centered
program. The teacher would be working with the whole group
of students or several gsmaller groups, and discussions
between the teacher and students would concern the specific
content of the curriculum. There would be few off-task
comments or behaviors. The climate of the classroom would be
polite, congenial, and cooperative, and all participants

would look like: they enjoyed being there and working hard.
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A rare occurence? Not at all. This profile of the
effective elementary teacher’s classroom came from
observations of many practicing'teachers all over the U.S.
who had been decignated as effective on the basie of how
mnuch their students learned in reading and mathematics
during the year. These effective teachers were found in
low-income, urban mixed-income, suburban, and rural schools.
They came from a variety of cultural, social and educational
backgrounds and approached teaching in a variety of ways.
There was, however, one important common aspect of their
teaching:! they all managed their instructional programe so
as to maximize the amount of time their students spent on
reading and mathematics. Summaries of the effective teaching
literature ( Brophy, 1979; Denham and Lieberman, 1880,
Rosenshine, 1983) indicate that effective teachere use the
following eight techniques: '

© minimize noise and disruptién;

o accurately diagnose student gkill level.

© provide students with tasks which are appropriate
to their skill level, and not too difficult for
them; high levels of success in seatwork are
important for the students;

© engage in a considerable substantive.or acadenmic
but very little social interaction with their

students,
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© use highly structured questions &nd elicit a
relatively high rate of correct answers fronm
students;

© provide immediate, academically oriented feedback
praising correct responses and exploring
incorrect ones;

© move quickly and smoothly from activity to
activity to minimize time spent on non acadenic
tasks.

o0 expect their students to do well because they
understand that what they do as t‘achers nakas a
‘difference in terms of student learning.

While we car describe characteristics of effective
classrooms, it is more difficult to describe effective
teacher behaviors. Effect;ve teacher behaviors vary
depending on the students, subiect matter, grade level, and
other characteristics of the setting. Nonetheless, because
these eight statementes concerning characteristics of
effective teaching and teachers represent £ai;ly complex
bodiéﬁ of findings with extensive ipformation about a
vafiety of teacher behaviors, inservice training progranms
have been developed and tested in less effective classrooms
(Anderson and Brophy, 1976; Good, Ebmeier, and Beckerman,
1978; Stallings, 1980; Gage and Crawford, 1978). The
inservice programs review the research, and help teachers

think about how to use them in their own classrooms. These

experiments have demonstrated that it is possible to turn
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the research findings on effective teaching into inservice
programs which not only change teachere’ behaviors but
improve student learning.

Several notes of caution are appropriate. This body of
research relates to elementary classrooms and more
specifically reading and mathematica. There is very little
research on secondary school clasesrooms, and we are only
beginning to logk at other subject matter areas such as
science and writing. Further, a different body of research
indi;ates tﬁgt it is possible to organize the classroom
quite differently from the traditional one described above,
while still promoting student learnirg. Cooperative learning
models (51av1n.’1932>. for example, have been shown to be
effective in enhancing student learning as well as social
attitudes, particularly in classrooms which vary in terms of

student ability and background.

HOW DO TEACHERS LEARN TO TEACH?

The strongest influence on individuals who enter
teaching is their own paat schooling and teachers (Lortie,
1966). Students who enter teaching have had 12 to 14 years
in elementary and high school, and many more than twelve
teachers. In no other occupation does personal experience
exert such a powerful influence. Preservice education
constitutes a very small eiement of the overall preparation
for teaching, and, in fact, e relatively small part of post
secondary éducation. In post secondary education, a large

portion of the credit hours of a preservice student is
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devoted tc libersl arte and content courses. The way in
which a beginning teacher acts in the classroom thus becomes
a function of a long personal history with teachers and
schoolaing, subject matter and liberal arts courses
throughout high school and college, and a short, intensive
involvement in a small number of pedagogical courses in
college.

There is some question concerning the lasting effects
of preservice programs on their students. It is clear that
individual courses during preservice can develop the
instructional sgskills of students, at least in the short run
(Koehler, 1984). However, as the the student moves away from
the college courses and into schools and classrooms, those
effects are diluted. In fact, there is considerable
evidence that instructional styles of practice teachers are
more strongly influenced by théir cooperat;ng teacher than
by the academic courses they had taken in college or by
their college supervisors (Seperson & Joyce, 1973). The |
problem becoﬁes one of transfer of the skills learned in
colle;e to the regular classroon. Doyie (1977) speculated
and Copeland (1980) provided experimental evidence that the
ecological eifects of the classroom and school are more
powerful than the academic elements of preservice education
and that these factors affect the behaviors of both the
cooperating and practice teachers. Nonetheless, Tabachnick.
Zeicﬁner, Densmore, Adler, Egan (1982) found that a set of

characteristics developed in preservice training did, in
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fact, carry over intec practice and the first year of
teaching after graduation.

There appears to be an overall effect of preservice
teacher education. A recent review of the research on
characteristice of effective teacher preparation progranms
summarized a number of studies which compared regularly and
provisionally certified teachers (Evertson, Hawley, Zlotnik
(1984). In all but two studies, the regularly certified
teachers were ranked higher than teachers with less forma;
pedagogical training. The authors of the review concluded:
"It is clear, however, that teachers learn how to do thirjs
through their education courses that might reasonably be
expected to improve student achievement.” (p. 8)

What also seems clear is that there is a set of
attitudes and processes which teachers develop as they move
from practice *eaching to theif first several years in the
field and then to the status of experienced teachers. There
is a shift in attitudes from idealistic, progressive or
liberal during preservice to more traditional, conservative
or cu;todial in student teaching and»the first year of
teaching (Veenman, 1984). Beginning teachers have different
planning needs (Morine and Vallance, 1976) and different
information needs (Wrag, 1980) from thcse of more
experienced ones. For example, the beginning teachers stated
that they would want to know everything possibl; about their
new students, but the experienced teachers stated that they

wanted to know a&s little as possible about their new
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studente, although they risht want to take & lock at their
recorde after they had gotten to know them. Another szudy
found that beginning teachers were lecs spontaneous than
exﬁerienced teachers with student responsee and to classroom
cues, but they were more responsive to situations which
could disrupt their plans. And Erickson (2984) found majox
differences in the classroom phenomena to which
undergraduatg education majors, first-year and experienced
teachers pay attention. The first-year teachers fell between
the inexperienced and experierced teachers in terms of the
nature of their attention. Experienced teachers, then,
become more glob;l and efficient in their thought processes.
This does not mean, however, that experienced teachers make
better Judgments than beginning teachers. They gimply come
to their judgments in different ways.

This is an important new érea of research which will be
of importance to both policy and practice. For example, a
number of states are developing examinations for
certification and classrooq observation measures for
begiﬂhing teachers based on research on effective
experienced teachers. Given the developmental differences
between beginning and experienced teachers, it may be
inappropriate to judge beginning teachers according to
criteria deveioped for experienced teachers. Preparing
preservice teachers to act as experienced teachers may be
futile, and further, may not adequétely prepare them for ﬁhe

rigors of the beginning years.

<R



HOW CAN RESEARCE INMPROVE THE QUALITY OF TEACHING?

Perhaps one of the best recent stories of the effects
of research on practice relstes to *he time on task work and
the the direct instructional model which was developed from
it. In most states, inservice programs have been developed
to help teachers use the direct instructional model to
organize and manage their classroom to maintain theizx
students’ contact with the particular curriculum of
interest. Theaze programs have been used in many elementary
schools, particularly in urban areas. In fact, among the
nary suggestions for the improvement of secondary education
in A Nation at Risk (1982) is a little noted observation: .
+ .Rany large urban areas in recent years report that
average student achievement in elementary schools is
improving."(p. 34) Fred‘Hechinger of the New York Times
attributes this, in part, to research on teaching: "Stress
on the basic skills became fashionable again at the very
time when new research in the teaching of reading, writing
and mathematics made it possible to teach more effectively.”
(Dec., 1982).

This peper has furnished other examples of the ways in
which research can be used by policy-makers, teachers, and
teacher educators/staff developers tq affect practice. For
example, inservice training programs have emerged from the
research on effective teaching and rigorous experimentation
has shown that they affect both teacher behavior and student

learning (Gage and Giaconda, 1981). In addition, teachers

23



inQolved in collsborative research programs have described
them as the best inservice education programs they had ever
experienced. The collaborative projects themselves have been
turned into inservice programs to involve even more teachers
in the process. (Tikunoff and Ward, 1983). ' Xany schools of
education are incorporating the latest research on teaching
and learning into their preservice programs. The National
Institute of Education sponsored a program to work with a
nunber of teacher education programs to reshape their
programs on the basis of the latest research (see the
July/August, 1984 issue of the Journal of Teacher Education
for a description of the project). Vanderbilt
University-Peabody College, for example, changed its
pregervice teacher education courses to include research
information and structured classroom observation (Mye:a and
Stalliings, 1984).

This research helps us understand what teachers do, why,
and the conditions under which they work. Fenstermacher
(1979 and forthcoming) described the value of research to
polic} as well as to practice. "The value of research to
policy”™, he stated, ;15 to advance our understanding of the
phenomena that are regulated, not to tell someone how to
regulate them.” (p. 12, 1979) The value of research to
practice, he feels, is to help teachers elaborate and
improve An their practical knowledge; once again, not to
tell teachers what to do. Raguel Muir described this process

in Time to learn (1980). Muir, a grade six teacher,
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participated in a number of workshops designed to

disseminate the findings of the

Beginning Teacher Evaluation

Study related to the Academic lLearning Time model (ALT). She

used ALT as a tool with which to assess her own behavior and

‘monitor her students’ progress.

« « +the most general and
implication for the issue
able to take back control

She estated:

yet most powerful
of ALT is for teachers to be
of their own classrooms in

an indepentent, thoughtful and responsible manner,
Using the rationale and application of research

findings, self-study, and

self-improvement skills,

teachers will ne able to resist fads, practices, and

programe that seem to run
cormonsense and intuitive

in cycles, often counter to
teaching experiments, and

use instead concepts presented in research such as

BTES. (p. 212)
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