Teacher Education Quarterly, Winter 1995

The IT-INSET Approach
to Teacher Training

By Tony Barnes

In England and Wales, for almost as long as anyone in education can
remember, therehasbeenwidespread publicuneaseabout “ standards” ineducation
in general. Some of this anxiety has been based on straightforward comparative
evidence. A recent report from the National Institute for Economic and Social
Research (NIESR, 1993) notes that,

In France and Germany two-thirds of young people obtain qualifications at 16
which require success in awide range of core subjects (including maths, science,
and the native language) at least equivalent to A-C grades in our GCSESs. In
England in 1990/91 only 27 per cent of those in their final year of compulsory
schooling achieved A-C grade passesin English, maths, and one science. In France
more than 50 per cent of young people currently gain a baccalaureat (2A-level
equivalent) in a general or vocationa area. In England less than 30 per cent gain
either two A-levels or a National Diploma.

Recently, the conscience of the nation hasbeen much exercised by evidence of
increasing juvenile deliquency. It appears that a

| moral decline has been added to the education de-
Tony Barnesis a former cline. A two-year-old is kidnapped and murdered by
Principal Lecturer, West two ten-year-olds; elderly ladies (and men) are
Sussex Institute of Higher  mugged and sometimes kicked to death by teenag-
Education, Bognor Regis, ers, some housing areas are being plagued by the
United Kingdom. twin epidemics of burglary and car-theft followed by
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joy-riding contests which the police seem powerless to combat. Meanwhile,
unemployment continues to rise inexorably, manufacturing industry seems to be
collapsing, and the economy proves resistant to all forms of government stimula-
tion. Inthese circumstances, thetendency of some sections of themediais, asFred
Inglisof Warwick University complains, to blame“teacher training...asresponsible
for Absolutely Bloody Everything that iswrong. ”

Theargument isfamiliar enough. If everything isfalling apart, that is because
theschoolsarefailingtoturnout therequired products. Childrenareleaving school
unable to spell or perform simple computations, with not the faintest idea how to
change the sparking plug on a car engine, and, worse still, no clear notion of the
difference between right and wrong.

Who then isat fault? Obviously the teachersin thefirst place, but asthey are
being smartly licked into shape by the National Curriculum, the blame must shift
tothose who teach the teachers.

For at least 20 years, two separate strandsof argument havepersisted. Thefirst
isso out of dateasto bealmost laughable: that institutions* are staffed by Marxists
who peddle an irrelevant, damaging, and outdated ideology of antielitism.” The
separate strand has more validity. It has long been a criticism of institutions of
higher education in many subject areas that they are “ivory towers” intellectually
and practically, too far removed from the real activity for which their students are
being prepared.

In 1983-84, the Department of Science and Education (DES) began to respond
tothiscriticism and affirmed the view that universities, polytechnics, and institutes
should cooperate more closely with schoolsin the preparation of teachers.

About the sametime, aquasi-governmental body, the Council for the Accredi-
tation of Teacher Education (CATE), was appointed as the mediating mechanism
by which individual teacher education programmes were measured against a
number of government criteria.

Itwasinthelight of thetwo demandsfromthe DESfor acloser partnershipwith
schools and “recent and relevant” school experience for tutorsthat the IT-INSET
approach began to achieve wider currency.

Whatis IT-INSET?

IT-INSET is an approach to teacher education that combines school-based
initial training for students with school-focused in-service training for teachers. It
is a process through which class teachers, student teachers, and tutors can work
together and use observation and analysistoraisethequality of children’ slearning.
Itisacollaborative, professional approach to curriculum design and evaluation as
conducted by ateam consisting of eight toten students, atutor, andtheclassteacher.
The team works together one day aweek for about 15 weeks on atopic identified
by the teacher and the school. Thisin turn offers opportunitiesfor Initial Training
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(IT) for the students and In-Service Education and Training (INSET) for teacher
andtutor.

The Six Principles and Six Questions
Six principles underpin the IT-INSET approach:

(i) observing practice;

(i) analysing practice;

(iii) evaluating the curriculum;
(iv) developing the curriculum;
(v) team work;

(vi) involving other teachers.

Toassistinfocusingontheseprinciples, six deceptively simplequestionshave
been formulated.

(i) What did the children actually do?
(if) What were they learning?

(iii) How worthwhile was it?

(iv) What did we do?

(v) What did we learn?

(vi) What do we intend to do next?

Thefirst question—What were the children actually doing?—seemsto invite
a straight factual response. However, it is important not to confuse the team’s
intentions with the reality of what is actually being achieved. Thus, the answer in
the case of someindividual children might be* daydreaming” or “wastingtime.” In
which case a number of “why?’ questions would also arise.

The second question—What were the children learning?—can be difficult to
answer. How cananyoneknow?Isit possibleever to becertain?1f thequestionwas
what might the children have been learning, there might be a greater likelihood of
receivingananswer. Thetroubleisthat teaching hasbothintended and unintended
results, so that the answersto the question may belargely unknowable. Evenif we
think that we know the answers, we need to ask ourselves and others whether our
evidence is sufficient basis for a conclusion. Even if we have no evidence that
learning hastaken place, thisneed notimply that therehasbeennolearning. It might
suggest that the children have had no opportunity to show what they havelearned.

The third question—How worthwhile was it?—is also somewhat problemati-
cal. Itispossibleto believe, subjectively, that an activity is’'wasworthwhile, mainly
because it matches a currently held set of apriori value assumptions. However, it
isalso necessary to ask whether this set of assumption can stand the objectivetest
of scrutiny by an informed outside observer. Again, “why?’ and “how much?’
guestionsstart tointerposethemsel ves.

The fourth question—What did you (teacher/tutor/student) do?—appears,
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deceptively, to beastraight factual question. However, therearealwaysthehidden,
implied questions. What did you fail to do? Did you have to sort out priorities
between one child’ sdemands and another’ s? How far could the choice of what you
did affect the children, yourself, or other members of the team?

By thetimethefifth and sixth questionsarereached—What did you learn?and
What will you do next?—it should be possiblefor students, teacher, and tutor alike
to discern more clearly the nature of the reflective enterprise on which they are
engaged. The enquiry is not merely an examination of surface phenomena, but a
continuous probing of the hidden, implied assumptions that direct individual
sections. So the response to the question “What will you do next?” leadsfirst to a
declaration of current intentionsand then to aresumption of the samecycleof plan-
teach-observe-describe-eval uate-reflect.

It might be reasonabl e to suggest that theoretically, at |east, there can bethree
processes by which teachers acquire the repertoire of knowledge, skills, norms,
values, modes of thinking, etc., characteristic of the profession of teaching.

In thefirst place, student teachers may be initiated into teaching largely as a
result of theintellectual and social influence of their teacher education programme.
In practice, however, the influence of their training institution may be somewhat
circumscribed.

One recent international survey of teaching in nine countries across five
continents suggested that teachers employed only limited variations in their
behaviour. Only three primary typesof activity occurredto agreater or | esser extent
in the classrooms in al participating countries. Teachers talk “at” or “with” their
classes; thechildrenwork on assignmentsat their desksor laboratory benches, and
asmall percentage of timeistaken up with a set of general classroom management
activities.

We might incidentally note that there were also behaviours that the vast
majority of teachersin most countriesdid not generally show: e.g., using examples,
asking opinion questions, saying they didn’t know, checking pupils understand-
ing.

Despite wide societal and cultural differences, variationsin training methods,
duration of training, timespentin practical teaching, andthe processof professional
induction, it appearsthat teachershaveabsorbed ageneralised, professional model
that issimilar in most societies. The main influence in the generation of the model
appears to be the teachers with whom students work on their teaching practice
(practicum) rather than the theoretical viewpoints of their training institution.

The notion of tutor domination appears to be a myth. Should we, therefore,
replace it with the pupil-teacher model of “sitting with Nellie,” i.e., coming
predominantly under the influence of oneteacher. Thisapproach has often rightly
been derided as a pedagogical cop-out. Itislikely to produce anew teacher whois
preoccupied with the minutiae of classroom life, resistant to new ideas, and often
pedagogically narrow. Themoresoif the supervising teacher suffersfrom “teacher
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lust,” i.e., an obsession with inculcating his or her own ideas and practicesinto a
suggestiblestudent.

Thethird possibility isthat boththetrai ninginstitutionandtheteacherinschool
should abdicate at |east some of their power in order for students to develop as
independent, reflective teachers. Thismodel views teachers as neither individuals
who follow slavishly the prescriptions of their trainers, nor who imitatein detail the
set of behaviours exhibited by class teachers. Reflective teachers will have suffi-
cientintellectual and professional confidenceto observeand analysetheir ownand
others practice; they will be ableto evaluate and develop their children’ slearning
and cooperate with others; above all, they will have learned to work out their own
salvationinthe process.
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