
ACT RESEARCH REPORT

No. 73

73
April 197»

TEACHERS ARE 
PSYCHOLOGISTS, TOO:
ON THE APPLICATION OF 
PSYCHOLOGY TO EDUCATION

D, E. Hunt Zo
tô
>
5

a.
O
-I
LU>
til
Q

Q
Z
<

THE AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM

P. 0. BOX 168, IOWA CITY, IOWA 62240





TEACHERS ARE PSYCHOLOGISTS, TOO:
ON THE APPLICATION OF PSYCHOLOGY TO EDUCATION

ABSTRACT

Psychologists need to reconsider the process by which psychological ideas are applied in 
educational practice. Psychologists often consider only the ideal program which they are 
attempting to implement without acknowledging that, whether informed by their research or 
not, practice must keep going: teaching marches on. One reason that psychological ideas do 
not guide educational practice as much as they should is the failure of psychologists to take 
account of what is already going on in the classroom. In their day-to-day teaching, teachers 
“apply” their own ideas about what they think is important and how to bring it about: they are 
psychologists, too.

How a teacher-as-psychologist thinks may be understood by identifying both the teacher’s 
conceptions of students, of teaching approaches, and of learning outcomes, and the inter­
relations among these conceptions. A variation of the Role Concept Repertory Test developed 
by George Kelly and other measures originally developed for the study of person perception are 
described to identify teachers’ conceptions. Just as the teacher is a psychologist, the 
psychologist is a person; that is, both generate psychological ideas and are persons to be 
accounted for by their ideas. This “ reflexivity” principle should be applied to theories as well as 
to communication between psychologists and teachers.

Reconsideration of the central role of the teacher in “applying” any new program or idea casts 
traditional research and evaluation in a different light. Instead of assuming that a program can 
be implemented automatically, psychologists should first investigate the process of implemen­
tation itself. Such inquiry requires a better understanding of why teachers teach, why they 
adopt new programs, and the like. Viewing teachers-as-psychologists and psychologists-as- 
persons should facilitate communication between them, improve the quality of practice, and 
enrich psychological theory and research.
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TEACHERS ARE PSYCHOLOGISTS, TOO:
ON THE APPLICATION OF PSYCHOLOGY TO EDUCATION

David E. Hunt1

I say moreover that you make a great, a very great, mistake if you 
think that psychology, being the science of the mind’s laws, is 
something from which you can deduce definite programs and 
schemes and methods of instruction for immediate schoolroom 
use. Psychology is a science, and teaching is an art; and 
sciences never generate arts directly out of themselves. An inter­
mediary inventive mind must make the application, by using its 
originality. (James, 1899, p. 23)

The teacher’s application which William James 
described is the most important process in under­
standing the relation between psychology and 
education. To understand this application process 
requires that psychologists reconsider their 
relation to teachers and to educational practice. As 
psychologists, we need first to acknowledge that 
whether or not it is informed by our theory and re­

search, practice must keep going: teaching 
marches on. In their day-to-day teaching, teachers 
"apply” their own ideas about students, teaching 
approaches, and learning outcomes; they are 
psychologists, too. We psychologists must try to 
understand the psychology of teachers, how they 
think as well as how and why they teach. A good 
way to begin is for us to realize that just as every 
person is a psychologist, every psychologist is a 
person. In this paper I discuss how such rethinking 
of teachers-as-psychologists and psychologists- 
as-persons can be brought about, and how this new 
way of thinking will improve the application of 
psychology to educational practice by helping 
psychologists and teachers communicate with 
each other.

What Is Applied Psychology?

Since I am in the Department of Applied 
Psychology at the Ontario Institute for Studies in 
Education (OISE), I am interested in what the 
“applied” in applied psychology means, and how 
we applied psychologists are different from “non­
applied” psychologists. Many psychologists think 
of applying psychology as applying a coat of paint: 
the psychologist provides the paint and the 
practitioner applies it. Consider for example the 
recent development of “ teacher-proof” curriculum 
packages, and ask yourself what assumptions are 
being made about teacher competence. 
Application of a teacher-proof package is some­
thing like a “ paint-by-numbers” kit. In contrast to 
the “ inventive mind . . . using its originality” 
described by William James, the teacher is con­
sidered an incompetent painting machine which 
must be carefully programmed. There is nothing 
wrong with describing an educational program by

specific step-by-step procedures, but the rationale 
for the teacher-proof, paint-by-numbers approach 
not only insults teachers but also represents a 
faulty conception of the relation between research 
and practice. As Glaser (1973) observed:

The sequence from basic research, to applied research, to 
development, to practice and application on which most of us 
were weaned is no longer applicable if, in fact, it ever was.' (p. 
557)

How then can psychological theory and research 
adopt a more reciprocal and productive relation to 
educational practice? This question has received 
increased attention recently from many 
psychologists, including Glaser (1973), Argyris

'Dr. Hunt is a professor in the Department of Applied 
Psychology at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. 
This report is based on a paper prepared for an ACT-University 
of Iowa seminar held November 5, 1975, in Iowa City, Iowa.
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(1975), Bass (1974), Campbell (1974), Cronbach 
(1975), McKeachie (1974), and Sarason (1974), 
among others. Some of their proposals will be con­
sidered later.

I propose to coordinate psychological theory and 
research reciprocally with educational practice 
through the use of the Behavior-Person-Environ- 
ment, or B-P-E, paradigm originally formulated by 
Kurt Lewin (Hunt, 1975a; Hunt, 1975b; Hunt & 
Sullivan, 1974). The educational process is 
described in B-P-E terms as learning outcomes (B) 
resulting from the in teraction of student 
characteristics (P) and teaching approaches (E). 
Through the B-P-E approach, the psychologist can 
attempt to understand the teacher’s “ inventive 
mind . . . using its originality” by studying how a

teacher thinks about learning outcomes (B), 
students (P), and teaching approaches (E). The 
teacher’s conceptions of these three B-P-E com­
ponents and their interrelation can then be 
reciprocally related to the psychologist’s con­
ceptions of these same components. For example, 
the teacher’s conception of learning outcomes (B) 
can be compared to that of the psychologist's 
dependent variable in a research study (B) in order 
to enrich both persons’ conceptions and to facili­
tate communication between the psychologist and 
the teacher. Such reciprocal B-P-E analysis may 
also serve to provide an estimate of the potential 
educational relevance of a particular psychological 
idea or research study (Hunt & Sullivan, 1974, pp. 
250-251).

Research May Not Apply

Why does research not apply to educational 
practice as much as it should? One reason is that 
educational researchers often become preoccupied 
with issues which are of personal interest but which 
have little direct bearing on what happens in 
schools. In a stimulating paper entitled, “What Are 
We Trying to Understand and Improve? Educa­
tional Research as L e e rla u fre a k tio n Rothkopf 
(1973) observed:

We have tended to forget the practical origins of science and 
have allowed ourselves to be dominated by overly abstract ideas 
that betray our goals . . . .  Educational experimenters often 
resemble Leerlaufreaktion in lower animals, i.e. complex, highly 
integrated activities that take place despite the absence of an 
appropriate environmental occasion, (p. 58)

Shulman and Elstein (1974) made a similar 
observation:

Educational researchers attack problems for which convenient 
puzzle forms exist. As evidence for this assertion, witness 
continuing preoccupation with studies of paired-associate 
learning, adjunct questioning, learning hierarchies, etc. (p. 1)

A second reason why research does not apply as 
much as it should is the researcher’s failure to 
acknowledge the complexities of the process of 
application. Conceptualizing the process of 
application requires theories and concepts which 
are probably more complex and challenging than 
the theories about the ideas to be applied. Some 
work in this area has been begun—e.g., Sarason 
and his colleagues (Sarason, 1972; Reppucci & 
Saunders, 1974).

In their paper, "On the Risk of Appraising Non- 
events in Program Evaluation,” Charters and Jones 
(1973) suggested that implementation be con­
sidered in four levels or stages: (1) institutional 
commitment, (2) structural context, (3) role perfor­
mance (staff perspective), and (4) learning 
activities (student perspective). They warned that 
unless implementation has reached the fourth 
stage, the program remains a “non-event” which 
cannot be suitably evaluated. Goodlad and Klein 
(1970) observed many such “non-events" when 
they looked Behind the Classroom Door at what 
were supposed to be innovative programs. Charters 
and Jones’s four-stage framework illustrates a 
general model for analyzing the process of 
applying a psychological idea to educational 
practice. Any such model of implementation must 
also consider how the teacher views the new idea in 
relation to the teacher’s present ideas and 
practices.

Finally, research has fallen short in guiding 
practice because it has emulated the natural 
sciences, a trend which has led to the illusion of 
generalizations from the social and behavioral 
sciences. This illusion, or “ myth of general effects” 
(Hunt, 1975b, p. 211), and its corollary that general­
izations are “ threatened” by person-environment 
interactions (Bracht & Glass, 1968, p. 444) must 
be abandoned, for as Cronbach (1975) suggested, 
"We need to reflect on what it means to establish 
empirical generalizations in which most effects are 
interactive” (p. 121). After reflecting on the con­
textual and temporal limits to “generalizations,"
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Cronbach concluded with what must be regarded 
as a considerable change in view from his earlier 
writing:

The special task of the social scientist in each generation is to 
pin down the contemporary facts. Beyond that, he shares with 
the humanistic scholar and the artist in the effort to gain insight 
into contemporary relationships, and to realign the culture's 
view of man with present realities. To know man as he is is no 
mean aspiration. (1975, p. 126)

Other psychologists and educational researchers 
who have been reference figures for objective, 
experimental approaches have expressed similar

But Teaching

"Only classroom by classroom, teacher by 
teacher, can schooling get better.” This is a major 
assumption made by our Matching project team in 
our work at OISE. It requires first that we know 
what happens in classrooms. As Schwab (1969) 
observed, however:

At present, we do not know. My own incomplete investigations 
convince me that we have not the faintest reliable knowledge of 
how literature is taught in the high schools, or what actually 
goes on in science classrooms, (p. 15)

Such ignorance of classroom practice con­
tributes to the remote nature of educational 
research, as Rothkopf (1973) argued in comparing 
it to Leerlaufreaktion. To counteract this, he urged:

Better observations of what actually goes on in instructional 
situations are therefore needed and more detailed records of 
teaching and learning must be kept. (p. 58)

Despite the absence of adequate information 
about what goes on in classrooms, psychologists 
continually make sweeping generalizations about 
teachers. For example, Cron bach’s assertion (1967) 
that “ it is very likely that teachers overdifferen­
tiate,” is frequently quoted. This assertion is, 
however, followed by a sentence which is never 
quoted but which states that he knew of “ no 
research on impressionistic adaptation of in­
struction” (p. 29) to support his assertion. It is time 
not only to gather more information about actual 
classroom practice, but also to do so in such a way 
as to permit better understanding of the enormous 
variation among the millions of teachers. Such in­
formation on variation among teachers will serve as 
an empirical restraint on broad assertions which 
commence, "Teachers are . . . .”

concerns with psychology’s continuing emulation 
of the natural science. Even the originators of the 
“threats to validity” concept seem to be changing 
their minds. Campbell (1974) has proposed that the 
educational evaluators consider the anthropo­
logical approach, while Glass (1975) has described 
the humanistic aspects in any form of evaluation.

To be more applicable to educational practice, 
psychological research must therefore be based on 
a new paradigm which takes account of the inter­
active, contextual, and temporal features of the 
phenomena being investigated, and which is also 
sensitive to the nature of these phenomena as they 
occur in schools.

Marches On

It may be, as Hoetker and Ahlbrand concluded in 
their paper on "The Persistence of Recitation" 
(1969), that “The studies that have been reviewed 
show a remarkable stability of classroom verbal 
behavior over the last half century” (p. 163).

However, this conclusion is very general; the 
"persistence of recitation” and the occurrence of 
"non-recitation” approaches must be considered 
more specifically for different teachers at different 
grades in different subjects. Perhaps you react to 
this appeal to learn more about classroom activity 
by observing that “ it’s already been done,” and 
noting such work as Jackson’s Life in Classrooms 
(1968) and the thousands of studies applying 
systems of interaction analysis to classroom 
activity. My response is that most earlier work has 
been either impressionistic or arbitrarily selective. 
When one considers the millions of hours spent in 
classroom activity, it is clear that any attempt must 
be selective. Up to now, however, researchers have 
described what happens in classrooms primarily 
either to demonstrate a method or to obtain an 
index to use in program evaluation. More 
naturalistic accounts of the phenomena as they 
occur in settings where no attempt is being made to 
“apply research” are needed. Such accounts will be 
valuable in their own right.

How shall we proceed to collect such informa­
tion? As usual, multiple methods are preferred but 
not likely to be employed. Distinguishing between 
espoused theories of action and theories-in-use, 
Argyris (1975) suggested that:

Theories-in-use are the theories of action inferred from how 
people actually behave (taken from video-audiotapes or other 
instruments that focus on collecting relatively directly 
observable behavior), (p. 469)
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Direct observation is always desirable, but not 
always possible. Sheffield (1975) has used a more 
general approach to try to understand more about 
teaching in universities. Through questionnaires 
sent to students, he identified 23 excellent 
university teachers from 23 different Canadian 
universities. Once identified, these teachers were 
then asked to write their beliefs about teaching and 
how they go about it. Rothkopf proposed (1973) 
that teachers complete "course memories” which 
describe specifically what occurred so that the 
following information would become available:

. .  . what is actually covered in school, how much time is spent 
on each topic, or how stable such characteristics of instruction

actually are within a school, from year to year, or for a single 
teacher, (pp. 65-66)

As teaching marches on, teachers’ activities are 
being determined by what they think about their 
work, or as Shulman and Elstein (1974) noted:

Research typically slights the problem of how teachers think 
about their pupils and instructional problems: it concentrates 
instead on how teachers act or perform in the classroom, (p. 1)

Therefore, we need to know more about what goes 
on in classrooms and what teachers think about 
their teaching. This latter topic will be discussed in 
the next two sections.

Every Person Is a Psychologist

The idea that every person is a psychologist in his 
interpersonal life, i.e., the person must try to under­
stand and predict what is going on, is certainly not 
new. Kelly (1955) viewed "man-as-scientist” and 
Heider (1958) emphasized the importance of 
studying "common-sense psychology." Recently in 
their critique of “mainstream psychology,” 
Braginsky and Braginsky (1974) have urged that 
more attention be given to “everyday psychology.” 

In introducing his book, Kelly made the following 
statement:

Might not the individual man, each in his own personal way, 
assume more of the stature of a scientist, ever seeking to predict 
and control the course of events with which he is involved? 
Would he not have his theories, test his hypotheses, and weigh 
his experimental evidence? And, if so, might not the differences 
between the personal viewpoints of different men correspond to 
the differences between the theoretical points of view of 
different scientists? (1955, p. 5)

As Heider put it:

The study of common-sense psychology is of value for the 
scientific understanding of interpersonal relations in two ways. 
First, since common-sense psychology guides our behavior 
toward other people, it is an essential part of the phenomena in 
which we are interested. In everyday life we form ideas about 
other people and about social situations. We interpret other 
people’s actions and we predict what they will do under certain 
circumstances. . . .  Second, the study of common-sense 
psychology may be of value because of the truths it contains, 
notwithstanding the fact that many psychologists have 
mistrusted and even looked down on such unschooled 
understanding of human behavior. For these psychologists, 
what one knows intuitively, what one understands through 
untrained reflection, offers little—at best a superficial and 
chaotic view of things, at worst a distortion of psychological 
events. (1958, p. 5)

I suggest that these approaches proposed by 
Kelly and Heider be applied to the psychology of 
teachers. Viewing teachers-as-psychologists has 
many advantages in addition to those suggested by 
Kelly and Heider.

Every Teacher Is a Psychologist

To view teachers-as-psychologists is to 
emphasize the importance of a teacher’s personal 
conceptions of teaching (whether influenced or not 
by formal psychology) and also to remind 
psychologists that teachers, like themselves, are 
also persons. It is curious that psychologists have 
usually approached the psychology of teachers in a 
negative fashion through Hawthorne effects, 
novelty effects, Rosenthal effects, halo effects, etc. 
These biasing effects smack of the “paint-by- 
numbers” conception of teachers as automatic 
painting machines. Why not study instead why

teachers teach, how they think about their 
teaching, what sustains them, what discourages 
them, how they process information, etc.? As 
Shulman and Elstein (1974) observed:

An information-processing analysis would probably reveal that 
teachers use their expectations precisely as most people do: to 
interpret or evaluate the meaning of new information they 
receive; to anticipate the form incoming information will take, 
thereby reducing the need to process that information, (as when 
experienced readers employ context cues); or to judge the 
sufficiency of information received in helping make a particular 
judgment or decision, (pp. 51-52)
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As long as Hawthorne effects and expectancy 
effects are lumped into “ threats to validity,” not 
only will research not apply to practice, but the 
questions of why teachers teach will remain 
unanswered. When I am asked about the 
Hawthorne effect’s influencing our efforts to 
introduce some new ideas to teachers, I often say 
that ”we take all the Hawthorne effect we can get,” 
much to the horror of my questioner. I am only half 
joking because the so-called “Hawthorne effect” 
obscures the real question of why teachers apply 
new programs at all. The Hawthorne effect must be 
redefined in more constructive terms and 
differentiated into its psychological aspects: relief 
from boredom, attention, recognition, congruence 
with old ideas, etc. Obviously such a psychological 
recentering of the Hawthorne effect (and other 
similar “ biases”) calls into question the traditional, 
erroneous view of generalization that calls for 
objective, neutral circumstances. If the conditions 
were completely objective and neutral, it is doubtful 
that any implementation would ever occur.

If one accepts Kelly’s theory of personal 
constructs, then a method for assessing a person’s 
concepts is required, and the Role Concept 
Repertory Test, or Rep Test (Kelly, 1955, pp. 219- 
266) is appropriate. This sorting task consists of 
three steps: (1) listing a number of persons you 
know according to specific role title descriptions, 
e.g., “a person with whom you worked who was 
easy to get along with,” so that 20 or 30 persons in 
your “ life space” are available; (2) considering 
these persons three at a time by asking “Which two 
seem to be alike in some important way and 
different from the third?” and (3) describing how 
these two are alike. When this triadic sorting has 
been repeated several times, the concepts which 
describe the basis for sorting them form the 
individual’s repertory of role concepts. In personal 
construct theory, the Rep Test is used primarily to 
assess conceptions of persons; however, I have 
adapted the Rep Test procedure to include 
teachers’ conceptions of learning outcomes (B) 
and teaching approaches (E) as well as their 
conceptions of students (P).

For each component, the teacher first lists 
several persons, behaviors, or environments and 
then follows the Rep Test procedure. In the Person 
Rep Test, teachers can simply list all of their 
students in a particular class if this is more 
convenient than following role titles. The only 
concern is that the list of persons (students) be 
diverse. For the Behavior Rep Test, the teacher is 
asked to write several outcomes according to 
specific descriptions, e.g., “an unintended short­

term outcome,” and to describe, in concepts, the 
dimensions of learning which are important to him. 
Similarly, for the Environment Rep Test, the teacher 
lists several approaches, e.g., “ teaching approach I 
use frequently” ; these are then dealt with in Rep 
Test procedure to generate the teacher’s list of 
important dimensions of teaching. Variations, as 
required, in Rep Test procedure are quite 
acceptable.

The aim of the Rep Test for teachers is to help 
them make their implicit conceptions explicit. 
Exploratory work with teachers in two of my classes 
last summer was very productive. Teachers copied 
each of their three lists of concepts on dittoed 
sheets and shared them with one another. Some 
found the explication of their "psychological 
theories” suprising and all found the exercises a 
valuable way to learn about themselves and one 
another.

Following are some B-P-E concepts used by one 
teacher:

Student
characteristics

(P)

Aggressive

Independent

Withdrawn

Teaching
approaches

(E)

Small group 
discussion

Question/
answer

Role playing

Learning
outcomes

(B)

Feels more 
confident

Draws
conclusion

Shows
enthusiasm

To understand a teacher-as-psychologist, one 
needs to learn about different aspects of the 
teacher’s concepts: their content, how they relate to 
one another, and their openness to change. The 
basic Rep Test gives information about the content 
but not about the organizational structure or 
openness to change. After a teacher has identified 
his conceptions of students, outcomes, and 
approaches, he may try to put them in relation to 
one another, both for P-E (“Which approach seems 
to work best with this kind of student?”) and E-B 
(“What are likely to be the outcomes from this 
approach?"). In both cases, the teacher is 
attempting to articulate his own implicit theory of 
matching. Assessing the openness to change of 
concepts is more difficult, but I have found a 
procedure of “forced-sorting” to be useful. After 
completing the basic Rep Test sorting procedure in
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which two of the persons (or behaviors or 
environments) have been sorted together, one then 
tries to regroup the persons in a different pattern. 
For example, if 1 and 2 were originally grouped 
together, then one attempts to group together per­
sons 1 and 3, and then persons 2 and 3.

Schroder, Karlins, and Phares (1973) described a 
comprehensive example of variations in complexity 
with which teachers view students. Using a specific 
example, they illustrated six different levels of 
complexity for viewing the same student: (1) 
categorical (only in terms of his grades), (2) 
unidimensional (in terms of his grades), (3) in 
terms of two unintegrated single dimensions 
(grades and mechanical interest), (4) unicon- 
ceptual thinking based on two dimensions (low 
grades and high mechanical interest used to 
generate a new dimension, "unchallenged” ), (5) 
uniconceptual thinking based on three dimensions 
("unchallenged” dimension generated from low 
grades, high mechanical interest, and high social 
interest), and (6) multiconceptual thinking (two 
new concepts, “ unchallenged” and high social 
interest generated from combinations of three 
dimensions). The authors described how these 
different conceptions held by teachers would likely 
be related to the teachers’ use of different 
approaches. Assessment of teacher level of com­
plexity could be attempted through multidimen­
sional scaling or a more elaborate version of the 
Rep Test.

The Schroder-Karlins-Phares example reminds 
us that all of the theory and method of person 
perception is available to study teachers-as- 
psychologists. For example, it might be very useful 
to apply the “ inferential sets” proposed by Jones 
and Thibaut (1958) by asking which one of the 
three sets a teacher was likely to adopt in viewing 
students: situation matching, value maintenance, or 
causal genetic orientation? Situation matching,

which is heavily evaluative, focuses on whether the 
person is doing the right thing; value maintenance 
focuses on the perceived person’s relation to the 
perceiver as positive or negative; causal genetic 
orientation is more concerned with why the person 
is behaving as he does.

Approaches to studying teachers-as-psycholo- 
gists may vary from specific concern about deter­
minants of a particular teaching decision, as in the 
simulated recall method proposed by Shulman and 
Elstein (1974), to general approaches which 
attempt to characterize the nature of a teacher’s 
epistemology, e.g., theoretical, empirical, or 
personal. Because of the immediacy of teaching, it 
is often necessary for teachers to emphasize a 
practical concern: “ Is it working?’’ This practical 
concern is one of the concepts most frequently 
heard when teachers communicate with each other.

Fuller’s (1969) approach to teacher concerns 
provides another possible avenue, as does the 
earlier work on teacher expectation by Brophy and 
Good (1974), on teacher conceptions of students 
(Thelen, 1967), on teachers’ descriptions of their 
teaching (Fox & Lippitt, 1964), and, especially, on 
viewing teachers in developmental stages (Katz, 
1972). If we are to consider teachers both as 
persons and as psychologists, then it makes sense 
to view them in relation to their stages as teachers. 
Katz suggested four stages: (1) survival, (2) 
consolidation, (3) renewal, and (4) maturity. Any 
psychologist who has ever worked with both pre- 
and in-service teacher training is well aware of the 
importance of taking consideration of these 
developmental stages. These suggestions are not 
intended to be comprehensive, since the study of 
teachers-as-psychologists extends over many 
areas of theory and method. Perhaps, however, 
these examples may give some idea of how such 
reconception'might be approached.

Every Psychologist Is a Person

To accept that a psychologist is a person is also 
to accept “ the peculiar role of the psychologist as 
both subject and object, as both the perpetrator of 
theory and an exemplar of that about which he 
theorizes” (Little, 1972, p. 97).

Theories of psychology, Little concluded, should 
be reflexive, that is, they should account for the 
psychologist who created that theory.

The considerable implications of this seemingly 
simple point are suggested by the following 
questions: How would Freud account for having

developed psychoanalytic theory, through 
principles of that theory? How would Skinner 
account for his creation of behavioristic theory, 
through its own principles? Such analysis of the 
reflexivity of a theory (or of any other psychological 
idea propounded by a psychologist) is not only a 
valuable scientific exercise but also a useful 
experience in humility.

A more specific implication of psychologist-as- 
person is that we psychologists have personal 
constructs just as teachers and everyone else. This
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fact suggests how valuable it would be for 
psychologists to try Rep Test approaches in order 
to become aware of their own conceptions of 
behaviors, persons, and environments. These 

*■. methods may be useful from both the perspective
of psycholog ist-as-psychologist and that of 
psycho log ist-as-person.

* At whatever level the psychologist attempts to
reflect on his personal concepts, he should become 
better able to communicate by becoming more 
aware of his own implicit ideas. It would also be 
useful if, in reflecting on his personal concepts, the 
psychologist could begin to describe his ideas as 
he might if he were an everyday person and not a

psychologist. Although this may be a great deal to 
expect, such consideration of ourselves as “just 
persons” may have the side benefit of clearing away 
some of the psychological jargon which is such an 
obstacle in communicating with those who are not 
psychologists. Edwin Newman’s recent book, 
Strictly Speaking (1974) may provide an initial 
sensitizing and/or humbling experience. Reading it 
should be followed by serious attempts to 
communicate more clearly. In the process, we may 
also clear up our thinking. In any case, such 
activities should facilitate communication between 
psychologists and teachers.

Between Psychologist and Teacher

I assume that if psychologists and teachers 
reconsider themselves and each other both as 
psychologists and as persons, the initial effects will 
be that psychologists will become more aware of 
implicit ideas and that teachers will become more 
explicit about their implicit ideas (Hunt, 1975c). I 
suggest that the psychologist should take the ini­
tiative in communication with the teacher. Inter­
personal communication is like interdisciplinary 
coordination (Hunt, 1973) in that it requires first 
that one become aware of his own ideas, next that 
he understand the frame of reference of the person 
with whom he is to communicate, and finally that he

adapt his ideas in terms of the other person’s frame 
of reference (Hunt, 1970). I have referred to these 
latter two steps as “ reading” and “ flexing” in 
describing teachers’ adaptation to students 
(1975c), and they apply here to the psychologist’s 
adaptation to the teacher.

Perhaps a specific example of such “ reading” and 
"flexing” will help. Consider the following terms 
which have been “ translated” into educational form 
in what might be thought of as a “ psycho- 
educational dictionary” (Hunt & Sullivan, 1974, 
p. 263).

Translating Psychological Terms into Educational Practice

Psychological Idea or term

Matching 

Conceptual Level 

Low CL 

High CL

Variation in structure 

Paragraph Completion Test 

Developmental perspective 

CL grouping

Educational translation

Meeting a student’s needs 

Learning style

Student who needs structure 

Student who needs less structure 

Teaching methods 

Questionnaire

Providing support for growth

A way to help students become more 
independent and increase their self-esteem
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Psychologists’ insights into teachers’ perspec­
tives are important not only for communication, but 
also for program implementation. As I have com­
mented (1970) earlier:

Assuming that the matching principle is sufficiently well 
established, it seems probable that one of the major deter­

minants of its acceptability will be the degree to which it is con­
gruent with the teacher's own ideas of matching. If so, then the 
task of implementing a matching model should begin with an 
investigation of what implicit matching model the educational 
decision-maker is now using. From what we know of attitude 
change and adoption of new procedures, the proposed match­
ing prescriptions should not be too far out of line with those held 
by the person implementing them. (p. 49)

Between Theory/Research and Practice

Another basic assumption made by our Match­
ing project team at OISE is to agree with Lewin’s 
classic statement, "There is nothing so practical as 
a good theory.” In his stimulating paper, "The 
Substance and the Shadow,” Bass (1974) has 
qualified Lewin’s maxim appropriately:

While nothing may be as practical for advancing technology {the 
substance) as a good scientific theory (the shadow), it is 
probable that nothing may be as impractical as a bad theory. The 
reverse is also generally true. Good technology may be a pre­
requisite for the advancement of a science. Bad practice can ruin 
potentially good science, (p. 870)

Just as some psychological ideas from psycholo­
gists are not useful, neither will every idea from 
teachers-as-psychologists be a good one. 
However, combining the views of psychologists 
with those of teachers is likely to make for better 
theory as well as better practice. Viewing teachers- 
as-psychologists has two other major implications. 
First, it forces attention on the necessity to reorient 
the philosophy of science underlying psychologi­
cal theory and research to a system more in keep­
ing with the legitimacy of everyday psychology. At 
a philosophical level, Polanyi’s Personal Knowl­
edge (1964), and at a psychological level, 
deCharms’s Personal Causation (1968) provide 
helpful guides for such recentering.

Second, as implied earlier, more emphasis is 
needed on theories of the process of imple­
mentation and application. Following his penetrat­
ing analysis of educational change in The Culture 
of the School and the Problem of Change (1971), 
Sarason has described what amounts to the 
theoretical basis for a new discipline in his The 
Creation of Settings and the Future Societies 
(1972). In this latter book, Sarason explicitly under­
plays the personal, or psychological, ideas of the 
participants in the creation of settings. It would 
seem that some of the present notions which 
emphasize the psychological aspects of the change 
process might be combined with Sarason’s primary 
emphasis on cultural, sociological, and organiza­

tional analysis. Two of Sarason’s colleagues, 
Reppucci and Saunders (1974), have extended the 
creations-of-settings analysis by specifying eight 
problems encountered in attempting to implement 
a program in a natural setting. For example, in dis­
cussing the “problem of two populations” (p. 654), 
they refer to the first population as the training 
agents who will implement the program (in this 
case, treatment workers attempting to implement a 
behavior modification program in a residential 
treatment institution for delinquent boys); the 
second population consists of the boys in the 
program. Although we usually think primarily of the 
"second population” in our theories, Reppucci and 
Saunders emphasized that the problems encoun­
tered in “applying the program” are very consider­
able. For example, they referred to the “problem of 
language” (p. 652), in which the training agents 
found the basic term, "behavior modification” 
objectionable, and so the researchers “ translated" 
(as I described in the preceding section) the term to 
“social learning.” All of the problems so clearly 
delineated by these authors require the attention of 
a theory of application and change.

The "problem of the two populations" also occurs 
in many educational research studies in the form of 
initiating, or bringing about the occurrence of the 
"independent variable.” In the past we have tended 
to design research on the effects of teaching with 
little thought about the practical issues of creating 
the occurrence of such teaching. Because our 
thinking about research design comes from the 
natural sciences where the independent variable 
can be more easily controlled and manipulated, we 
have underestimated the importance of this "first 
population” and have usually referred to such 
problems as “ threats.” Snow’s recent (1974) 
comments about research on teaching exemplify 
the beginning phases of the acknowledgment that 
variations among teachers and teaching styles are 
not "threats” but the phenomena to be studied. 
Snow observed that in some research designs, "the 
teacher will compromise the design, or they will 
strain unnaturally to conform to it, or both” (p. 282),
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He continued with a very important conclusion:

But teacher and method are confounded in nature, and there will 
be time enough to unravel the mechanisms involved once the 
effective combinations are found, (pp. 282-283)

Accepting the variation among teachers in their 
preferred styles and in other characteristics is 
important not only for the design of educational 
research but also for evaluation. The nature of the 
specific teachers in a program, their experience, 
preferred teaching style, attitude to the program,

and other characteristics must be built into 
evaluation efforts. Up to now, the most important 
ingredient in a program, the teacher who is imple­
menting it, has received little attention. This is one 
of the reasons for the failure to generalize the 
results of program effects. Such consideration may 
mean that a major portion of educational evalua­
tion will consist of case studies or anthropological 
observation, as Campbell suggested. In either case, 
explicit attention should be devoted to the charac­
teristics of the teachers in the program.

Between Psychology and Education

I believe that the B-P-E paradigm, when extended 
to include the perspectives of teachers as well as of 
theorists and researchers, promises to provide a 
reciprocal framework for facilitating the relation 
between psychology and education. More 
specifically, if teachers are considered as psycholo­
gists and psychologists as persons, these views 
should:

1. Help both psychologists and teachers to under­
stand themselves and each other in a more 
human, productive way

2. Help psychologists and teachers to com­
municate with one another in a reciprocal way

3. Improve both the nature of educational practice 
and the quality of psychological theory and re­
search through reciprocal stimulation

I began with a quotation from William James’s 
Talks to Teachers. I conclude with an excerpt from 
a term paper written by a teacher in one of my 
classes:

The intuitive nature of most of the conclusions of teachers is en­
hanced by empirical studies of psychology, and gives teachers 
another “way’’ into the complexity of the learning process. At 
times, the results of considering education from this per­
spective are surprising and unsettling, but necessarily so. For if 
education is to improve that improvement must begin with more 
meaningful and valid interaction in the classroom. (DiNoble, 
1975, p.14)
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