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It would be foolhardy to attempt in any brief working paper & summary of the theoretical
constructs outlined in more than eleven hundred pages of the Handbook of research on teaching
or 1In the section dealing with teaching in the Encycleopedia of educational research. It will
berhaps be more useful to the Study Group if attention is merely directed to some of the major
theoretical elements that should influence the growing efforts of schools for the health
professions to increase the instructlonal efficiency and effectiveness of faculty members.

It seems reascenable to begin by making explicit three major assumpticns that appear to underlie
these activities, to explore the justification for these assumptions, and finally to examine
their implications for teacher-training programmes:

(i) The purpose of teaching is to promote learning,
{(ii) The nature of teaching influences learning.
(idii} Exposure to teaching does not assure learning.

1. The purpose of teaching is to promote learning

When stated so baldly it would probably be difficult to develop any persuasive argument
against the validity of this postulate, But reaffirmation seems important since so much of
what goes on in schools for the health professions under the name of education often appears
to serve the interests and needs of teachers more than those of learners. it is placed first
as a means of bringing into sharpest focus the major goal to which teaching must be directed.
It also provides a clear directive for teacher-training programmes: they must first be
concerned with systematic exploration, at whatever depth seems appropriate to individual
trainees or training groups, of what is presently known about the nature of adult learning,
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The theoretical base for this element of training programmes is not entirely solid, nor
is it complete, but there can be no question that there is more agreement on major components
of learning theory than is reflected in the most widespread teaching practices, For example,
most theorists would agree that motivation is a principal key to effective learning, and
faculty members appear to cancur when they so freguently say: "we must motivate the students",
or even more commonly: "tha students aren't motivated", It is in accomplishing the translation
of what they say into what they do that faculty members could profit from considerably greater
knawledge of the things that theorists have discoversad about this elusive process.

For motivation is not, as the first faculty comment would suggest, something that can be
oxternally imposed; it is an internal drive that can only be fostered and nourished. Despite
froguent faculty laments to the contrary, all students are motivated to become something, but
becoming that thing does not necessarily mean they all want to learm 2ll that each faculty
member wants to teach. They may ba "motivated” (for which read forced) to do so, and often
are, by punitive examination systems, but this tactic is demonstrably less effective in
fasilitating long-term learning than the strategy of building a system of rewards which shifts
steadily from external symbels to internal satisfactions.

A second key concept on which there seems general agreement is the importance of an
crganjizing principle that allows students to see how the parts of a learning experience fit
into the whole. Historically, instruction has been organized axound diseiplines (i.e.
departments) each of which has a specified time for teaching, Since that teaching time is
rarely sufficient {(at least in the minds of fzculty)} the pace of instruction is usually swift
and the amount of material presented iz very large, in the wistful hope that what survives
the inevitable ercsion of memory will be the centra)l ideas that ¢an later be applied to tha
solution of medical problems. The inadequacy of this mothod has long been recognized, and a
different organizing principle was introduced into wedical education twenty years ago when
Western Reserve University established an instructional programme based upon organ systems,
This provided a significantly better structural framework for learning but, 28 time has passed
und knowledge has steadily enlarged, the impact of this ma jor advance in organizational
strategy has often been lessened by the kind of content overload that so often characterlzed
the disciplinary orientation, More recently there have been efforts to employ an organizing
principle that would seem most closely itdentified with the theoretical optimum - a problem-—
based programme in which disciplinary comtent and knowledge of body systems alike are learned
in the context of real problems which physicians must be able to solve. While it may not be
as neatly arranged for teaching, it is a far more efficient arrangement for learning.

Thirdly, tha concepts of active participation in regular foedback are generally accepted
by theorists as ltey elements in the achievement of optimal learning. Although faculty
members may acknowledge the theoretical advantages of such an orientation, their practices
suggaest otherwise. Students a1l over the world appear to spend a major portion of their time
listening to teachers describe what they have learned or watching them demonstrate the skills
they have acquired, While listening and looking may be useful introductery exercises, they
can scarcely be characterized as active learning. Further, the opportunities which are given
most students to test their knowledge and professional skills without fear of judgement, and
at a time when feedback on that performance might help them to learn more, are axtremely
limited, instead, the most widespread asgessment practice employed by faculty 1s the
terminal examination on which students are rewarded for concealing their lgnorance (since to
do otherwise would lead to adverse judgement), rather than revealing it {(and gaining insight
into what they must still learn).

2. The nature of teaching influences learning

The assumption that what a teacher does has an influence upon student learning flows
naturally from, and is supported by the prior assumption, for it is the teacher who serves as
the principal interface between theory apd practice, and may consciously utilize what is knewn
abput the facilitation of learning, or unconsciously perform in a faghion that impedes 1t.
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But generally this assumption implies that a teacher must select thé right method for

a2ssuring student learning, and on this selection gquestion the evidence is far from clear. in
fact, the literature on instructional methodology is filled with reports of no significant
difference in learning when varied instructional methods are compared. It would be unwise to

conclude from these findings, however, that methods do not make a difference, Critical
scrutiny of these studies commenly reveals sericus problems in the research methodology which
substantially weakens the general conclusions that are often drawn. For aexample, one of the
most sericus is the criterion problem, In a vast majority of these investigations the
achievement criterion is simple acquisition of a body of knowledge, in contrast to demonstration
of £kill in how to use information in solving specific problems, willingness to use it when a
need is identified, or recognition of informational lacunae that must be filled Tfor full under—
standing, all of which are also frequently verbalized and generally admired educational
objectives. On the single criterion of information recall the evidence is clear that students
can exhibit comparable achievement following exposure to a great variety of methods, But teo
generalize, from this finding, that all methods are equally effective in stimulating other
kinds of learnipng is surely not justified,

Yat even the absence of difference should have the practical effect of giving teachers
pavse sbout mounting an argument for the unique contribution of a specific method they happen
to prefer, If at least one kind of learning (and a kind which many educational programmes
seem to favour) is equal under many teaching tactics, then rationality would suggest that the
most economical or efficient meaps of instruction should be selected, But higher education
has rarely been responsive to such logic; instead favoured methods are justified with the
claim that they encourage some ill-defined yet critical kind of learning, cven though the
achievement of that learning is generally assumed rather than documented.

And 1t is surely true that other goals are impartant. If defined carefully then
methodology most suited to their achievement can be selected rationally. For example, if the

goal is to develop a manual skill, then it would be unwise to select the group discussion
methed; 1if the goal is to develop positive attitudes toward independent learning, then it
would be pointless to select drill as the instructieonal strategy. As Bleoom has pointed out
in one significant study of leeture and group discussien methods: if the goal iz that of
helping students learn how to solve problems even the poorest group discussion is more
cffective than the best lecture.

But quite aside from these general rules for watching goals and methods, a far more
important variable is how the method is used, It is here that teacher performance makes a
real difference, one far more significant than the nature of the method, the setting, the size
of the group, or the time assigned. And what a teacher does will be influenced not only by
his understanding of the learning process or the specificity of his gozl but alsa by the
technical proficiency with which he uses the tools of instruction (i,e, himse)lf and a rich
variety of simple and complex aids to learning which are now available to him),

One of the most significant elements of this techniecal skill of teaching appears to be
ong of adaptability and responsivensass to students, rather than the rigidity of method and
unresponsiveness to learners that characterize so much of higher education today. The weight
of evidence suggests that most currently practising teachers, by adopting such a stance, could
rexlize a significant gain in both student attitudes toward learning and substantive achisve-
ment as well,

The most serious question, of course, is whether teachers can learn thiz behavieur for the
belief is persistent that teachers are born, not made. There is probably little doubt, even
among skeptics, that lecture skills can be learned, or even that the skill of leading & group
discussion may be acguired. But there isg a lingering doubt that the most important element
of teaching (whatéver that may be) can be engrafted, rather than inherited, Significant
progress in combating this view has been made in the past decade through increasing use of such
training techniques as simulation, micra-teaching and communication skill exercises, followed
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by prompt and intensive feedback to the trainee.  Thers seems little question that such
experiential learning can profoundly and pesitively influence in the tyro even those intangibles
that are so prized in master teachers.

The practical implication of this theoretical base is ¢lear: teachar-training programes
for the health professions must give attention to the refinement of pedagogic skills, but it
must be done in the centext of educational purpose, not as an end in itself. It will profit
neither student nor programme if teachers learn to use, even with consummete skill, tools
which are inappropriate for the instructional task.

3. Exposure to teaching dogs not assure learning

A dispassionate auditor of the current debates about curpiculum structure would be foreed
to conclude that this assumption has no validity at least in the eyas of faculty eurriculum
planners. Dezspite protestations of concern for individualization and flexibility, the
ma jority of contemporary currigulum reforms are 5till time-based and content-oriented, with
hoavy dependence upon exposure to teachers, or to the unique instructieonal materials that
teachors have prepared to serve a particular course of study . And in spite of persuasive
cvidence that students learm in variable ways and at variable rates, teacher-¢entred
instructional programming is still domipant in gschools for the health professions. Nor 1s
there any widespread effort to confirm the implied dogma that learning follows teaching. It
is a rare ipstitution that employs systematic pre-testing to determine whether students, when
they start an instructiomal programme, already have all or a substantial part of what they are
supposed to gain from it. As the number of settings increases in which demonstration of
competenge ~ rather than exposure to instruction - is the prime criterion for success, there
is a growing body of evidence to suppert the view that teaching does not necessarily assure
learning and, conversely, that learning does not necessarily requlre teaching. It follows
that teachers then may have to learn to play a new role best summarized in the term “facilitator”
i.e. one whg helps students identify clearly the learning objectives as well as the resources
available to achieve them, and provides regular feedback and non- judgemental assessment of the
mwieht to which these objectives are being aghiesved. The practleal implication of the first
two components of this task have already been alluded to in the exploration of the first two
assumptlons. It is the final element to which attention must be given here - the 1ssue ol
evajuation.

The literature of evaluation is beth vast and complex, and though not well known to
cducntors for the health professions, 1its dominant themes are at least reflected in some of
theizr practices, Thoge themes are derived largely from the discipline of psychometrics, a
branch of psychology that has made an immensely important contribution to the documentation of
psychologic constructs and to the description of aducational achievement patterns through
standardized test procedures. But the psychometrician builds upon the statistical analytic
model which is aimed primarily at disceriminating performance differences within a group,
rather than determining whether a criterton performanee has been achievad, The educator, on
the other hand, should be concerned first with whether a learning objective has been fulfilled
and only sesondarily, if at all, with the distribution of achievement scores. Both psycho-
metrician and educator are concerned with test reliabiiity and validity but they do not always
mean the same thing even when they use the same {erms. The psychometrician is particularly
anxious that an assessment procedure have a high level of reliability (i.e. that it measure
accurately and consistently whatever it measures); the educator is particularly anxious that
an assessment instrument have a high level of content, construct, congurrent and predictive
validity (i.e. that it measures the objectives to which attention is addressed) even at the
axpense of lower reliability. When the psychometrician talks of validity he daes nat refer
primarily to these clements, but rather to a statistical calculation of the extent to which
porformance on one ltem correlates with performance on the whole test.
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These basic theoretical differences are more than an argument over detall by ivory tower
scientists;  they are at the heart of important evaluation problems that relate directly to
the assumption under discussion, It is not that one view is right and the other wrong, but
rather that each should be employed for the purpose it best saerves, The evaluation/éxamination
process in schools for the health professions ig too important in the establishment of a learning
climate, in the determination of student achievement and documentation of instructicnal effec-—
tiveness to he carried out by faculty whose understanding of the theoretical base 1s at best
rudimentary. Unless teacher-training programmes address these guestions directly and
explicitly, trainees may end with no greater facility than thelr wntrained colleagues in
determining the extent to which exposure to teaching has resulted in learning.

Conclusion

It will he apparent to any reader that thigs working paper has done no more than touch
some prominent highlights of a rich and varied discipline. It may, however, provide further
reinforcement, if such is regquired, for the notion that there is a theoretical Wase for teacher-
training programmes, & base that may now be gross or 111 defined but which 1s undargoing steady
raefinement as the science of education avolveas.




