aree explores the nature of market-oriented objectives fion iscﬁkﬁcﬁz f::; -
discusses the kinds of problems that they have created for but unfortunately the news

is not good. This, how-
ever, 1s far from being a
novel situation. From my reading of the
history of American education, it seems
that it has always been open season on
teacher education. Now, as in the past,
| | L everyone seems to have somethmg bad
o B _ to say about the way we prepare our
| | teachers. If you believe what you read
and what you hear, a lot of what is wrong
with American education these days can
be traced to the failings of teachers and
to shortcc:mmgs in the processes by which
we train them for their tasks. We are told
that students are not learmng, that pro-
ductivity is not gmwmg, that economxc
competitiveness is declining — all to
some extent becausc teachers don’t know
As a result, politicians and policy mak- o
ers at all levels have been talking about '
a number of possible remedies: testing
students as they enter and leave teacher
education programs, extending and up-
grading the content of these programs, o
and even bypassing the programs al-
together through alternative certification. "
The latter option means pushing people
with subject-matter expertlse or practi-
cal occupational experience directly into
the classroom, thus protecting them from
the corrupting influence of schools of "
education. Meanwhile, academics in the
more prestigious colleges within Ameri- i
can universities ridicule the curriculum 5
of the school of education for what they

il m .
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~ consider ifs mindlessness and useless-
~ ness. Ordinary citizens also get into the
o act. For example, there is a recent book
- written by 2 journalist, Rita Kramer, who
F Eaun g spent some tme sitting in teacher edu-
- cation classrooms and interviewing edu-
. cation professors. Her title quite nicely
R ~ captures the general lack of restraint with
- which critics have tended O approach
- teacher oducation: Ed School Follies: The
. Miseducation of America’s T eachers.!
~ As I said, none of this criticism of
~ teacher ducation is particularly new.
~ The training of teachers has never been
 revered by the academy Of terribly popu-
lar with the public. If one could sum up
~ the usual complaints about teacher edu-
 cation in one sentence, it would be some-
 thing like this: «Schools of education have

. < .

failed to provide an education for te ach-

ers that is either cademically elevated of

.__-p@dagggically effective.” Instead of rally-

ing to the deiense of the teacher educa-
_tion eSmbliSMent, of which I am a part,

1 would like to explore why this enter-
'_'.Pﬁse has earned such a bad reputation.

Yes, teacher education in the U.S. has

‘been and in many ways continues to be

an intellectually undemanding and fre-

quently ineffectual form of professional

training. Where 1 disagree with the cur-

rent pattern of criticism, however, 1 in
 the diagnosis of the o ots of the problem.

The most popular current diagnosis of

“what ails American teacher education fol-
Jows directly from the reigning view of

“what the problem 18 with schooling in
 general. In the consery ative climate of the
past decade, that understanding is sim-
ple to state. The problem with schools,
‘we are told, is that they have been ruined
by t00 much politics; the solution, W€

~ hear, is to inject 2 little discipline from
~the marketplace. This interpretation has

become part of the fabric of contempo-

o raxythought about _'st:hecls; but the most

 kets, and America’s Schools.?

o '*'Myf‘tjivti*iﬁte_rpretat'tm is p:e’cisely the
* opposite of theirs. 1 argue that both B
12 education and teacher education have

been rumedby ‘too much market influ-

ence and not enough democratic politics.

A geﬁﬁbusfdem{}cratic thetoric has sur-
ounded teacher education from the days
of the first normal schools, but the fact
of the matter is that the dominant influ-
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ence on the form and content of teacher

=ducation has come not from politics but

from the market.
This market influence has resulted 1m
the widespread belief that education has

- two purposes: one I call “social efficien-
~¢y”; the other, «gocial mobility.” These '

two objectives have had some contra-
dictory effects on teacher education. But
they have a great deal in common, SINCE
both represent ways that teacher educa-
rion has been required 10 respond to de-
mands from the market — the job mar-
ket in the case of social efficiency and the
credentials market in the case of social
mobility. The net result has been to un-
dermine efforts to enrich the quality, du-
ration, rigor, and po tical aims of teacher
education. The history of teacher educa-
tion has not been very slevated, either
academically or politically — thanks di-
rectly, 1 suggest, 10 market influence.

In pursuing this theme, I will explore

the following issues. First, I will say a

1ittle about the nature of these market-

oriented purposcs and their impact on
American education in general. Then 1

will examine the historical role that each
has played 1n shaping teacher education.

This in turn will lead to a discussion of

the kinds of problems that these objec-
fives have brought about for the form and
content of teacher education. And final-

ly, I will explore one ¢ rrent reform in-

itiative, known as the teacher profession-

alization movement, which represents afl

effort to buffer teacher education from

e influence of the market. Will this ef-
fort move teacher education In a desir-
able direction or just replace one unde-
sirable influence with another? '

ALTERNATIVE PURPOSES
IN AMERICAN EDUCATION

Both social efficiency and social mobil-
ity are purposes that have shaped Ameri-
can schooling in significant ways over the
Jast 150 years. Let me say a little about
the nature of each purposc and the char-
acter of its impact on schools.®

From the perspective of social efficien-
cy, the purpose of schooling 1s t0 train

students as. futureworkers"[‘hls means

providing themwlth the pamcularskﬂls

and attitudes required to fill the full range

of positions in a stratified occupation-
] structure. In short, according to this
view, schools should give the job mar-
ket what 1t wants. Social “efficiency 18
an expressi(m'--ti_’ff-_tl‘-i_'e}'f.}éducational visions
of employers,. government officials, and
taxpayers. These constituencies share 2
concern about filling job slots with skilled

workers so th

ner. Gl N e
From the perspective of social mobili-




individuals with an equal opportunity to

attain the more desirable social positions.
This goal expresses the educational vi-
sions of the parent of a school-age child.
Such a parent is concerned less with meet-
ing society’s needs and- keepmg down
‘costs than with using schools to help his

or her child to get ahead From this an-_' =
g hded in the history of American edu-

“cation, resulting in an institution driven

gle, the essence of schoolmg is to pro-
vide not vocatlonal skills but education-
al credentials, w _?-f?_"Ch can be used as cur-
rency in the zam—sum compemmn for so-
mal status. S

Note that both snmal efﬁcxency a:nd SO-
| _-'=c:1;:11 mabﬂlty are purposes that link edu-

. cation directly to the job market. The key
5;.c11fference is that a person promoting the
~ first goal views this link from the top
- down, taking the perspective of the edu-

- cational provider, while a person promot-

1ing the second goal views the link from
the bottom up, taking the perspective of
the educational consumer.

~ In addition to these two market goals,

~ however, there is also a third type of goal
-—-arising from democratic politics — that

has offered a more generous vision for
American education. This is the goal that
primarily motivated the founders of the

common schools. The leaders of the com- .

mon school movement saw universal pub-
lic education as a mechanism for protect-
1ing the democratic polity from the grow-
ing class divisions and possessive indi-
vidualism of an emerging market society.
The common schools, they felt, could

o help establish a republican community on

the basis of a shared educational experi-

. ence cutting across class and ethnic dif-
-~ ferences. These schools could also help
~ prepare people to function independent-
. ly as citizens in a democratic society.
~This vision is at heart an inclusive one,
ER f'jgmunded in political rather than €conom-
_1c concerns.

- In spite of the power of the market, this

L demc}cratlc goal has found expression in
L f*_-fAmarican education in a number of ways
~_over the years. There was the common
- school itself — which drew students from
. the whole community, presented them

with a common curriculum, and gener-

ally chose to ignore the problem of ar-

“ticulating schooling g with the structure
of the JOb market ‘Then at the turn of
the century came the comprehensive high
school, ‘which bmught a heterogeneous
array of students. and programs together

~ under one roof, even though students ex-

perienced quite different forms of edu-

‘cation under that roof. More recently we
have seen expressions of this goal in ef-
_forts at inclusive education, as reform-
 ers have sought to reduce inequalities as-
-sociated with the race, class, gender, and
"'_"_:handlcappm g conditions of students.

‘These three goals have frequently col-

by contradictory impulses coexisting in
a state of uneasy balance. However, the
history of American teacher education has
demonstrated a narrower range of pur-
poses than this. There has been very lit-
tle sign within teacher education of the
effects of the democratic purposes that
helped to shape schoolin 1g more general-
ly — except, perhaps, a thin strand of
democratic rhetoric running through the
teacher education literature. In practice,

teacher education has shown pnmanly
the politically and socially narrowing ef-
fects of the market. Let’s consider what
effect each of these market purposes has
had on Amerlcan teacher educatl(m over

SOCIAL EFFICIENCY

While social efﬁmency gaals for the
teaching of students arose around 1900
(with the emergence of the high school
and the advent of vocationalism), this em-
phasis came much earlier for the teach-
ing of teachers. From the perspective of
social efficiency, the central problem for
teacher education was the chronic under-
supply of teachers that developed in the
mid-19th century and continued on into
the early 20th century. The initial source
of this problem was the development of
universal public education, which pro-
duced a powerful demand for a large
number of certified eclementary teach-
ers. In answer to this demand, the larger
urban school systems opened their own
normal schools, parallel to or incorporat-
ed within city high schools, for the pur-
pose of staffing their elementary class-
rooms. At the same tume, state govern-
ments around the country created state
normal schools to meet the needs of those
districts that could not support normal
schools of their own.

Then, after elementary education had
filled up, there came the rapid expansion
of high school enroliments at the turn of
the century. (High school attendance dou-

bled every decade from 1890 to 1940.)
This in turn created a strong demand for
high school teachers, and the answer to
that demand was found in the creation of
state teachers’ colleges.

The essence of the social efficiency im-

pulse was to create a form of teacher edu-

cation that was organized around three
basic principles — quantity, quality, and
efficiency. The 1ssue of quantity was the
most obvious. The large number of slots
to be filled created a need for a form of
teacher education that could effectively
mass-produce teachers. The issue of qual-
ity was a bit more complicated. The prob-
lem here was the need for a publicly
credible system for certifying that the
new teachers met some minimum standard
of quality — a form of assurance that
was necessary in order to maintain pub-

lic support for the investment in school-

ing. This meant that teacher education
needed to be established under public ad-
ministration and around state certification
requirements. The concern for quality,
however, was undermined substantially
by the concerns for quantity and efficien-
cy.

By efficiency I mean simply that teach-
er education was under great pressure to
prepare teachers at both low cost and high
speed. The fiscal burden of expanding
enrollments at the elementary level was
enormous, and it only increased with the
expansion of the high school. One answer
to the efficiency problem was to feminize
teaching, which school systems did in
great haste starting in the mid-19th cen-
tury. By paying women one-half of what
they paid men, school systems found an
effective way of getting two teachers for
the price of one. The side effect, how-
ever, was to create a profession charac-
terized by very high turnover, since, as
a general rule, women tended to teach
only during the half dozen or so years be-
tween the completion of their own edu-
cation and marriage. As a result, teach-
er education found itself forced to turn
out teachers even faster and more cheap-
ly in order to compensate for the brief
duration of teachers’ service.

-~ The consequence of the goal of social
efficiency was that it put emphasis on the
creation of a form of teacher education
that could produce the most teachers, in
the shortest time, at the lowest cost, and
at the minimum level of ability that the
public would allow. All in all, this hard-
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ly constituted an elevating influence.

e ]

SOCIAL MOBILITY

tion enterprises, these institutions quickly
became subverted by another powerful
market force: the demand by individuals
for access to high school and college de-
grees and, through them, 10 social mobil-
ity. Teacher education was designed to
be accessible and easy 1n the name of sO-
cial efficiency. But ironically, it found it-
self the most accessibi€ and easiest routc
to middle-class status for a large number

Jurgen Herbst has described this problem
quite nicely in his book on the history of
teacher education.’ There quickly emerged
a strong form of consumet pressure on
teacher education institutions to prov ide
general liberal arts education for students
who, in fact, had little or no intention of

The result was that normal schools un-
derwent a gradual transition into general-
purpose high schools. A case in point is
the history of Philadelphia’s Girls High
School. Created in 1848, this school went
through a series of name changes over the
rest of the century — from Girls High
School to Girls Normal School to Girls
High and Normal School and finally back
to Girls High School again. The problem
in Philadelphia as elsewhere was that the
purpose of the snstitution, though initial-
ly to train elementary teachers, was 1n
fact up for grabs. Policy makers and fis-
cal authorities wanted these schools to re-
tain their social efficiency aims and train
teachers, but the parents of the school-
age girls wanted them 10 provide a broad
secondary education for their daughters.
 We discover the same SOTiS of tensions
playing out in the history of state teachers’
colleges after the turn of century. These
:nstitutions were under considerable pres-
sure from students to transform them-
selves into liberal arts colleges. And, giv-
en the extreme sensitivity of American
higher education to CONSUMCT Pres Sures,
they eventually did just that in the 1920s
and 1930s. By the 196Us and 1970s they
moved one more step in that direction by
becoming general-purpose universities.

\ - of confusion over

Consider the implications for teacher
education of this pressure to provide so-
cial mobility. The fact that many teach-
er education students did not want to be-
come teachers put the emphasis on a form

Teacher edu-

cation developed
a serious identity
| crisis because

which market 1t
ought to serve.

i

ra—

-I._w— Jp—

of teacher education that was unobtrusive
‘i character and minimal in SCOpe for the
convenience of students seeking a general
education. These students were focused
more on credentials and status than on
learning and content, which meant that
teacher education was expected to make
only the most modest of demands sO as
not to block a student’s access 10 the de-
sired degree.

Now let’s examine SOme problems with
teacher education that can be traced 1O
this pressure from the job market and the
credentials market.

---.-.l#

MARKET-BASED PROBLEMS
IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Some of the problems that markets .
created for teacher education derived -

from the conflict between the goals of
social efficiency and social mobility.

One such difficuity was simple inefficien-

cy. The consumer pressure for mobility

through teacher education promoted con-

siderable inefficiency, since it led to the
expansion of a system of teacher educa-
tion that was producing a large number
of nonteaching graduates. In effect, this

amounted to a collective subsidy of indi-

duction with a low net yield. It was under
constant pressure {0 produce ever more
graduates and to keep ever more rigid
control of the unit COsts of this produc-
tion, simply because the ultimate number
of teachers produced was so small rela-
tive to the number of students processed.

In addition, teacher educ ation devel-
oped a serious identity crisis because of
the confusion over which market it was
supposed to serve. Trying to run a teach-
er education program 1s quite difficult
when you can’t agree on its purpose. Is
the primary focus on general or vocation-
al education? Should the program con-
centrate on liberal arts or on teaching
methods? Is the aim to provide an indi-
vidual benefit for the consumer of higher
education or a collective benefit for citi-
sens needing qualified teachers? This
uncertainty about purpose has afflicted
teacher education from the very begin-
ning and has continued right up to the re-
centpast. -

Some of thepmblems -that; teacher edu-

cation has experienced derive from mar-
ket-based coa nali jes between the goals
of social efficiency and social mobility.
After all, both of these tendencies arose
from the perceived need to adapt teacher
education to market demand. In the case
of social efﬁmency,thmwas expressed

as a need for more bodies m the class-

a terribly noble goal for an educational
institution. Neither prov ided any politi-
cal vision for teacher education — no Vi~
sion of exactly what education and teach-

er education should be, what kind of
teachers we needed, what kind of learn-
ing we wanted them 0 foster, or whatpo- -

Jitical/moral/social outcomes We wanted
topmduce
- In addition, both approaches to teach- g
er preparation tended to undercut thecre-
ation of a strong educational content in
" teacher education programs. Social effi-
ciency undercut content in the rush by o
policy makers to mas s-produce teachers
of minimum competence. Social mobili-
ty undercut content in the rush by ambi-
tious individuals tousc teachers’ colleges
.s a means of climbing the social ladder.

What was once the Michigan State Nor- vidual ambition. AS 2 cesult of this situ-  There is nothing i1 either goal that would
o mal School in Ypsilanti is now Eastern ation, teacher education grew accustomed  press teacher education to provide an in-
e Michigan University. to functioning as a system of mass pro- tensive and extensive educational experi-
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ence for prospective teachers, nothing in
either to promote academic rigor or pro-
longed application. In fact, everything

urges toward superficiality (providing
thin coverage of both subject matter and
pedagogy), brevity (keeping the pmgramﬂ; S
short and unintrusive), accesmblhty (@al-
lowing entry to nearly anyone), low level_“;“'-";f.'{_’}-S. artin
of difficulty (making the process easy and -
graduatmn certain), and parsimony (do-
ing all of this on the cheap) ‘This, I sub—'-ii_'f_f_:-;_-'_-f.-'
mit, is the market-based leg gacy {Jf limit-
ed vision and ineffectual process | that af-
flicted teacher educatmn in the past and PR

cantmues to do SO today

AN ALTERNATIVE VISION:
TEACHER PROFESSIONALIZATIGN

One recent effort to remedy some of
these historical problems that are embed-
ded in teacher education has come from
within the community of teacher educa-
tors via the Holmes Group. This group
is made up of approximately 100 deans
from colleges of education at research-
oriented universities. Their answer is a
reform proposal that focuses on the goal
of teacher professionalization.6

The Holmes Gmup argues that teach-
ers need to receive an e€xtensive and in-
tensive professional education much like
that accorded doctors and lawyers. Such
an education, they assert, would help to
free teachers from subordination within
schools and, more important, would en-
able them-to provide students with the
kind of empowered learning that would
allow them full participation in a demo-
cratic society. This approach tries to buf-
fer teacher education from the cerruptin g

~influence of the marketplace by wrapping
it in the armor of professionalism (and

the rhetoric of democracy). However, as
I have argued elsewhere, this movement

~islikely in practice to submit teachers and
. students to another kind of power — the
. intellectual and social power of the uni-
~ versity within which teacher education

. ;has become imprisoned.?

~ The problem, I suggest, is that the
mwement to professionalize teaching has
arisen from the status needs of teacher
educators within the university. When it

comes to academic prestige, teacher edu-
cators have always been at the bottom of

the ladder. Arrivin, g In the university
relatively late and bearmg the stigma of
the normal school, they found themselves

1ll-equipped to compete for professional

- standing within the university. Yet the
- rules of academic status are well-defined.
‘To gain prestige within the university,
 professors need to pursue a vigorous agen-

da of research activities, especxally those
framed in ‘the methodalogy of science.

ng in the 1960s, teacher educators
drew on the behavioral scientific model

pioneered by educational psychologists
and set off a landslide of research publi-
‘cations. The quantity of output since then

to protessionalize
teaching has arisen
from the status

educators within

The movement i ! I

needs _of teacher |

the university. |

o has been so great that 1t has taken three.
| education our teachers and students will
| receive and the political and social con-

- 'sequences that will emerge from that edu-
- cau@n :

L _

large handbooks just to summarize the re-
cent research on teaching and another to
summarize the research on teacher edu-
cation.8

The result for teacher education has
been to push it to adopt a curriculum for
training teachers that is based on its own
scientific research. While this move may
represent a partial reduction in the ex-
tent to which teacher education is a sim-

ple expression of the market, it serves to
transtorm teacher education, at least in

part, into an expression of the power and
knowledge of the university — particu-
larly reflecting the status concerns and
scientific world view of the education pro-
tessoriate. Like its market-based prede-
cessors, driven by the goals of social
efficiency and social mobility, this ap-
proach to teacher preparation undermines
the kind of emphases that would support

democratic schooling. What it promises
to do is to add the rationalized authority

of the university researcher to social ef-
ficiency and social mobility as driving
torces behind teacher training.

Sadly, a truly democratic politics re-
mains one goal that has never been imple-
mented within the mainstream practice of
teacher education. This more generous
vision, which has intermittently influ-
enced thinking about schools, also needs
to become a factor in the way we think
about the teachers within those schools
and in the way they are prepared. Instead
of structuring teacher education around
the base concerns of efficient production
and personal ambition, I suggest that we
need to think about organizing it in a way
that reflects what I hope are our more
elevated concerns about the quality of
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