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e
resources to "count" - teather behav1or
v .

In May of 1975 we proposed a study, of * “the appropr1ateness of ins rbct1on
At that t1me‘le beheVed that educatmna] researchers had expended conS1derab1e

-

A considerable amount wasxa]ready known ‘
about the fne ency of. highér and lower cogn1t1ve quest1ons asked per un1t of

e

t1me, the rate of positive vérbal pra1se, the number of criticisms made, the

number of probes the frequency of exp1a1n7ng 11nk§, etca But only re]at1ve1y

’/ 1ow torre]at1oﬁ% had been found between many of tﬁbse va ab]es and, measures of
student outcomes

Our work led us away from concern with JUSt count1ng * We

attent1on and was, perhaps, one of the character1st1cs that‘kept correlat1ona1
analyses from revea11ng very much

L

became aware .of another d1mens1on of 1nteract1ve teach1ng that a]so needed some

between a h1gher cognitive quest1qn\asked after & tra1n of thought was runn1ng - .

This was the. concept of "appropr1ateness
In our c]assroom observations we had". become acutely aware of the d1fference v
\out and the same type of quest1on asked after a ser1es of Tower cogn1t1ve
questions had been used to estab}1sh a foundatlon from wh1ch to explore
.. higher-order ideas.

1 4

Teachers we found, somet1mes asked 1nane questfods
Sometimes teachers d1reeted questions to' the wrong ch1fﬁ On one occasien

we noticed that'positive verba1'reinfgrcem3ht was used with a new child in

the c1as9,,one who was try1ng to win pegr group acceptance, and.whose beha-
vior the teacher chose to use as 3 standard of exoe11ence

The teacher s |
while the teacher ‘S count in the uerbal praise category went up and up and up
\

s1ngl1ng out of the student seemed. to 1mpede his efforts to win acceptance,
This accrua1 of behav1ors through count1ng often occurred when we knew,

1nappropr1ate.

.
(

-

through our 1ntu1tfon Va]ues and. exper1ence that the behavior was somehow “~J//

Our unComfortab]eness was noted as we recorded many dfFferent
N

.

.
~ »
. .
’
P
’ .
L3




.\ waspects of teagher behav1or Somet1mes teachers ach1eved a high rate of prob-

'1ng student responses to quest1ons, seem1ng]y.w1thout regard for thé student

‘

or the- k1nd of 1n1t1a1 response .given to the. quest1on Some students were em- .

o

barassed by the probqng, other student probes often occurred at 1nappropriate
4

'-7t1mes, and sometxmes probes were not forthcoming When the situataon seemed to

cry out for them. Qn the other hand sk111fu1 prob1ng appeared to br1ng out

- -

a student's knowTedge aboyt an issue and allow it to he shared with the~c1ass,
. 5
after a weak f1rst response\ wag given by that- student In a particular inter--

action a teacher 3 quest1on1n cou]d have been very skt11ful,. but much infor-

- mation cou]d be 1ost 7f only freduency was recorded Analogous d1ff1cu1t1es
\ y
in 1nterpretat1on of frequency cou\%s arose for many of the teacher.behav1ors

which had begun to 1nterest us. These d1ff1Cu1t1es forced a- reassessment of

*

our own strong’ behav1or1st1c position for the study of teach1ngr We felt that

frequency counts still prov1de very useful infogmation, but, in our opinion,
)

the qualitative d1megﬁ;on dea11ng with value Judgments about appropr1ate use .

of sk1lls must more stropgly enter 1nto observat1ons of teaCh1ng ‘The

”appngr1ateness” of teachers' behavior had to be addressed 1n~order to study

+ .

the 1nformat1on processing and- dec1s1on mak1ng sk1lls of human teachers in

. N
] ' » -

c1assroom sett1ngs -

Ne proposed the allocation of mogdest resources to develop the‘concept of

’

appropr1ateness of 1nstruct1on The Far west Laboratory s research team in-

tended to spend substant1a] amounts of t1me "1n -ghade 2 and grade 5 c]assrooms

dur1ng the course of data collect1on for the work to be performed as part of

[}

Phase III A Cont1nuat1on act1v1t1eS'h Ihg cl1n1ca1 experience was 1ntended to
‘ prov1de a_bas1s for furthef’qonceptua11zat1on of the appropr1ateness of in-_
struct1on. The f1nd1ngs related to cbncept1ons of appropr1ateness of teach1ng

, . /
‘were to-be used\whenever poss1b1e, to help create the instrumentation that '




-

was to come out of thatiyear $ effort (1975 1976)

A report oh‘appropriateness

-of 1nstruct1on out11n1ng aﬂternat1ve conceptua11zat1ons of the cohcept and

.

report1ng on c11n3ca11expe }ences 1n classrooms, was to be comp1eted and sub-

- .

mitted to the California. ommiss1on for Teacher Pneparat1on and Licensing by

s
. . . . .

March 31, 1976 ST ’

-~

: . This report; over a year 1ate; is intended to briefly

. . A p
t. in this area.

fact that we are not Very much closer to uhderstand1ng this phenomerion of

'-appropr1ateness than we were when we stqrted

] L
-

.,

document our efforts

One major reason for the de1ay in presenting thlS report is the

. ”

We continue to recdgnize the

importance of the concept, and we continue to be‘cénfused about how best'to

* incorporate concerns about appropriateness into research designs for studying

-

teaching and learning in classrodifsettings: Nevertheless, we havet'some in- .
s - ).

x8ights worth 'sharing.
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’dlscuss the qua11tat1ve d1mens1ons of th1s phenomenon we rea11zed we had

: , i - . 4
are 1nherent in each view., ; Y .
" 4

" View 1: Appropr1ateness as Dec1s1on Making’

' v1dua1,an1ma1 strays.from the group or the ﬁ1rect1on 1ntended the sheepdog

igoes¢into actfon %n order to keep things on course.

“within the group to,qbta1n.a part1cu1ar standard ‘of performance 1n.re1at10n

tb those goa]s
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VIEWS OF APDROPRIATENESS (o S
. L v oe
¢ Many hours were spent 1n the observat1on of é\assrooms by Far Nest !

. e PR ) . 7

Laboratory staff. INE of this observat1onfconf1rmed our ge11ef that @PPro-

pr1ateness was\a variable of copsiderable 1mportance

] L4

As we‘cont1nued to .

developed at least three distinct not1ons about what we-wanted to study.

quferent,measurement systems, andwg1fferent def1n1t1ons of approgr:ateness' v 7

L3
!

One method of study is to regard the dec1s1on mak1ngtprocess of teachers

f

as the phenomenon to be Judged for appropr1ateness For examp]e much of what ,

we‘th1nk of as teach1ng may be character1zed, in metaphor:c terms, by thlnk1ng

of the teacher as a Bayesian speepdog (Snow, 1973) As the flock, or ap indi-

The decisions, made” differ

fron orfe moment to the next depending on_ whether it is the group or the ihdi- .

vidual that is straydng, and on how close to home or pasture the group is. . '
The teacher who has prox1ma1 and d1sta1 goa]s in m1nd constant]y acts as a .
Bayes1an sheepdog to fac111tate the.movement of the group and the 1nd1v1dua1s

The teacher who can articulate. the nature of the préSent .
s1tuat1on (i.e., a d1agnos1s) and .then propose act1v1t;es w1th a chance of VQ~
remed1at1ng‘the s1tuat1on or fac111tat7ng change toward des1rab]e‘goa1s (i.e., =

prescr1pt1on) can be sa1d to be analyz1ng "appropr1ate1y " . In this view of

’ appropr1ateness the concern is with the "reasonab]eness“ of-the teacher's'

behav1or as art1cu1atgd through verbal reports, test items, quest1onnatres,

,

* The report of the teacher s d1agnost1c and prescr1pt1ve

\

or swmu]at1ons

J‘

EJ . ’ ’




1vity, however obtained and in whatever form, 1s s#bJe t'to evaluat1on
If th 'report 1s judged ™reasonable" this wou1d 1nd1caté thpt the dec1s1on D
.

mak1ng skills of the teacher are of the apprOpr1ate qua11ty expected of a

. profess1ona1 in th1s f1e1d The Judgment of reasonab1eness must necessari]y,

) * ® v .,
be-made by "experts or "prbfessionals" who can attest that a part1cu1ar set"

> - ’

of COnd1t1ons are appropr1ate1y labeled or- 1nterpreted (a d1agnoejs)/andfthat '

the act1v1t1es proposed are reasonab]e reSponses tO»that cond1t1on (a pre- ‘

1.,

L

\d - . . -~ , o
- scrtpt1on). ‘ - ;f . . . ' e
Examp]e-‘ "The fa11ure of-anyone in my'c1ass to catch the error I made o

means that thex can't do.two coTumn add1t1on vd&y’ﬂe]], ) I d better spend

) another few days on th1s content area before moving on.

-
Example: "Billy Toves math but | th1nk he may be spending toc mdch +1mb

on it. I don't see that his r€3d1ng 1s 1mprov1ng ) I'd better monitor how

¢ .

he spends his time this week and e, if the cause is rea11y;;n his choice of
- e 4

-

act1v1ty " .. ' o

If some panel of experts or peers judge these d1agnoses and prescriptions
of the teacher to be reasonable then this teacher will be.judged to be making -
dec1S1ons of the quality des1red by those who are.do1ng the evahpat1on The
teacher max be said to’ know what is appropr1ate behavior or to know how to maké
reasonable‘gudgments -about teach1ng situations. . This approach t; the study ofi

teacher dec1s1on making is not very dtfferent from that of .the National Teacher

" Exam1nat1ons, a mu1t1p1e choice test in w1de usage désigned to tap- the’téacher 's

’
kriowledge of 2appropr1ate teaéhfng’"‘ Items on/that test are scored correct .

if the respondent\chooses the correct response to-an item. Correct, for-many

‘itpms,'means that a pane1‘of experts has judged-this'qesponse to be more

i .
appropr1ate" than others. o » s
Note that in this View of appropr1ateness as- decision- mak1ng,-the teacher

need not carry out act1dhs in accordance With the prescr1ptions articufﬁted

\

EEERY

’

-




In th1s view appropr1ateness %s viewed gs ana}ys1s and dec1s1on mak1ng, and s
¢
¢ 4s not def1ned to be' act1on or beffaVior taken as a result of the d1agnost1c

“and prescr1pt1vé act1v1t1es 1n 3!1ch the teacher engaged: Some of thesé con-

L4

cerns w1th the .issue of appropr1ateness will be addressed by the Inst1tute for

-

Research on Teach1ng at M1ch1gan State Un1vas1ty, East Lans1ng, Mmch1gan
'} The Nationa] Institute of Educat1on (NIE) has’ established the Instityte for iﬁ .
o .

Research on'Teac ing to study the dec1swon making of teachers Under the

dTrect1on of Lee Fhulman, with adv1ce from Arthur, ETstein and R1chard Shavé]son,’

all of whom have orde in the dec1s1on making area, studies are being- p1anned‘
and’ carr1ed out to\explore the teachers cognitive decision mak1ng- It is a u ,
f1rm be11ef of the Institute for.Research on Teaching that a teacher's dect-" ™

. 4

_sion making is intinately linked to a teacher's behav1or and that through '

- we on the BTES r cognize the 1mportance.of this strand of resear!h but

we remain commqtted to\ the study of observabie teach1ng behavior. Th“S; our . ﬁ\
»
interest in pursuing aspects connected with th1s.y1ew of aggropr1ateness has .

s
a

been Timited.

.
~

View 2 Appropr1ateness\as Teacher Behavior 1n C1assroom Settings

ateness we add the componen of classroom behav1or by teachers to our con-
_cerns. By examining the béha jor of teachers we may find that many of the
.cact1v1t1es wh1ch take p1ace \in 1asses are done #o quickly, and with such, a
. lack of cr1t1ca1 ana1yses,/that he,ru1es for studying the diagnost1c and ‘
'prescr1pt1ve behav1or)of teachers no 1onger app1y For examp]e the tedcher

who walks by a particular ch1ﬂd an

Q ’ c! \( . e
RIC, 7w T oL

reaches out her hand to stroke fis héad .
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. P . N K .. . " ) l ’, . )
*  rarely. c articulate the particular quai.ities of the sftuationr whichﬁl_elped.
" initiate that activity. Perhaps the teacher might be able toYsay; " 5

know Johnm’e always needs a"]itt]e extra attention, so when I pass him by I
- \:’ . -

try to‘show h1m a little 1ove ""‘In 2 sense the act1v1ty is Starting
po1nt for an examination of whether behav1d‘r is appr0pr1ate or hot, and the"
teacher‘s articulation of d1agnost1c and prescr1pt1ve act]wty in relation ,'to
. his or her teaching‘behavior ds\unnecessary' In this v'1'ew the activity itself
can be judged independently of the teacher s abﬂ‘ity to art1cu1ate the d1ag- ‘
nost1c and prescr1pt1ve pr‘océsses “related to the actwfty What is requ1red
for a judgmeént of ‘appropriateness, in this case, is the same. sort of . panel o’f'

”experts“ or "profess1ona1s" as was .noted 1n the v1ew of app&riatenes’s pre-il‘_F

" sented above... Actions stﬂ'l need to:be judged by some competent réview board

that can decide whether g1ven a certam set of cond1t1ons, the tea her's .

act1v1t1es appear to be appropr1ate or réasonab]e Pérhaps all that heeds <to g

rd
be known to make these Jjudgments are the teacher 3 goa1s If the goa]s are

“
known people, may be ab1e ‘to “judge Whether thé Bayesian sheepdog: metaphor is
ho1d1ng in a partlcular s1tuat'ion The advantage of this approach to the
study of appropr1ateness is_that the teachers- act1ons probably ipeak Touder

than the1r words Thus, in v!ew‘two one avo1ds certam p1tfa11s 1nherent in
"X

. view one. This behav1ora1 v1ew was preferred by our staff for some 4:1me, but

A 34

¢ -

as we cont1nued des1gn1ng the BTES study we ended up tak1ng an even stronger

behav1or1st}c stand descr1bed in view three T g

View, 3: A¢adem1c Learning- T1m'g and Appropriateness o .

The appropr1ateness of 1nstruct1on is ‘generally conceptuath in .tgrms t

of act1V1t1es and functﬁons performed by the teacher or other A'nstructmna]

pers9nne1 A teacher's p1ann1ng behavior, grouping pract1ces, questioning

techmques, or p’Ersonal warmth may aH be judged at one_ t1me or another, to

be mo;e o): less "appropria-te" 1nstruct1on. However, jn our* opinion, ‘the'

. * T
» * '
. . ' . .1*{ - . ‘
‘ ' . L ' 14 .
- ' . .
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1

¢ under]ying 3as1s ‘for. evaluat1ng th apprgps1ateness of 1nstruct1on must 1n- '1.p -

i

[

4

. . r
’ : . o

[4 -~ ‘/

Volve cr1¢er1a cons1st1ng of varaous effegis that they tnstru6t1on does or 3

U

v'r

" ized post}ﬁest score):is assumed to represent the 1é§

T 1s approprtate in- terms‘,f theﬂﬂeann1ggsneed§ of a~giyen student then one, *

does not have/.on students That is,. 1f‘one bb11eves that certa1n 1nstruct1on.

must have some notion of the 1earn1ng outcomes or 1earning behav1ors that~1n- :.

d1cate ‘the fu1f111ment of-those 1earh1ng needsc

A ] .“ ¢ ¢ ¢ sn
.

Fhe value of cr1ter1a The analys1s of: criter1a for determ1n1ng the
-d" ~e
N
appropr1ateness of 1nstruct1on 1s Va}uabTe for two purpeses. P?rst, . P

. .

. criteria for appropr1ateness prOV1des the conceptual underp1nn1ngs for the

deve1opment of a theory of- appropr1atenes‘- Appropriate 1nstruct1on can not J

‘be Tully understood w1thout an‘expP\catlellof what makes the 1nstruct1on
-appropriate. This: must fncTude 'reference to‘&he des;;ed effects of thpt 1n-.
L J
struct1on on the students. ™™ , . '\ : '1 L -
—H— . .~ [N .

* Second 9pec1f1cat1on of criter1a for appropr:ateness is essent1a1 to fhé
systemat1c study of approprrate 1nstiuct1on Such criteria would not 0n1y
prov1de for the 1dent1f1cat1on of appropr1ate 1nstruct1on//but they wou]d
allow for the. ana]ys1s o*xthe part1éu3ar deﬁhc1encies that 7c’bunt,fon§3n- ‘-
appropr1ate instruction.- Presumably, the,ezé be mu1t1p1e criter1a din - -,

efﬁect dur1ng any appropr1ate 1nstruct1ona1 a t1v1ty Theaf ddfferent cri-

o

teria wou]d probably bevdnvoked due to the cbmp]ex 1nteract1on% occurrtng . )
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.4 .
the 1nterim per1od There are severa] prob]ems w1th th“is approach to t'he study g

of appropma‘t“eness F1rs-t,, no ,account is taken .of f1uctuat1ons 1n the student's’

!

level of kngw]'edget It is normal fer people to forget some of.what they learn .

“with thé‘ passg,ge’ of t1me Therefore the test-retest appro wﬂ’l tend to -

| ~be less sen§1t1ve to 'learn1ng that occurs/earher.m the interim. per1od than

“ Sy
it will to “learnmg that occurs later in the per1dd That is, "early learning"

~
s

“wiT] be measured as 1ess 1earn1ng tzl!an ’1ate 1earmng '. L B
- A second prob1em w1th the test retest approach Tﬁh"atm'!'w meae-‘“.n

sure 1earn1ng 1n the areas tested ReaT]y appropr1ate 1nstrdct“|on probab]y

' 1nvo1ves 1earn1ng in'a w1de ,vénge of a‘reas, perhaps inc]uding rnany academ1d "

A Y

content areas as weH as var1ous aspects of soc1a.1 deve1ogment It wou1d ‘be “,

t N L__J

unreaHst1c to attempt to test for the eﬁt1re range of poss=ib1e outcomes gwen‘

«

K hm1tat1ons “of- studeMme and. endurance 'Fher*efore, 1ns‘truction m1ght look *

good in terms of, the . test retest eva1uat1on s1mp1y because 1t focused on those

p—tcomes*that”nappened to—be measured Ar-the- test - Thi§ Hnd of—ehancemateh

with test itams wou]d seem to be an extre!ﬁely 11m1ted cr1ter1on for. appropri-
’ '’ L3

»

ateness. e T S \.‘ i o

A third, -and more fundamenta1 prob]em with the. test retest approach 'I1es

Jn the fact that 1t does not measure the ongo1ng:1earmng 1tse1f Rather, it

measures the effects of learning in térms of change in student performance

.".
?j_

‘nerefore .no account is obtavned of the actua] events that compr1se student 7
.» .

1earrhn'g The cause of succ’@%r faﬂure is left unknown. Furthemo’f'e, m .
-~ 4

'; th1s approach*no d1rect tie can ‘be made between student 1earn1ng events and" 5’

g

1nstruct1onal'vents Many things happen between the two tests, and it 4s

1mposs1b1e to determme with any c0nf1 dence wh1ch of the myriad occurrences

.accountsﬁo.r the changX;n student ach1evement. The student 1earn1ng may even

have occurred at the st eént' s h‘ome rather than at school. A1ternat1 veiy, .
,‘achmvement gains on a reading test might be the resu]t of 1nstruct1on

‘0

t BN




. . : - ’ S
'received in a lapguage Taboratory rather.than the regular reading—cTass. There-

- fore, the test- retest approach is of limited use in the study of appropr1ate .

L 4

'-instruction ) .
® A fourth problem w1th the test retest approach 14! its complete dack of
’heuristic ’vaTue, "No spec1f1cat1on is made of the eveats or behaviors that
compr1se student Tearn1ng Therefore no theoretical implications are made
for the kinds - of" 1nstruct1on that woqu be appropriate antecedents to student

- !

Tearn1ng Hence, no usefuT model of learning and 1n"ruct1on is suggested by

the notwon ‘that! learn1ng 1nvoTves a change in student ach1evement L

e ;o The ALTFthernat1ve As an.alternatjve t0~us1ng ach1evement ga1n as a

' (or the) cr1ter1on for def1n1ng appropr1ate instruct1on, it is poss1bTe to

XJ conceptuaT1ze and even. to measure, student learning as an onggjégAbehaV1oraT

= e

%, ‘ phenomenon One example-of, such. an a1ternat1ve, currentTy be1ng .developed at

far West Laboratory (see ProposaT for Phase III-B 4976), is Academ1c Lgarn1ng

.
s oL
’ .
.

B Time (ALT), Th The ALT -construct s.7n an ear1y and“réTatTVeTy crude stage of i

deveTopment NevertheTess, it is poss1bTe to eTaborate this constryct to
’ - -

expldre 1ts potent]aT as a set of criteria for deaT1ng WTth the issue of - . -

‘ appropr1ateness of 1nstru5t10n The ALT mod@] cons1sts of three components:

T) the 1nstruct1ona1\3ct1v1tx1n which the. studeqt is 1nvoTved 2) the cogs

\
* nitive behaV1or of the student and, 3) the affect1ve behavior of the student.

The 1nstruct1onaﬂ act1v1ty The appropr1ate/exs of the std‘ent s in-
|
struct1onaT activity for a g1ven outcome can be analyzed 1n terms of curricu-

" -lum theory. The major concern here is’ to ident1fy those ac;1v1t1es that should

optﬁmizeaa student 3 Tearn1ng in 4 g1ven content area Activities may vary in

-

terms of the Tower-order obJect1ves that are presented as bu1Td1ng bTocks to

-

a h1gher-order obJect1ve For exampTe the h1gher-order ‘objective, read1ng

sk1TTs, might be atta1ned through act1vit1es 1nvoTv1ng lower-order phonic

sk1TTs, simpTe word recognition ("1ook- say" act1vit1es), or some comb1nat1on

’ ' N N ”
-
L 2N A

t ~ " oo .

» s 1/}

-
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of the two. Activities may also vary in terms of -the sequence in which they
(

.

dre undertaken by students. Taxonomicai models of content goals or educational

,{‘(“ ! Py

objectives might suggest that certain sequenses are 'more appropriate than others
(e.gg, Bloom et al., 1956, Gagne, 1970?. In addition, curriculum activities |
° might vary in terms of underTyjng mode]s of 1earning. "For example; the studént
-, could receive a-direct presentation of the concepts to be -learned, as.with an

expos1tory approach or the student could. be invo}ved in activ1ties iﬁﬁirectly

re]ated to the concepts, as in a discovery approach. Many other issues might
Be”raiseo regarding the appropriateness 6f a student learning act1v1tx for a )
given outcome. However, it is sufficient for this'discussion\to concliide that i
one component of appropriate instruction is/the inst‘uctional activity uséﬂ..'ﬁ
The criteria by which one eva]uates the appropriateness of 1nstructionai acti-

vities for particular’ 1earning objectives comprise one c]uster of , criteria for

-
-~

p -
appropriate,instruction. . o <i\r

"~ =~ Cognitive behavior. The appropriateness of student eognitive behavior

comprises a second éiustér‘of”friteriawforuappnapriate_instruetion:' Student

-~

cognitive beggvior refers, here, to.the particular cognitive responses of a

-

given student when involved in a given substantive activity. This cluster of

criteria conSists of aptitude treatment interactions where an 1nd1Y1dua]
-~ student's aptitude interacts with the "treatment® manifested by the instnﬁ"t-
‘ional\actiVity That is, the student's cognitive behaVior can<be appropriate
only when the student is reSpouding within an actiVity that is matched to his
'Jor her indiVidual characteristics. '

The appropriateness of a student S cognitive behavior can be anaiyzed in
terms of iearning theory. Mastery theory (Bloom, 1976) would suggest that a
student will learn at an gptimal rate on]y when working on a task for which )
'he’or'she has'acquired prerequisite skills. 1In addition, this theory nould

suggest that students learning optima]]y will display correct response rates




(Cronbach and Snow, 977 - Thg pr férred Jearn1ng medium S found to vary

across d1fferent i d1v1dua1$ 4;1opmehtah theory is a1so'pert1nent here.

Certain deve]opme tal theorhsts Such as P1aget or Bruner, contend that indi-
v1dua1s mature_1n a stage—11ke grocess,’ where new know]edge an sk111s can- be
ach1red primarily in terms of the_co;n1tﬂve modes of one s’current stage
(c.f., Gage and Bér11ner, %975). For examp]e an infant might 1earn Most
read11y through motoric interaction w1th\the.env1ronment a young chJ1d mjght ‘
1earn more effectively throygh visua1 and imaginal modes, and an o1der chi]d
or an adult might learn most effqt1ent1y w1th symbo]1c information and responses.
It is clear that an awesome body of comp]ex theory is ava11ab1e for the
"59£i65t765_o?"552 approprdateness ‘of. student coén{tdve behav1or A second
cluster of cr1ter1a“for appropriate instruction, thens is compr1sed of the
var1ous approacheS'ts the eva]uat1on ‘of student‘cogn1t1ve behav1or

Affective behavior. The thjrd cluster consists of criteria by -which

. ohe can Judge the appropriateness of student affective behavior. These'crf-"

L1

il teria 1nvo1ve the 1nteract1on\of student affect1ve character1st1cs with the

H

1nstructxonal act1v1ty, as man1fested by ;he-affect1ve responses\pf an indi-
v1dua1 student for.a g1ven act1v1ty

s The appropr1ateness of a student s affect1ve behav1or ¢an be analyzed

. v e

+ in terms of var1ous bod1es of theory, such as' mothation and self- concept

constructs. One. theory of achiegement mot1vation1 (McC1e11and 1965, c.f.

¢ )
Atkinson and Feather, 1966) vnt}nds‘that ipdividual character1st1cs inter-

. act with task (or act1v1ty) characterfst1cs .to -produce the motivational re-

sponge probab1l1t1es for that person in that' situat1on Fq[ examp]e, if the"

R . \ C e
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. outcome is measured by s1mp1y cod1ng~the content sategory of that activity

' ibfinties for a modei of ongoing Tearning behaviors comprised of the three

.~ 1] 0 . ' -
X L T . :
. , '/ . ¢ . ° .
individual has a high desire, to succeed (rather than a higher fear of” faiiure)

and is involved in a chaiienging activity (with an intermediaie probabiiity

of success), then that person w111 tend to work diiigentiy and will be more ;

likely to compiete the task successfuiiy (t.e., will be mdre 1ikeiycto learn

something) . ,
‘Many other “theories are avaiiabie for the expianation of tudent.affect- . I

L

. £ .
jve behavior in a learning act1v1ty, where student personaiity charaqterjstics g

are seen as interacting with features_ of the 1nstructiona1 attiwity‘(e}g. see .
Coopersmith 1959) They" prOVide a weaith of pos51b1e criteria for‘the.appro-
priateness of student affective behav1or in a 1earning situation. ig‘ o

Proéedures for meashrgnggﬂtT ‘The discussion, to this point h;s been ‘

confined to rather generai, even vague considerations of the theoret1§?T poss= Lo
I &

ciu"brs of criteria described above. It is-hoped that the somewhat criide

proceﬂbres currentTy used‘at‘the* ‘ "

Learning Time (ALT) can-now be briefly presented without preJudicing theY)‘

reader to beiieve that this ALT model is. restricted by the unSOphisticati&n

that accompanies its early stage of development. . - g}
. .

The'existing ALT model consists of one variable USEU(tO assess each‘of?‘

the three c]usters of criteria for appropriate ongoing student learning be-‘

hav1dr " The appropriateness" the 1nstructiona} activity for a given conten .

—— e

L
The more ciqseiy related the content'of the activity is to. the specified out

come ; the more appropriate the act1v1ty is considered to be for that outc

Y

would a 1esson on penmanship

The appropriateness of a student S. cognitive behav1or is assessed i

-

C g -/ J

A d




d1ff1cu1ty of.the 1nst:uct1ona1 activity for the 1nd1v1dua1 stUdent Some - o

mixture of intermediate and low 1ev 1s of task d1ff1cu¥ty are cons1dergﬁ to

‘indicate more appropr1ate student ¢ognitive behavior. Therefore, if the.task

« is so d1ff1cu1t ‘for a student tifa he or she is unab]e to respond correctly at T

i alv, then the student s cogn1t1ve behavwo; is cons1dered inappropriate. The T
Q 5‘\

'm1xture of 1ntermed1ate and 1 levels o?“d1ff1cu1ty is. seen as reflecting ]

appropraate cogn1t1ve behavnor because this woﬁﬂd tend to 1nd1cate that the

A o

student is a1ternate1y cha]lenged by new materia] and re1nforced by* pract1ce

A ]

or review material. - - " " , UETERC P E *J

~

The appropr1ateness of a student s affective behavior is measured in

“terms of the studeﬁt s enggg.ment or agtive. 1nvo]vement in the instructional

. i

act\V1ty In’ other words ﬁf the student is attent1ve1y 1nvo]ved in t task®
a#

at | hand then 1t is assuméd that appropr1ate mot1vat1ona1 and attitudinal

v

cond1tlons wou]d account fbr th1s 1nuolvement « If- the stydvn?41gnores or _

-actively avo1ds the task then.the afféctive response qf the student is con-

sidered to be 1nappropr1ate The re1evance df engagement to the abpropriate-

ness of ongotng 1earn1ng 1s se1f-ev1dent . ‘ . ~

Three'sn'ple var1ab1es have been presented Re]ative]y straightforward-

teehn1ques for measurwng ongo1ng student~b“hay1or in terms of these variables
are current]y Jncuse at Far West Laboratony It should be c1ear that these
var1ab1es are only rud1mentary precursors to a potent1a11y h1gh1y elaboratef
instrumentat1on to, assess ALT. L1kew1se the cumrent mode1 of ALT offers,/

' only a g]impse of the highly soph1st1cated conceptualizat1on of ongoing

BN 1ea%n1ng “that- cou1 e deve]oped However, thq existing theory and instru-
Men{atron nepresent ar sonab]e beg1nn1ng in. the deve10pment of c0nceptua1

» .
" and emp1r1caT ¢riteria for “the apprbprlateness of 1nstruction The 1dea of~,

. 1y

L ) .
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. using Pngoing -student:.behdvior as the phenomenological focal point tor the-
st'dy 0 1earn1‘ng and in'str'uction po'r'ter_lds considerable exp]anatory power,
Appropm 1te mstructwn must result n somé kind o 1earn1ng by the student
\" Perhaps ,\\then we should start w1th the student when studying the appropn-
] ateness oft instruction. : o R '
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- L "L CONCEPTIONS.-OF APPROPRIATENESS - , ) y
' o ‘ AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF INSTRUMENTATION ’ R b
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s ' ?‘ s . <
The' thiree’ views of appropr1ateness presented above 1anuenced and were " v
o= ° - i
v . 1anuenced by our "observations of classrooms As we approached the fier

v
} A P

i

o study. we had contracted to do, as part of Phase III B, the view of appr0pr1-’

'ateness .presentéd "in Vievi Three tbok precedence We chose, for example, to

.measu,re the content areas of, “the matem Is the student was workmg mth their-
'\ . 'd1ff1ouIty IeveI for the student and| t e student s enga‘gement rate as 1nd1- .

\ca,t1ons of appropriateness. Thus, our instrumentation reflects a view of

»

o C appropr1ateness ‘as gwen in V1ew T}1r=ek We hope that the Phase IT1-B data,

. w1lﬁq Tuminate this area of our concérn By us1ng ‘ALT as ‘a cr1ter1on for .

appropr1ate feacmng, tms seemingly dwdhfatwe area .o? concern becomes more
\/

tangible, and s1mu1taneoust, more. I1I{e1y to.be studied, w1th¢an emp1r1caI

Lot methodoIogy ‘We conS1der this a dec1ded1y pos1t1ve step since we contmue to KB

~

. M ed
ot .b’eheve in the, 1mportance of this k1nd pf var1abIe in stud1es of cIaserOm )

- “
. \ + e
4. . :

teaching and Iearm'ng ‘ Tt . 7 o ’
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o
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