Teaching Circle (Second Meeting: March 24th)

Discuss the following excerpts from Kuphaldt & Leamnson. What are some ways of dealing with these issues?  Should we bring them up with students?  If so, in what ways?  What forces are working for or against teachers in dealing with these problems?
1) I came to be a self-directed learner out of frustration: My teachers’ instruction rarely met the demands of my curiosity.  Being a naturally curious person constituted the first half of my internal feedback loop.  It was natural for me to realize my own ignorance . . . The other half of the feedback loop . . . I developed with the help of perceptive teachers encouraging me to seek answers on my own. [Kuphaldt, 55]

2) “Bottom line,” the student said, “is that I like your old way of teaching much better, when you explained everything in detail for us.  If I’d wanted to study, I would have gone to a real college, not a two-year school like this.”  His four companions all nodded in agreement. [Kuphaldt, 57]

3) With all due respect, if developing your research and critical thinking skills means you have to study more than you’re accustomed to, so be it.  If it means you might have to work harder than students in another class, so be it.  If it means I won’t be teaching in the same style as the previous year, so be it.  And if it means that this institution starts to feel more like a college than a high school, then it’s about time: so be it. [Kuphaldt, 58]

4) It takes more effort to teach yourself than it does to passively receive information from someone else.  Students are loath to choose the more difficult path over the easier path, and therefore must not be given the easier path as an option. [Kuphaldt, 59]

5) I would like to see the goal of “students becoming self-teachers” as part of the mission statement of every school at every level in the educational system.  All courses can and should teach students how to learn and be accountable to this goal by directly assessing each student’s self-teaching ability. [Kuphaldt, 60]

1) Learning as brain-change, rather than brain-use, is an idea that can make people uneasy.  Students in particular . . . are decidedly cool toward the idea of having their brains changed . . . [The] way you approach the job of teaching will depend on whether you perceive before you brains that may be forever modified in response to your efforts or brains that are hard-wired and will simply be used to process the content material—something like wet, mushy computers. [Leamnson, 14]

2) What a teacher finds obvious might better be called familiar . . . Daily immersion in a discipline, even a difficult one, involves representations being repeated until certain sets of synapses have been stabilized.  The complex has become familiar . . . If [new students] do not catch on quickly to what appears to us obvious, it may be that we have confused the obvious with the familiar. [Leamnson, 15]
3) A philosophy of teaching that incorporates some understanding of the biology of learning will prompt teachers young and old to shift the performing to the learners.  It’s in those brains that the synapses need to be made and reinforced . . . If learning is indeed a matter of brain development—synapses stabilized through use—it becomes equally clear that it cannot be effected by anyone but the learner. [Leamnson, 18]

4) The language use teachers expect, and far too often take for granted, must in fact be developed through concentration and practice.  We come then to the nub of this argument.  We all want our students to think, and we would like to believe that our teaching will bring it about.  But the thinking we want is usually that concentration noted above that happens while students are struggling with language.  The only way to force thought, then, is to force the struggle with language. [Leamnson, 28]

5) The request that they generate language that demonstrated . . . knowledge seemed to disorient these students.  The writing was childish, mostly incoherent, and either showed no evidence of the knowledge used on the first part of the exam, or blatantly contradicted it.  The vast majority of them appeared to understand nothing when they were required to generate the language. [Leamnson, 30]
