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. o Introduction 2 vff}

Edmund W. Gordon and Stephanie Shipman

L] ]

o~

. There are two critical and continuing problems in education that, '
despite their indepepdent orgaqi;i:izgii and palitical histories, share
common conceptual foundatians fo solutions. These problems have.
emerged & a result of group,and iddividual differences in pupil attri-
butes on the one hand, end of the -commifment to eguality of educational
opportunity ‘in a society of pluralistic—values, purpeses, and standards
on the, other= The twelve knowledge synthesizing essays that form the
substantive content of this report were developed -against a backgroypd of
concern with. these two problems: the pedagogical relevance of our knowledge

education more effective and its opportunities more equitable.

of human.diversity, and the implications of that knowledge for making’ \ﬂ. ‘ /7_'

- si )

, In the 19605 we saw an enormous upsurge of interest in the co itment
to equabity of educational opportunities. for various groups, specifically
ethnic .minorities, females, children of low-income families, ‘and ¢hildren -
for whom standard English is a second language system. As our, preoccupation,
with the civil and human rights movement subsided, some of the politicel
pressures and momentum for thange that were typicelfof fhe sixties were
‘reduced. Yet a concern for equality of opportunity and for-social justfce
in our society continues to preva Our thinking about equality of oppor-

tunity has focused on ethnic, lan age, sex, and socioeconomit group member- '

ship. In our concern for bet understanding.of the needs of these groups,..
and often for rationalizing the failure of our institutions to serve them *

: lel, emphasds was given to the identification of alleged deficits in these

groups. These alleged deficits tended to reflect those differences in
attributes in the target groups a$ compared with the normative position

on these attributes for whife English-sPeaking middle~class males. Political
and social sensitivity to the pejorative hature of. such interpretations led
to a de-emphasis of the alleged deficits and to expressed concern with the

"ways in which these populations differed from the majority as well as the

ways in which these differences can be accommodated in education. The
struggles of this period seem to have resulted in a renewed concern for
group differences and a heightened recognition thgt we are a society: of .
diverse peoples with pluralistic values and that hesp diverse ‘peoples .
need to be served by the society with, a greater egree of equitys

The equalization of educetionel opportunity-~the achievement of. 4
greager degree of equity (fairness, even-handedness, impartiality)--is thus

L

’

.
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.a central, contemporaty concern. The problém ;hat continues to plague ’
‘us 1is manifested in the fact that in-our, domestic saclety educational -
opportunity and achievement seem. to be irrevezsihly tied to ethnic caste
status, to economic class status, to status imposed as a nction .of
. _ -« gendaggaand -to status as a function of one’s proficiency in standard & '
Englﬁbh. Despite the eentrality of concerw»with this problem, solu~- ' '
tions continue to-elude us. Ihe recalcitranee of the prbﬁ%em may be

.. related in part to the way we have thought apout it. The way in which s
% .sdY concern 1is conceptualized can-have a great influence on the extent _

€0 which the 'concern getstranslated into appropriate programg, and on
 the waxhprograms ultimgtely address the problem %hat gave rise to. the ‘ . -
» . concern in the first place. In this report reconceptualizations' of the o 37/
1 problems of group and individual differences and the equalization of edu-

cational opportunity are presented ‘in the context of emerging knowledge .
,concerning human diversity and teaching and learning transactions.

3 ,",

o The national problem posed by a ‘concern &ith equity {is. that of-:
. making educational and social development, and ultimately social/political/
economic participation and survival, independent of the backgrounds from -
which differential status group members come. It may be that this id the
. ultimate; test of the - viability of a democratic, diverse, and pluralistic
.~ '5 society. Unfortunately, there are no ideal models that can be followed.
The United States is the first society to deliberately set about creating’ - -
a democratic nationm from a population of diverse ethpic, national, recial -
Aand religious groups. The 'society has alternatingly=-~and someti&es
‘simultaneously-—stressed either unitary or pluralistic standards and
either restricted or universal social justice to which education is
increasingly expected to contribute. - _ W

-«

4

Educators are called upon to rise to the challenge by making a
T two-pronged effort. The fir$t line of effort, and.one prescribed by law,
18 to insure fairness andiequality--"equal protection”~=in the distribution
of the nation’s edqucational resources to ethnic, economic, §EOgraphic, -
: language, handicapped, and sex groups when members of those groups’
y present themselves for service from institutions *serving the publicw
. Since equity at this level means equal treatment, we face the problem of
' how to reduce or eliminate the educational negl®ct of some subgroups in
. . our population and the inequitable distribution of known treatments and
‘ available resources across the varied populations served by education.
That 1s, how can we better enable our inmstitutions of éducation to provide
equal protection-~equal service to all of their clientele? Solutions to
. this problem are most likely to .take the form of changes in laws (or in
their inferpretation),  regulations, policles, etc., that affect opportunity
for access. These solutions may also irnvolve changes in the organization
- and structuré of educational service delivery systems, systemic changes
in the agencfes and institutions of. education, and changes in the’ control ‘

. f
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and management of these gystems. The goal is tp make avdailable-to all
- thé& bést that the state provides to any' particular segment of the popula=-
.. tion, with a high degree of caonsistency across subpopulations. .3

. . . .
- .

) _The*seéond ligé of effort that educators are ealléd upon to follow "
is as yet not so.clearly defined in law. It involves fairness and
* . equality~-"equal protection"-~-in the distribut{on of resources in relation
to such functional characteristicd.as may be determined by mental,.physicdl,
and social conditibdns, and as may. be reflected in the processes by which
_ learuning behaviors and developmental choiges are mediated. It is here
oo that differences in language systems and their utilization come into focus,
' : ~ - and that the law is increasingly interpreted to réquire that the design
and contepnt of the curriculum more appropgiately reflect the functionalf
_ ! (viz. linguistic).characteristicsufor che‘legrners._ There are also the
O % functional implications of handicapping conditions that recent leglslation
- ¢ has brought to the attention of educatorss In both instances, the .
characteristics are used as group ' markers to designate pupils whod must
, recgive special attention. However, it is the way in which the character-
isti¢ is.manifested in the learning behavior of the pupil (its functional '
characteristic) that should influence the npature of the special -aftitention
or educational service. Jt'is here that the appropriateness of the’
learning situation is bei g scrutinized to determine its relevance for -
these and other functional learner charactéristics that require attention

@

' 1f a thorough and adequate education’ is to be provided.
ot e ® ’ ’ . A B
. Since equity at this level implies social justice--appropriateness
‘ and sufficiency of service to achieve some common criterion without.
’ limiting the privilege to exceed that sStandard-—we face the problem of
0 correcting inadequately developed freatments and insufficiently allocated

resources to meet the differential requirements, essential to the achievement
of an agreed-upon level of competénce (¢horough and adequate education).

% . The problem posed here iﬁclu@es but takes us'@eyond pelicy, regulation,

’ management, budget, political, -and econemic considerations to a concern’

,  with the persomenviromment-situation interactions that determine out~

comes. The concern here is with nctional aspects of the institution,
functional aspects of the l®arner, and the needs of the human and nonhuman
vectors in that ecoldgical system. The problem involves:the ahalysis and
desigrg of, and continuous involvement in, the adjustment of institutions,
people, and services. The goal is to make available to each person that et
which is essential to the achievement of the outcome criterion.

]

. Turning back to the flrst line of effort, we sé€e that fhé courts’

‘ have quite adequa&g&y enunciated the principle of .equal atment {n ‘
~y rqlinguthat unequalf access by subgroups of the Populat;dp Lo the public
Com - '+ "educational resburces of the state is unlawful. Educational institutions

. are thus ‘required to stcb the arbitrary segregation of pupils grouped by M
race or ethnicity; to end their failure to provide sufficient instruction”
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to speakers for whom Engl!%h is not the dominant language, to- end their
failure to provide for females educationél options and seryvices that are
as rich as those available to males; and to end their failure to deal
adequately with students who are handicapped by physical,'mental, or *°
~emotional disapilities. In correcting cdonditions like fhese, what
“educators are doing is trying to change the validity of existing predic~
tions by introducifg correctives for the failures, or erxdrs of the
‘system. This strategy is based on the assumption that much of ‘what we
“currently deliver, or know how to deliver, can greatly improve the
function of a majori:y\of our pupils- What Bloom (1976) and Clark -
(1965), commenting from different .perspectives, have suggested, is. that
we have’ targeted these efforts en too limited a number.of pupils and

r

often on selected groups of pupils. Blqom stated that generic interventionSe

‘ditected at correcting, schooling,erfc:sf%eem to have the possibility of

bringfng as many as 80X of our pupils to the level of csiterion mastery.

described, his corrective iantervention involves the: policy decision

ilgcate progressively more instructional time in relation to ' a

nstrated’ difficulty with criterton mastery. As 8 startgr,sthis

s fritegy would" insure thacégii pupils have exposure to that which we know

‘how to deliver. This syst change begins to acquire individual

( ‘specificity as time of exposure is influenced by differential pupil need.
Those pupils 1ift need of greafer exposure would receive it in order to
facilftate devel nt as.a corrective’ intervention or as an enrichment
strategy. : > £

The problems posed, by differential‘charaéteriétics, conditions,
needs, and response patterns in groups of pupils are reflected in the
argument by Coleman and his'colleagues (1966)ithac school achiev&ment
should be made independent of the social conditions and of the prior

- social status of the group. Coleman and his col]leagues were sensitive
primarily to achievement differences in social class and ethnie castg -
" groups. Inspursuit of solutions to these pioblems, we may have focused
too sharply on the politica@%gaqial implications of such group identity.
and insufficiently on the pedagogical signﬂficance. It may be thdt. as
important as’ ethnicity, SES, language, sex, or even geographic origin are
as group 1indicators for policical/social purptses, they are too Eross to
bé, and may be irrelevant as, functional indicators of the need for :

* - purposes of pedagogical design and planning. For example, what does the
‘fact that a child’s skin is ‘brown tell the school about the design of '
learning experiences for that ghild, and even worse, what ‘does that
skin-colox variable tell the school about how a specific child goes about
solving a problem in learning? Yet, large preportions of our investiga-
tions and efforts at curridulum adaptation have been directed toward
‘ethnicity, as defined by skin color or toward: Ianguage identity as an

*  indicator variable in planning and organizing school programs.

\-
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Similar practices .occur in relatiog to social class and gehder.
There may, indeed, be aspects of biologic sex and certainly aspects of
. gender that have-more or less direct implications for:learning Behavior
and the design of learning experiences. Increasingly, however,- the evi-
dence mounts in support of the assertion that there are dimen®ions of huhan
diversity that appear to have high relevance. for pedagogy and that may

_vary as mych within language, ethnic, and qlass groups as -between them.

Cognitive jstyle, interest, motivation, aspliration, temperament, and '
b ning fate are but a few of these dimensions. These are not class or
‘eth ol language or sex group—bound variables. Increasingly, even
variables related to social practice-«such as childrearing practices,
support for learnin , and parents”’ aspirations for their children--are
‘beginning to be $o heterogenecus with respect to the indicator groups
that ethnicity, socioceconomic status, and otcupational status are less
useful-than they were once thought to be as indicators of the extent.

o which exposure to such practice is a part of the life experience of
<§he children identified by these group labels. The evidence increasindly

- suggests -that- wide variance exists in the character and quality of. the

learning behaviors that children bring to and develop 1in school. It also

‘appears (although the evidence 1s less clear) that the conditions under

which learning and development occur influence the quality of achievement
88 much as does the character of the learning behavior evidenced. If we
grant the possible validity of these two assertions, 1t is possible to

: conclude that relatiqnships between the character of the learning behavior. .~

and the character (lengtn, nature, and appropriateness, for example) of
the learping conditions are of crpcial importance as'determinants of the
quality of achievement. If this somewhat complex statement of a rather
simple conception holds, it has critical significance for congeptualizing
the central issue, involved in planping adequate educatienal programs for
children of diverse human characteristics. Par:icularly it has signifi-
cance for those children who have been traditionally less well-served by -

N
‘our ggucational systems~--thosé who are neglected, those who are discrimi-'

nated against, and those who are disadvantaged.

For more than a score of years, the concept of "equal opportunity' has
dominated educators” thinking. The concept grew out of court litigations
around issues related to ethnic segregation in public education and '
disruptive inequality in resource allocation. As a result, the nation
has affirmed its commi tmgnt to equality of educational opportunity for-
all and has translated this.to mean equal access to the educational
resources provided ,through public funds. But equal opportunity may not
adequately reflect thé™mplicit commitments of a .democratic, diverse,
piuralistic, and humane society. If what we are committed to is to make

~ educational and other achievements independent of ethnic group, social

class, sex group, religious group, amd/or geographic group origins, a
concept such as human diversity with social justice may be more worthy of
our tradition. ‘ .

-
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- Human diversity focuses our actention on those aspects of differences
or variance in human characterisnies that have rglevance “for pedagcgical .
and developmencal intervention. Social justice moves us beyond a concern -
for distributive equalityfto_a concern, for distributive sufficiency»
When we speak Jf distributive sufficiency, we are immediately forced to
" look to queiﬁ}dns of need rather than of share. The functional educational -
question becdmes, 'What do the ‘gpecial characteristics of this person or
gooup of persons require of the intervening process to enable this person
to function with adequacy and satisfaction?" We are forced to ask not
only what is- essentfal but also what is sufficient to enable. achievement.
The ‘answer to this question'dictates the quality and the quantity of. the > .
educational intervention. A

, a
The intervencion indicated by the answer to the. quescioﬁ posed
y violate our more narrow concepcion of equalidy--impartiality--but, .

‘given the compelling facts of human diversity, itimay be the only way in.
which we can approach social -justice. ‘To hénor, then, the implicit :
commitment to equality of opportunity, we may be required to embrace a
. new comgitment to the nurturance, of human diversity in the pursuit of
social justice., : . ;

Concern with human diversity 1g not ne& to educators. We have a. . J
long history of awareness of individual and group differences. Unfortu~
nately, an examination of that hiscory reveals that pedagogical councern . .
for such 'differences has been far more obvidus in our verbalizdtions than
in our prdctice. 'Most teachers recognize that learners. differ greatly in
their learning-relevant and learning-nonrelevant charagteristics. Good ..
teachers go to great lengths to try to make adjustments ig the learning -
experiences of children whom they kmow to bé unlike otherjlearners. A
sizable body of research has developed around concerns for the indiVidual~ ’
ization of instruction and for the exploration of the pocential of
attribute-treatment interactions. Yet the range. of variance in curriculum
design and instructional prac:ice is far less rich than is the diversity
to be found in the populations of learners. Only modest complementariness
"ex{sts between the _emerging knowledge base referrable to functiona% and
status human characte:istics and the knowledgd concerning theories and
technologies of curriculum development and pedagogy. Our best developed .
programs of individualization tend to focus on single aspects of diversity-- .
learning rate, interests, aspects of personality~-or on combinations of
develcped abi%icies, achrevement, and background expe:iences.

In the United States the oldest and most common form of dealing with
individual differences is homogeneous grouping by age, sex, race,. and
. general ability. level inte school, grade, classroom, and activity units.
Although grouping by age remains the norm, grouping by sex, race, and
general ability have becomé less commen at the school, grade, and classroom ~
levels, partly reflecting-democratfc concerns regarding the unegqual

- *
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allocation of resources and ,the academic stimulation among such grOupings.
It is relatively well xecognized that grouping by cthese latter categories
into classroom units does not individualize education; it simply reduces
y vdriation i a classroof on one dimension, bgt not nedessarily on any
other dimension. Lately, grouping by ability‘into autonemous classrooms
" has come under attack becéﬁse most of the research an ‘grouping pracciées-
has shown no academia benefits to low, medium, and high groups .over what
they would have achieved- in similar but mixed-ability classrooms. In
addition, some of the affective outcomes.f:om such .gr pings have ofcen
’ been rathier insidious, stemming from thg social-class tharacter of the
: resulting.structure, especially when confounded with race and sex
segregation (Esposito, }971). :

Gagné s (1975) system of identifying the hierarchiggl cognitivé
requirements of an edugacional task has had a tremendous impact on the Best
individualized learning systems, extagt today. In stressing the importance
of a careful analysis and the teaching of the pterequisites of any skill or

/ concept proposed to be‘'acquired, he laid the groundwork for the possibilicy

- of Eeaching a child any concept or skill whosg prerequisites can be care-~

fully identified. In learasing hierarchically arranged information and
skills, {t is presumed at the individual characteristics of importance -

o are achievement of the prerequisite skills and information. Gagné recog-
nized different Kinds of learning (snggl, stimulus response, chadning,

" verbal association, discrimination, concept and rule leérning, and problem
solving), each of which. requires ‘different modes. of presentation and
teache® prompts and/or direction to be most effectives.

- . This process, then, is an example of * transforming the task ta neet -

the demands of both the kind of learning involved and the student charac«
v teristics coniégered most relevant to the task at hand, yegardless of” the

child’s perfo nce on some measure of intelligence or & more global type
of achievement measure. The assumption is .that children fail at an
educational task only because it was inappropriately presented or it was
mistakenly assumed that they had the identifiable prerequisites. Thus .
children take a pretest on the material-to be mastered and, according to
the information received regagding their acquisition of the prerequisites,
they follow the universal 'séquence of steps for that material, although
they wmay start at earlier or later steps than their peers. Gagné has
formed highly precise but generalizable. rules for teaching particular.
"ies" of learning within any hierarchically structured topic relative to

‘ : the particular "bits" of learning thé child has already acquired, thus

' forming a systematic basis for individualizipg .education relative to

prior achievement:

A few university centers have developed this principle of individu-
ali»ing education by prior achievement into large-scale ‘4ndividualization
programs that are implemented in school systems. across the nation with

-~ N ~
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'#'federal support. TFrom the Wisconsin Reseanch and Development Center, : _
Individpally Guided Education (IGE) 1s advanced as a "compreh ive L Coe
‘alternative system of schooling designed-to produce higher ed ional '
achievements by providing effectively for differences atong students im
gate of learning, learning s¥yle and other: characteristics" (Klausmeier,-

1975, p. 48). It has $even major'components: multiunit school instrul~
tignal and administrative arrangements; instructional programming for the
individual student; initial, formative, and summative evaluation of . .
student learning; curriculum materials appropriate to the two latter ’
evaluations; an active program of home-sghool community relations;
environments that facilitate IGE practices: and continuing research and
deve lopment to'improve IGE at all levels. itructional.gackages have
been ‘developed for use within this organizaridnal system, but their
emphadis is on providing training, and management and data-handling
strateglies for classroom to state education agencies to support .an

integrated, comprehensive,’ smooth-running effort ag individualizing e
‘ education.’ . o .
: ,,a .
Individually Prescribed Instrudtion (IPI) (Glaser & RoSner, 1975),
‘from the University of Rittsburgh’s Learning and Development Research e

Center, %8 a school® aad classroom~based system. for inddvidualizing
education through teacher and sypport service training as w81 as a .
developed~set of instructional materials. The curricular materials are a
hierarchically arranged sequence of modules in traditional school subjects
aqd skills that have behaviorally”’specified objectives and at least two
altdrgative style modules for each unit, plus alternative’ activities for
the sgﬁdenr to choose from for mastery of ;the unit objectives. Althouéh
tie units are sequenced hierarchically according to prior learning of
k-defined ‘prerequisites and are parallel dccording to topics, alterna-
tive Gnits-~can be Shosen accofﬁiog to reading level or cognifive maturity.-
The added alternative activities provide varied interests and activity

<i preferences.

kA . * Program for LearningAin Accordance with Needs (PLAN%*) (Fls;ji:n’

~

2

- Shanner, Brudner, & Marker, 1975) is a multimedia system from estinghouse

Learning Corporation for constructing personal programs of stud
- reading and language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. The

building block here is a Teaching Lgarning Unit (TLU) comprised of
instructional objectives associated with recommended learning activities
and criterion tests. Thus they are not a set of learning materials but °
rather a guide to using them, with alternate TLUs where different sets of .
instructional materials involving different kinds of activities are >
referred to the same objective: Programs of studigs are developed with ‘
the student and combine TLUs in accordance with the fpllowing goals: (a)
acquaint students with the varieties of opportunities, {foles, and activi-
ties available in the field of ocgupations, in personal, socialy "and

civic relations, and in cultural And recreational leisure~time fursuits;

*
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(b) acquaint«students with the statuys of thé&r development concerning
. their abilities, interests, physical and social characteri{stics, d&nd
j -, values in the areas of education, oceupation, - citizenship, and the use-of
o ' leisure time; -(c) assist students in formulating long-term goals and '
taking responsibility for and planning a developmencal program to achieve
\ those goals; (d) assist students in managing their own development with a. .
program of personal reinforcement (e) assist students in making a smooth .
transition from high school to the world of* work, higher . education, and
eiviCIresponsibilities (Flanagan et al., 1915, p. 147).

From the preceding descriptions it should be clear that although the
emphases .of the plans differ with regard to the slightly difPerent age of
the target grcups, they all lean heavily on the goal of individual mastery
~of behaviordlly prescribed objectives, the choice of alternative presenta-
tions of instru nal material, frequent pre~ and posttesting with regard
to achievement lev§l, the special training of teachers, “administrators, and
support personnel for datqbnanagement and for counseling and diagnostic
services, and integrated team-work style for administrative and management -
procedures. " The intent of each program is to improve. student achievement
outcomes and interest in schooling, and aftef the two.or more years
required to complete implementation and adjustment, all programs appear
to do very well, especially in regard to the. achievement of their low-

, and middle>ability groups. Cost varies, but many of the’ tescingxapd
‘ . data-processing functions require the use of computer terminals for the
: efficient use of personnel time (TaMage; 1975). ., Although Glaser &
Rosner (1975) insist that individualization does not mean that students ‘
work independen:ly:all or most O6f the time, concerns have been voiced that
too little emphasis 1s being placed on cooperative work strategles, the
development of appreciation, and social maturity. In. a study by Shimron:
(1976), one of the LDRC members, it was found in observing four slow and
four fast ggudents in an IPI classroom that both groups spent about 142
of their time arranging their assignments. But the fast students spent
approximately 40% of their time in on-task activities, whereas the slow
students .spent only 227 of their time in such activities, and speat as
. . much time just 5itfing at their desks. Shimron concluded that, with
B gelf-assessment and more encouragement of comstructive pupil inCeraction,
the students would not spend as much time waiting for'guidance from the
\ ‘teacher. Consequently, they might get more done, might feel better
about the acgivicies, and mdght spend more time on them.
, Periodically articles appefr in applied educational journals by
teachers describing how they have met the call for individualization
within their classrooms. Essentially, a hodge-podge of methods and
conceptions of diVersity appear out of the pragmatic quest to deal
adequately with the obvious range of difference¥ with which they are!
confronted. Social behavior and motivation are common poiants of interest,
with advite such as the following: assign your high-achieving, shy
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o - who/Swhethér they do or’ do not read the edﬂcat!anal psychology ¥ournals,
are m@king syStematic observations and judgmencs concerning their pupils
cqngruent with educational research conclusions concerning the dimensions ‘ >
relevant to ‘educational diversity., Unfortunately, we must assume that
these teachers depict rather uncommon classroom procedures, and that most -
public education in this country is individualized only to the extent of ‘ .
providing readers with texts on a few different reading lévels, combined - k
with some separate instructian for small ,xeading grpups ‘within a classroom-
unic. . ) . * | -

i}

. ‘Bloom (1964) offers a systematic. but ggueric approach, i.e., »
, lncreased and repeated exposure Ctime oW relevant tasks) as likely to be , ‘
more productive than further effort at having instruction match learning \
~characteristics. His concept of mastery learning demands attention. \
Bioom has elaboratfid ‘and implemented a notion first advanced by Carroll

' (1963)y Carroll’s model of:school learning posited that although there . |
' are faster and slower learners, they do not differ significantly in their !
ability to learn, given time€ and appropriate learning éxperiences. That » L
is, when slower learners attain the same level of achievement as faster ¢ .
learners, slowern learners can learn, transfer, and regpin equally complex r
v and abstract ideas, In Human Characteristics and Schpol Learning,
Bloom (1976) has develaped this idea further and has Bqncluded after several ]
ears of research that "most studen®™s become very similar with regard to 2 N
learning ability, rate of learning, and motivation for further learning—- i
when provided with favorable learning, conditions" (p» x). He rejected the' , T
- idea that observed individual differences in sc¢hool learning are fixed,
in favor of the conceéption that much of this observed variation is g
manmade and accidental. Two lines of research are summarized to support -
' this position: (a) a large portion of variance in. school achievement is ‘i>

ot accounted for by differences in home environment (Coleman, Cémpbell,
Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, & York, 1966; Comber & Keeves, 1973; °
Hysen, 1967; Plowden, 1967; Purves, 1973; and Thorndike,*1973); and (b) - e
what parents do in thedr interactions with their children i8 the major®
determinant of these characteristics rather than their socioceconomic |, K
status, level of education, or other status characteristics (Blocm, 1964;
Dave, 1963; Hanson, 1972; Marjoribanks, 1974; Mercer, 1973A Wolf, '1966;
and Williams, Note 1). ¢ ' -

.
W

‘ < : - Bloom (1976) perceived the stability and, ofteh, the actual broadenifg Ve
’ - of individual differences in achievement over the years (Bloom, 1984; .
. ‘Bracht & Hdopkins, 1972; Payne, 1963) as resulting from the stability,
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' of home and school prqcesses and charac:eriscics over tﬁe elemencary e
and secondary $chool years. ,Although it is. the home that develops
"Iangqage, the abilfity to léarn from adults, and some of the gualities of

. need achievement, work habits, and at:encicn td tasks that are basic _ A
y " to~the work of the schools" (p. 1), the schools, in turn, type ' R
N ’ the. child’s "1earning ability"” first #n reference to the skills and

-attitudes -developed in the home, and la:e; by the supposed advantage
fe has been able or willing to take of the resources of the’ pchcol. #
(The latter, of ‘course, presumes equal opportunity among ‘pupils to-
peofit from essentially the same instruction, without respect to entry
chdracteristics.) On the basis of this: commonplace compounding ¢f
dfagnos:ic errors with nonequivalent experiences, Bloom asserted that
the differences of importance are. diffegences in learning, i.e., what and
how one has learned, and rejec:ed’:he notidn that there are differences
in learners. He saw capadity to learn as not differing significancly
. across learners when differences in learning have been ‘approbriately
addfessed. He asserted further that it ig futile® and irrelevant to talk
about lqarning abilit as distinct from 1earning hLﬁtory, especially as
it is used to imply ceilings on futuge achievement. Rather, what is .'
consisered importan and needed for explaining individugl differences in’
school learning, dnd &0 providing appropriace learning expeyriences,7l s”
a decaile@‘descrip:ion of the students”’ learning histdry as if pertains
to his or her present capabilities and meeds in a new or ongdlng educa-

‘ cipnal task. ‘ P , -

Bloom®s chepry of school leacning posits :hree interdependent variables
whose variability will detemmine the nature of learning outcomes: *level
- and type of prior achievement, affective interaction of learner and ‘
: , learning tasks, and,match between learner and learning experiemce. These
i aregtranslaCed into three input variables for the 1earnfng task: cognitive
entty characteristics, affective entry characteristics, and quality of R
instiruction (the extent to which, especially, cues, practice, and rein-

.

-

% - forcement are appropriate to the needs of the learmer). '
. ‘ The &egree to which one‘of these variables
i is less than optimal will desermine the leve]
- ' “and type of 1ear§ing achieved, the difficulties - '

' ' encountered in the learning process, the time °*
dnd effort required to accomplish the learning
that takes place, and the students’ affect

X ghout the learning, the learning process, and . ’ ' y

) the self. (p. 12)

Thus these variables are considered ,an econémical, current summary of the
individual’s learning histcry relevant to che proposed 1earning.

.5 -
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‘Bloom presented Mastery.Learning as an -ideal instructional model
. for adapting to these relevant individual differences. He claimed that
. ,all of the versiong of madgstery learning presume that most students can
attain a high level of learning capability if imstruction is "approached
sensitively and systématically, if students are helped when and where
- ~ they have difficulties, f they are given sufficient time ,to dchieve
o _ mastery, and if there’ 1s some clear criterion of whet constitutes mastery"
: © (p.4)s Bloom listed a number of instructional activities that seem to .
work. However, it {s,only the feedback and corrective systems of the
four components of appropriaténess of ‘instruction to learner characteristics
(cues or directions provided the learmer, participation in & learning
activity, reinforcement secuned, and a feedback and corrective system)
"that have received the most attention and practical development. In most e
- working models of Mastery LeaYning, the prime or sole entry characteristics
. of the learner comsidered for instruction are rate and level of past
' -learning. .
‘ . _ ,
" In general, we believe that the ‘greater the j S -
variety of ins;ructicnal materials and methods '
v used within a classroom, the greater is the .
. - likelihood that each studenc will secure . A
y . the ones he meeds for his learning. What ‘
' remains is to determin® sounder procedures for
. relating individyal diffefences in learners to -
B S . differences in the in which learners: o
' ;o 4 should'gnccun:er}cgg?zueé. (p. 117) --

ra What is'especially nepded h:g studies where
‘the rewards are related to individuals in the
- class, since the frequency and variety of
h teward available to the cMss do not indicate
anything “about which students receive the
reinforcements and what e(?“hg*kg has on their

- ¥

r . . T :
’ learning. (p. 121) BN ‘\ . "
Thus Blogm essentially concludéﬁ that, given the lack of clear~cut >
 knowledge about the relationship of particular instructional variahles
' to individual information processing, the best approach in schools {
- . at preésent 1s to provide group instructian through a variety of methods,
to monitor the process at short intervals, and to prescribe correctives
at the first ‘sight of trouble. The central question he has raised, ) ) :
i'hovever, is still as much at issue now as .then: How do we defermine the !
' appropriate learning experience? What are the essentifal conditions of .
 learning? These and other questions mist be answered 1f We are to develop -
further his promising conception of quality of instruction as the goodness
\ of £it of the instructional mode to the students’ educationally relevant
: : characteristics, beyond sensitivity to lea:ning rate and level of previous
achievement."” N i :

e

N . ) ___j N k _“ ‘. "
. . \_/ : S ' "- ’ ‘ ?

[




#1

why it is not mpre strongly represented in curriculum dévalpﬁment.
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With+the exceptions mentioned {above plus a few other less we{é;kﬁcwn
examples, education seems.to have t3ken little cognizance of the pbssible _
relevance of human diversity for pedagogy. It is not surprising that - .
educators’ have made so little use of the knowledge base regarding learnmer
characteristics.. Not only. is this knowledge complex and contradictory, ’

but the major recent efforts at systematizing, clarifying, and interpreting

‘the many related studies have provided little empirical basis for optimism
~ and no guidelines for its appligation. Bracht’s -(1970) extepdive review

led him to conclude that the empirical evidence does not supgskt the
expectation that the matching of learner traits and learfiing experiences

- will result in significantly improved.learnjng. After some twelve years .

of exploration and contemplation,. Cronbach and Snow (1977),30 to great’
lengths in their most recent book to report the limited uti}ity and the
complicated probleéms of -the empirical evidence in support of attribute=-
treatment-interactions (ATI) as an approach to the improvempent of education.
‘But there continues to-exist a persuasive logical relaiipﬁziip between
learner characteristics (attributes), learning experiences (treatments),

and learning outcomes (interactdon results). Saveral of us, including
Cronbach and Snow (1977), Endler and Magnusson (1976), Glaser (1977, s
David Hunt (1975), J.*McV.'Hunt (1961), and Messick (1970) find it hard to
dismiss the promise of the paradigm despite the missing evidence of its

validity. The rather tenuous nature of the paradigm does help explain- ~

AN
[

Aptitude~Treatment-Interaction (ATI)'research has been ové’whelmihgly .

the expression of concern regarding the importance of individial differences

for learning and teachings It is best characterized statistically as

the comparison of "the regression slopes of a variable from individual -
behavior onto an educational cutcome variable under;gwo or more contrasting
educational treatments. Two ‘kinds of interaction are defined by plotting
the'carculaCed,slopes, for tbé range of the ability measured, on the same
graph, to describe ordinal interactions (one treatment is associated with
signififantly higher criterion scores than the other treatment for a

section of the aptitude range, with an_ insignificant difference between’

the two treatments at another part dq;ghe range) and disordinal interactions
t

(the slopes actually crosd so that atVone'section of the aptitude range
one treatment produces significant]y higher results, whereas the other
treatment produc?s betpeg results at a different part of the agtiiyde

» fronbach and Saow (1977) presenced a therough review of the substan-
tial ®mount of research conducted over the last decade that attempted to
discover ATIs'using this, and less powerful, statistical methods. They
moderatgd Bracht‘s (1970) and others’ cohclusions that there was no
evidence forymeaningful ATIs with the observatibn that for the great

- majority of 'khe studies they reviewed: (a) small sample sizes milbtated

against respectablec power in the statistjcal tests and encouraged chance

: \’ . L
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| effects, (b) person and tfreatment variables were paired speculatively ' = r

without a sound theoretical background for generating hypotheses; fand (c)’
treatments were uwsually“short, ill-defiaed or-of an excessively uhnatura-
listic(nature. Moreover, they pointed out that inconsistaencies across ' é.\

~Mreplications” are likely betause of uypanticipated interactions.with

variables considered too irrelevant to document and are, thetefore, unre--
searchable or unexaminable. . /

.*' Why is the Attribute-Treatment-Interaction kncwledge base so confused?

earned the rules”of the game. The interactions that have so far.been ‘ e
studied are sometimes based on human traits for which the assessment ' ‘ff,xfffx
thchnélogy is quite limited. Sometimes treatments are used that may be - ]
too simplistic in their design, and that ‘therefore provide an insufficient , AN
complement to the trait under study. Our conceptions of the interactions '

grohlems is that' we are trying to tally up the scvre before we have

‘.studied are usually tied to methodological or programmatic constraints

-~

L

rather than based on éomprehedsive theoretical. models} . ’
One of the most sericus problems produced by the ATI sccreboérd '
approach is the assumption that studies using the same independent and
dependent variables are studying the same interactions ‘between in&ependgnt
variables. The crucial distinction is that A by T interacti » dynamic
mulgiply-deterqined events only partially describable or iﬂ:g' ble .
/’resent statistical methods. Even recognizing that some factors may
more crucial than others in determining (or predicting) a particular ) _
behavioral event, the one-on-one independent and dependent variables .
model is inad te to explain specific complex behaviors in complex
partially contirolled real-life situations/settings. The major problem in

treating ti;:é studies as multiple. replications is that although we know

that many ctors affect school performance, this often overlapping
interaction ‘of "identified facpors/variables 1s net controlled or accounted .
for when the findings of these resea:ch studies. are aggregated and
compared.
b

When looking for main effects, it is legitimate to expect that the
‘effect isolated should be operative in every instance that exemplified
the unhampered operation of that effect., On the other hand, when
investigating interactions,‘i.e., the co?plicating or mediating influences
of independent variables on each others’/effects on dependent variables,
the door i{s open to numerous unmonitored independent variables to affect
either the action of the monitored variables or the mediating effects of
their own interactions. This possibility of unmonitored variables in the
research siruation affecting observed interactions between monitored
variables leads to what Smow (1977) called "ldcale specificity of effects"
which, withdut further experimental controls on envirommental factors,
restricts our generalizations concerning either main or interaction

’ ' ] ¢ ! )
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effects to the partieular saﬁple studied. Several situations can affect

the’ reSults in this way. Studylsamples, students, teachers, or classroqms

can differ in their overall categorizetion on some diménsion on which

there is no or.littleyvariability within samples ({?
. teacher characteristics,, neighl hobd median income,
. characteristics can vamy by extent of range, standard’
© of dist:ihution, as 'well ‘as by their mean vnlues (each of these affecting

,.classroom climste,
tce ), student -

‘ation, or shape

the likelihood of statistically significant results), end most unfortunately,
pethaps, researchers may differﬁin thedr congeptions and measurements of
the variables presumably under their common investigation.. V4

-~ A basic limiting factot 1awATI research is that it 'forces a search
for techniques that produce flattened regression lines over the range

‘of variﬁbility ‘©f concern.

to be drawn only from comparing the slopes of simple regression lines,
using one input and one outcome variable per comparisop. Unfortunately,
this glosses over some important sources of interactions. The model
should be considered as a simple methodological application of the basic‘i

principle accepted by most educators: .if outcome variability 1is highly °
' related to, and is of 8 similar range as, input variability, then educa=
tion has had little effect other than that of maintaining rank position
from entry. Redugcing the relationship between’ input and outcomé variahles

reduces the caste character of achievement level and allows schooiing a.
stronger influence, but it does not guarantee Optimization of school
le&rning for the individual. ¥

’-ﬂ

There are other fattors that limit the usefulness of what we know
about individual differences and the design of learning expetiences.
L
Among these are: :

.l.

characterizing environments and s

-
ATIs are far more complex than the study of them so far would
indicate. .The study of these interactions has failed to take ®

- into account such factors as teacher/treatment interactions, the ,
complexity of-educationel,tasks as phenomena, the fact that

tasks can be approached and solved with differing strategies and

combinations of traits, or that the traits may function differen=~

L4

tializhecross subjects apd situations.

A par of the complexit
tional variance. Relati

e work has béen done on -~
uations and their functional
properties. In addition, a few of ¥s are only beginning to talk .
about the interpenetration of ecologic, persdnologic, and :
existential phenomena in situationaf variance. Environments,.
traits, and treatments. have -their characteristics; but they also

y lit

The model allows conclusions about interactions

3

h we speakeis to be found {h situa~

have their meanings. It .{s, in part, the neglect of the influence - :

of situations .and attributions that makes difficult a better

understanding of ATI. §

,

-3



» ’ “
4. Psychological and” scientific works in general are based on

‘ a gearch for laws applicablerin most instances; but in the _ ,
‘behavioral and social sciences, and education in particulat, 4
we do not*khow enough about the .nature and function of the W
specific instances to generate laws with tespect to how the

« larger caonstructs, of which :hey_are a part, gpperate. We

..the value to pedagogy of ‘the crait-treacmen:-inteTaction paradigm. These

- - hypotheses about significant aspects of teaching,and how they interact

may be prematurely copying the hard scfences as we try to
bring comparable precision to our work, forgetting that those
scid®nces élope&ﬁever hundreds of years. During thos® develop~-
ing years much timé was devoted to the’ganetation of descriptions
3 nd taxonopies. ATY may be in need of better descriptions and
) axonomflas before we proceed with furthet tests of itsfvalidi:y
a " and‘utility in educacian\
> .
5. ‘We have-noﬁ yet developed appropriate categoties and labels by
~which to study ‘ATI. We tend to identify people by qualities
"~ such as socioceconomic status, developed intellect, ethnicity,
. A language,’ and sex, rather than characterizing them by such
functional characteristics as specific manifestations of cognitive
scylé, ‘temperament, and motivation, the dynamic patterning of ’
which~tells us much about how individuals apptoach certain casks
or respcnd to specific stimulus situacicns. ‘ 3 .
S o
' The above factnts, and still oﬁhers, make difficult our understanding ‘.
of individual and grodp differences and ultimately our appreciation of

same factors help .explain why there ‘appears to be little empirical
support for the very logical and common~sense notion that differences in )
human characteristics should be associated. with differences in the . Eﬂt
effectiveness of different educational‘treatments. In addition to these
mathodological, operational, and techn¥ral reasons for the lack of ,

clarity in this ared, one of the reasods why the empirical evidenée in

support of this notion is so ted may be that the cancep;ual wvork in

-~

“support of :he logic of the relationship has not yet been done. As ~
Rothkopf. (1978) has.observed, "It would be a mistake to eXpect too much

from m§£hodological reform alone. Both hands, the statistical and

the cpncep:ual, are needed to plow the field of gpeitude x treatment
interactions ‘in teaching. The reasons for weak studies ‘and incoherent
results derive chiefly from our inadequate conception of the .leatning
person. We' need more psychological inmsights to provide us with working

4
A Y

with personal abilities" (p. .708). The chapters.that follow represqpt

-afforts at such conceptual analyses and syntheses. They are focused on ng"
the knowledge base referable to selected aspects Oof human diversjty
, (human attribdutes) and on discussions of the possible implications such S

knowledge and concepcians may have for the :eseatch, desisn, and management
of learning and teaching ‘transactions. -
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Humhn‘attributes selected fcr'the~study include the fnllowingr

Social gcogomic statns accounts for that component ef subjective
recognition of shared similar ties, a style gf life, education, and
the-acquisition of correSponding modes of {ife, or prestige of birth, or
' of an occupation for an aggregate of individuals. The realization that
socioaconomic status dictates <lass in a hierarchical society 1s an =
essential component of human history. For Marx, much of human history is
rooted in the class struggle. It is thisg struggle that gives rige to
class consciousness. This concept allows for the fluidity of fé&\%pdividual
since the subjective compoment of condciousness makes class an act ve,
emergent force in history. Empirical soclologists concerned with the

-relatdonship between class and educational achievement do not give

emphasis to ghis notion of class. Rather, they use class fo designate a
relatively fi}‘ﬁ set of assuﬁed characteristics and social hierarchical
positions.

Sex and gender are often colloquialiy used interchangeably but-are
used here to refer to the biological (sex) and social role (gender)
characteristics by which distingtions are made in the identification -
and socfalization of females and males. 'In discussing sex differences
we refer only to those characteristics that canh be directly linked.
to the blological structures and functions of one of the two sexes, -

- whereas geﬁﬁgr is used in the discussion of socially assigneﬁ or adopted
role functions.

\

Ethnicigz is used ta refer to one’s helonging to and identification
with a group that is chafacterized by such attributes in common as. *
physical4characteristics, cultural traditions, belief systems, language,x
genetic history, and so forth. . Although dften used synonymously withe
race, it does not specify biologital race (Caucasian, Mongolian, or
Negro) ‘but may be used to refer to a group that shares, among other

- things, a common gene pool. Ethnicity may be assumed, inherited, or

assigned. As used in this report, ethnicity includes the growing councern
with self-interest of a group as a manifestation of ethnicity.
D .

Culture is that cnmplex whole that includes knowledge, belief, art,

‘morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired

by man as a member of society. The total pattetn of human behavior and
its products embodied in thought, speech action, and artifacts are

. dependent upon man’s capacity for learning 'and transmitting knowledgé

to succeeding generations through the use of tools, language, andye
systems of abstract thought. As a descriptive concept, culture is

a product of human action; as an explanatory concept, it 1is seen as.
influencing further action. : - A _ F

-
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X Language} concepffally defined, is a systematic means of communieating

ideas or feelings :-by the use of conventionalized signals, sounds, gestures,

or marks having understood meanings. Ina deeper sense, however, languages

are collectioms. of/z:gb lic repres tational repertoires and their '
]

etting, topic, gocial status of - participants)-for ¢
or other_communication)podes. o ‘ '

Mogivgtinn has been traditionally defined as agpersonalistic variable

‘reflecting the ability of a person to sustain effort in-the absence of

»

extrinsic rewards, or as a prompting force or an incitement working on a
person- td influénce volition or action. It is the second defianitiom,

which gives emphasis to forces: acting on a person, that better reflects .,
the definitional emphasis utilized in this ‘report. We see theaprgppting
force as residing not within persens but within stimuki. The process has

been reintegpreted as relying upon the acquired ability of stimuli con~, .«
© tained within situations to sustain the performance of certain individuals. -

Identitx, in common parlance, refera\to what stands out about a
person and to how the person defines himself or herself. It has-been
defined as the unity and persistence of personality reflecting the
individual comprehensiveness of a life or character. Here a distine-

.

tion is drawn Qetweesd basic and qualitative identity. Basic identity

is the nonreflective state in which. existence is taken for granted,
or in which the sense of existence leads to feelings that all is well.

Qualitative identity refers to, the sense of ccmpletenesa,,synthesis, .
and contindity by which peraohs perceive in themselves a character of a
particular kindn o ;o . :

- .,

Health and nutritidn refer to the status of the biophysiological
equilibrium of the organism in its environment. Goodness with respect

.to health and nutrition refers to their approptiateness for the optimal,
' development of the immature and eptimal maintenance of the mature »

individual. . : : o
Affective response tendency, identified in this report as temperament,
is used to refer™o relatively consistent patterns, characteristic of
an in@ividual of emotional responses to a specifdc stymulus situation-
Aspects of tempeérament such as characteristic tempo, rhythmicity,
adaptabflity, energy expenditure, mood, and focus of attention are .
most of ten referred to in.the literature, and are given emphasis in our .
discussion. However, affective responsgs alsc include processes: such as
attribution,‘personalization,-projection, and eathexis.

Cognitive response tendency, usually called cognitive style, is used
to refer to redlatively consistent patterns characteristic of an individual
in the manner and form rather than the level of perceiving, remembering,
and thinking-f‘The most commnnly utilized categories are abstract and

-
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concrete functioning and field—i#dépgndent and Eieldqdebendeq; styles.

Since style connotes a higher degree of stability than is supported by
the evidence, the term tendency is frequently used in preferéace to the

. tem Stzle- ) ‘ ‘ .

-. Enviropmental press refers to the. {nfluence of living and nonliviné‘
phenomena  that surround the individual. Specifically, press is.what ,
these phenomena can do to the subject or for the subiect=~the éower that
they have to affect the well-being of the subject in one way_&r another. -
There is a distinction between the press that exists objectively for
a subject (alpha press) and the press that a subject perceives (beta
press). The environment .may be thought of as objective or subjective..
The objective environment, which is emphasized in this report, can be
defined to include, but got nekessarilty be exhausted by, the alpha
press. As developed in this,report, however, it may be the attributed

‘ character (beta press) that fs projected onto the environmgnt by the _
perceiver ‘that gives environmental press its special role as a determinant .:
of human diversity, | o '

In addition, we have included two <hapters that address broader N
contextual issues: "On Conceptualizing Person-environment Interactions:
Theory .into Practice,” and "Equity and the Educational Process.'”" The )
report end§ with two summative essays, each addressed to issues and
2 . -~ implications from the perspectives of ,teaching and learning. Obviously
. - © .abseéent from thi@@plist of concerns is a focus on differential levels of
developed intellect as manifestations of diversity. We are by no means
unaware -of, or in disagreement with, the crucidl importance of’ developed
‘intelligence as a factor in the effectivéness of teaching and learning
: transactions. Moreover, we are persuaded that it is not a greater .
- sensitivity to differentials id the level of developed intellect that is )
needed to improve the effectiveness of pedagogy or to increase the degfee
to which equality of educational gpportunities and outcomes is achieved.
Rathér, what is required is greater sensitivity to and understanding of
the multiple factors that seem to interact with intellect to influence
its development and the effectiveness of its utilization. In .that
portion of our effort- that is reported herein; we give primary attention
"to several attributes of "persons, with one of our efforts gpecifically
ditected at attributes of the environments of persons. »This dispropor-
tionate emphasis on personalistic variables reflects our perception
of the.convenience of beginning with the more fully developed area of
&Knowledge personal characteristics rather than with knowledge of
tredtpents gnd other environments. It is more than clear that the area
é:obably best referred to as the ecology of human development and learning
. demands equal study. . ‘
- When Ehis.s:udy'was conceived, it seemed_cledr that what was needed
was a better. conceptualization of personal attributes and educatienal

¢ .
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treatments. We set out to ssudy those attributes singly with the.
., realization that they are dialecticaily interactive in their. funcrtions. ,
.- In each of the essays .some attention is given to these interactions.
Having completed this part of our work, it is now more clear than before
that these dimensidns of diversity cannot be fully understood in their -
isolation.. It 13 not oaly in their interaction in their dynamic blending
that they exisc and function, but it: is also in this context that they
must be examined and understood. .. Cogni&ive functions are not without
their affective eomponéhts. Identity does not exist and operate indepen-
dent of cwlture, language, motivation, affect, and cognition. If‘we wete
starting this effort anew, we probably would Nelect .8 problem 1n human
adaptation and leetning ‘as the topic for each essay ‘and seek authors
-who, through addressing thdse problems, could reconceptualize the inter~
active multivariate nature of the diversity in 'the béieviorel {hdividuality
© of- human learners. In reading and using the results of our’efforts,
- ~ please be advised that'the {solated study of these attributes was an error
. of conveniefice and that the work should not be understood in the artifdcial
'« separateness in which it {s reported. We must be concerned not only
with the interactions between attributes and treatments, but also with
"the interattions within and between attributes and within and between ’
‘treatiments. ' ‘ : - &,

e
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. ﬁ\\' . | CHAPTER 1 . SR
On Conceptuélizing Person-environment Interqetidnﬁ Theory From Practide

‘ David E. Hunt

-

s .  “Just as stydent diversity is a specific’ case of variation among
-/ ' peérsons, so matching teaching to rhe diverse needs of ‘studests is an
S example of person-enviromment interactiom, or persons-in~relation. Thus,
. | the major theme of this book is an educational version of the central
.o ‘ theoretical gquestion in psychology: How do persons interact in environ-
ments and/or with other persons? Since teachers are psychologists, too
(Hunt, 1976b), I discuss in this ghapter how teachers’ implicit theordiss
of the teaching-learning transaction may inform our conceptions of ‘
+ ' person~enviroament jinteraction. I do not mean that all explicit matching
theories will come from teachers’ isplicit theories as my subtitle, \
: "Theory from Practite,” suggests; but teachers’ colloquial concepts ..
' . complement and inform our more explicit efforts in such a -way that the
-, relationship between theory and practice becomes reciprocal (Hunt,
1977). - T e - o

Befone discussing teachers’ implicit theories, I review and extend '
‘edrlier comments (Hunt, 1975) on conceptualizing person-environment
« interaction that begin with sources of resistance to such conceptualization.
.+ - I do not question the.difficulty of conceptualizing persom-envirompent
=~  interacfion, yet this does not alter the fact that persons interacting in’
environments are the basic phencmena of psychology,; and thus constitute
«  the challenge for psychological theory. How surprising, them, to discover
that the Aptitude~Treatment-InteractXon, or ATI, approach (Crombach &
Snow, 1977) questions the very existence of person-environmenmt interaction
by asking '"Do ATI’s exist?" ATI resists the challenge by denying its
' existence (Hunt, 1975). :

-
3

ATI and Other Forms of Resistance
- * ‘ . [y
Rather ‘than 1ha‘éo&ution,'ATI is actuslly part of the problem for
reasons that 1 discuss.] F¢llowing a scoreboard technique’in reviewidg
..hII studies, Bracht found few instances of ATI in the literature (1970),
and his conclusion, like that of Glass (in Wittrock & Wiley, 1970), was
~~  that "ATI has not paid: off}" Jackson (1970) criticized ATI as being both .

-unsupported by empirical evidence and impractical. Put on the defensive,

.‘I’ = - L L1 . - .
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ATI advocates reSponded by statins that the lack of interactions was
inconcedvable)' (Cronbach & Snow, . 1979) and "astounding" (Glaser, 1972). ’
Messick’s cammgnt seefns most appropriate: 'You are attempting to '
, tally up the score when we haven’t yet learned to play the game'" (in
- Wittrock & Wiley, 1970, pe 214). ‘I agree completely with Rothkopf (1978)
in his’ recent review of the Cropbach and Snow Bdgk that the major defect
in the ATI approach 1s its excessive emphasis .on statistical/methodological .
concerns to the exclusion of onceptual/theotetical issues (cf. also Lewis,
1976). Rothkopf (1978) correctly pointed.out that' further understanding »
of matching teaching to the needs of students will not occur ‘through
increased rigor in degign’ and analysis unless accompanied by a moxe = 7
adequate conception of the teaching-learning transgetion.
E . ‘ . . . . ‘ : o
I have discussed sources of resistance to person-enviromment interac-
tion ways of thinking elsewhere (Hunt, 1975, pps 210-216) &nd will .
summarize them here. First, this way of . thinking requires more complex
conceptions than either the general effectd model of the experimentalist
or. the trait consistency model held by the individual differemce psychelo~ e
5 This resistafce is well illustrated By a‘1earning theorist 8 « s
?i:ction to Spow’s (1977) comments on ATI: "If you're right, I quit
becausé this makes it all too complicated--theory, becomes 1mpossible"
~(p-12). Sar?son (1978) provides a similar quatation from a colleasue.
‘ ’
I can’t deal with a world where eve:ybody has his own , ¢
'definition of the p:oblem, where facts are an intrusive
annoyance and of tertiary ‘importance, where who you
are is more important than what you know,- and where
the need to act is more degisive than feeling secure
about what the consequances will be. ‘(p- 376) T
The second form of resistanceris epitumized by the following comment by
Glass in Wittrock & Wiley {2/70) » ‘ /
SN , . There is no evidence for an interaction of curriculum
treatments -and personological variables: I don’t
. know of another statement that has been confirmed so
-} many times and by so many people. (p. 210) -

The camplete contradiction betwaen this campent and the intuitive

- experience of teachers rgpresents a confusion between the actual interaction
of persons in eniironments and the arbitrary definition ofrstatistical

. interactioh.  Educational. researchers, like Glass, fail to realize that

- their arbitrary definitions about the interaction between variables,
e.g., disordinal interactidns, come from the fixed world of physical
objects and agiicultura, not from a conception of the teaching~1earning
transaction or personn-in—:elatian. I do not propose abandoning statistical
analysis, but rather that we.use me;hod}—eqrgruent with the phenomena.

»
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Taird, critics’ such as Jackson (1970) have maintained that ATI
results may be impossibie to apply‘ﬂh the: classrooms i.e., we may know
more than we can implement. This criticism may be partially accurate, .
but . would be clarified by beginning with teachers’ adaptations and trying . 7
to improve ‘them. ‘A teacher”s adaptation need not always be to an individual
o . atudent' it may occur - to several students or to an entire class. -
L Finally, some critics have been concerned that an emphasis on student
' differences would promote negative atereotyping. Teachera negative ,
I stereotypes, likeeunrealiatic or rigid expectations, are determined more
, ' by how a teacher thinks than by information received (Cronmbach & Snow,
K . 1977, pp. 520-521). Teachers should continually monitor and*update
information about students; theréfore, ATI information provides 651y the _
T initial :basis for matching. Put another way, even if. positive findings of ‘
Aptitude—Treatment-lnteractions were available, they would be of only :
limited value to teachers since such ATI results would provide only e
initial prescriptions. Teachers must . continue to adapt as students
‘change. "y ' ' ‘

‘. ]

e

A\

p ' Most research on ggrsen-envirenment lnteraction investigated the
effects of a fixed, nontesponsive educational environment rather than
the responsive enviromment a teacher tries to provide. In addition '

., .to investigating the effeet of static envi{renments, ATI work almost
. o .always considers the student chardcteristic or aptitude as fixed and -
’ unchanging. Cronbach 'and Snow (1977) discussed the issge of modifiability -
. (cf. aptitudes, pp. 161ff; 521) and concluded that there should be a
~ balance between adapting to the aptitude and. trying to improve it
Howevar, very few studies that they reviewed focus on the development of
chdngé in, student aptitude. 7 -
r .
: Persea—envi&onmént interactions are expressed! in ATI terms by
. ) grapha in which the person (aptitude) dimension 1s precisely 'scaled on
‘ the Rorizontal .axis, or abscissa, hy a~continuum of test scores, while
the environment (treatment) is diclotomized. This representation is
based on a personal selection model (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965) that
emphasizes' placing the person in the environment in which he would
perform best. From"a teacher’s standpoint, it would be more helpful to
scale the educational environment more precisely to represent how the

. &

) . educational environment can be tuned to different students.. Such a :
. presentation emphasizes environmental adaptation to the student rather
.o than student placement into an egyironment. : ;

-~ i

Perhaps the clearest view of the develOpment of the ATI dilemma
. comes from considering Cronbach’s work during the past 25 years. In hig”
well-known APA presidential, address (1957) on "The Two Disciplines of
Scientific Psychology," he pointed to the need for a conceptual cootrdind-
tion of individual differences and envirbmnmental effects. In 1967, he

< o ‘
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1967, he proposed that ATI provided such coordination, casting 1it.entirely
in terms of a methodological framewyork that he and Gleser (1965) developed
in the area of personnel selection. After reviewing hundreds of \f! studies ™™
*  that were preoccupied with methodological issues (Cronbach & Snow, 1977), .
Cronbach (1975) returned to his original theme qf conceptualizing the '
. phenomera in his Distinguished. Scientific Contribution Award address
~ | in which he concluded: B . /{)

-

T 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 thesartist in the effort to gain insight into

- contempotary relationships, and to realign.the
culture’s view of man with present realities. To
know man as he is is no mean aspiration. (p. 126)

<. ) . Y-
Identifying Student ﬁifferenﬁes That Make a Difference- e

, ‘ Many individual differences .groposed by psychologists are remote
o, from,the real world of the classroom. To describe a student as a hostile K
: é/acﬁieve: does not inform a teacher about how best to approach that ‘
student. This gap between. the description of the student and educational
practice 1is very similar to the lack .of relation between diagnosis and
therapy in clinical work. Psychodiagnosticians write elaborate reports .
{ baéed either on fixed characteristics which are unlikely to change (i.e.,
} stable and .consistent measures), or incoherently complex characterizations
of intrapsychic conflict. In either case, the characterization bears no
relationship to planning the most effective treatment for the individuak-
P
A € fs i:onic that individual difference psychologists, in their blind
emulation of the natural sciences, have insisted on consistency across ‘
time and situations as the major cri:e:ion of a measure, thereby virtually \\\*}
insuring that it will not index a person’s differential susceptibility .
to various environmental approdches, therapeutic or educational. I am not
advocating that measurement inconsistency is a virtue, but rather that
the criteria for person characteristics are primarily a conceptual, not a - .
psychometric, issue. To mention two examples, there have been almost no
measures ta characterize developmental change (lét alone developmental
changé under varying environmental circumstances). Such measures will~>
« require a recsjting (or perhaps abandonmentg of traditiomal gpychometric
" theory that! rogted in nonchanging consistency (cf. Cronbach & Furby,
1970 who conclude that measuring change is impossible for an extreme
example). Second, the IQ measure was initially evaluated in terms of, its

consistency and §£ability. Since it was not developed within a conception &
/7 of personal change and development, there is small wonder that IQ 1s a ° '
poor reflection of chapges when they occure . ~
SN €




' relevant.

To be educationally relevant, a characteristic should indicate
a stydent’s, susceptibility to different eduicational enviromments or

.ways of teaching; i.e., how likely is the student to learn and develop

under certain environmental circumstances? 1 have referred to such -
descriptions as accessibility characteristics (1971) to which a teacher
can "tune in" by varying the approach.’ Seasory orientation (or deficit)
is PeﬁPRPS the most dramatic example, -but cognitive, motivational, and
value orientation may also be compatibly coordinated with variations ia
educational approaches. For example, student Conceptual Level 1is ang .
accessibility characteristic because it is related to the degree of
structure that a student requires in order to learn (Hunt, 1978a). Many
of the functional characteristics described in earlier chapters provide
accessibility information; the test 1s wh ther the description guidaes -

" identificatiqn of the most appropriate e dnmental (educational)
"approach. Glaser (1972) has called such educationally relevant charac-

teristics the new apticudesf ~Again, - we an note that most, classroom
teachers do not need ;o~Be told such information since they are trying
every day to constrie theig students in ways that, are educationally

-

If the study of individual differences had been info¥med by common-
sense psychology,. terms like "acgessibility characteristics" and "new *
aptitudes” would have beeri unnecessary since each of us knows this
information from our everyday experience: with other people. When we form
an impression of another person, we usually express our reaction to that =
person. In a similar way, teachers usualily construe studeats implicitly
in terms of accessibility characteristics because they do not hg;e time
to consider irrelevant descriptions. Therefote, the psychology ofaperson

perception, especially when applied to teachers, fiay be as helpful for

guiding educationmal-adaptation as the'psychology‘of individual'd;fferences.

' The remainder of this chapter is guided by two assumptions: (a) that
the major criterion of a pedagogically relevant student characteristic is
the degree to which it provides information on differential’ usceptihility‘
for learning and development under different educational environments;
and (b) since teachers continually use this criterion, their implicit
theories about students provide a valuable source of information for

identifging such characteristics. ' : ~

The legitimacy of such personal constructs, implicit theories,
and tacit knowledge has become increasingly accepted. In psychology,
George Kelly (1955) believed every person is a psychologist and that
one’s personal constructs are the central units for understanding one‘s -
psychological worlde Fritz Heider (1958) emphasized the fundamental
nature of common-sense psychology in Understanding incerpersonal,r‘elati:ons
and person perception: In the philosophy of science, Michael Polanyi’s

Pergonal Knowledge (1962) emphasized the importance of tacit or implicit _

-
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f |  knowledge. If ve eegepc these not;pns, the appropriate strategy is
' o reverse the traditiomal. theory reseéarch : practice’ sequence and

to begin with-practice as the phenomenon about which to theorize and

conduct research. Before: discussing this strategy I review the Behavior=
_ Persoh«Environmenc, or B-P<E, approach which I, have adap:ed from Lewin
5 (Hunt & Sulltvan, 197&. Hunt, - 1975). o

» . . ~ . 7 .

B~P—E as_a Way of:Thinking About Interncrions

. . . ) . ‘

IR I propose the B~P-E approach rather than ATI because it~ is based on

N L the basic phenomena rather than on'Statistical/pethodologicpl assumptions..
*As Asch (1959) gbserved: o A . S

' -
i

Y Every field of inquiry must- begin with the phenomena -
_ that everyday experience reveals, and with the - :
. o ‘ distinctious it contains. Fufther inquiry may
- ) modify our understanding of them, but the phenomena

themselves will never be displaced. (p. 379) " o | ~

o 4
e

-,

Y

The fundamencéi phe omenon of - education is the 1nteraotion of
teachers ‘with students. This i{s not to say that edueaiion occurs. only in -
classrooms or that it will continue to do so, but only thdt this interaction .
i{s the phenomenon to be understood. There will always be disagreement /“'
on how to,sonceptualize teaching and learning, but agreement that the

' tagk of theory and résearch in education is to understand the phenomena
seems a useful first step. One could afgue that the most important
feature of human experience 1s change, and that any effort to understand

a part of humdn experience such as' teaching and learning must deal with

. the continuously chenging nature of the teeching—bearning transaction. ‘(
‘ < No psyehoiogical theory can ever provide a comprehensive account® . ‘.
- of the dynamics of human experiemce. However, if we are continually ’
P aware of these dynamics as we develop/q ytic tools for understanding,
‘ we should be able to keep our ways of/ thinking closer to the phanomena.
. Sarason’s (1976) observation is valuable: . 7
Y ‘ : ! . i
. How you \approech and deal with the part must be ) \ :
T _ _ influenced nightily by where you see it in - , ;
ot A relacionship $o the whole; that is, what you
» v hope to’ do and the ways in which\ you go about it
» are consequences of how you think it is imbedded | ]
‘ A { in the® larger pic:ure. (pp+ 323—324) ‘

( If we begin by notingythree fearnres of the educational experience, a . L ;
- + gtudent experiencing an educational approach with some kind of consequence, "
' .then these three features can be considered in terms ‘of the familiar

. B . :
i . . - . . '
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" B-P-E formulation of Kurt Lewin where the Behavior (educational outcome)
yesults from the interactios of the Person (student) and Enviromment _
- (educational approach). The teaching~ledrning transaction may be viewed
from the, student’s, the teacher’s, and the researcher’s perspective by
considering each jn’' B-P-E terms. For the teacher, for example, the
- . formula 18 EsP=wd= B (or what teaching approach with these students is
‘ ‘likely to produce the desired outcome)s - s Y :
" " The B-P~E way of thiniifig provides an initially useful framework
-to considar cooyrdinating student diversity (P) with a variety of educar
. tional approaches (E) for certain, purposes (B), especially since it is

- applicable to theory and research as well as ducational practice. In

és S research, an independent wvariable (E) is applied .to)subjects (P) to no;é
- ‘ the effects (B). o . - e
‘ To simply lidt outdomes (B), student chdgacteristics ((P), and .

~ educational approaches (E) would not {liuminate the teaching~learning
process, and indeed, would simply be an alphdbetical rea rangemént of )
" ATI. ' B-P-E provides the basic‘uiits,-and thie way of .th iking consists of
' arranging thest units to provide some understanding of the dynamics of
‘human experience. This way of thinking must.be (a) interactively compat-

. . . 1ible, (b) developmental, and (c). reciprocal (Hunt, 1975). - g
. ¢ N 1 have implied the need fog: a person characteristic to be intﬁ:‘ractiv'elyv
‘ coppatible wi:h.eﬁvi,‘:omnta], descriptions in discussing accessibility -~

characteristics. -For example, Stern (1970) described students in terms-
'of the needs proposed originally by Henry Murray.  -Each need has a '
" corrdsponding. press; or envirommental charactefistic compatible with
‘that need. Only if diversity in persous.and diversity .in ‘educational .
approaches are conceptually compatible can their relationship be stated, .
.8+, the relationship between student need for affiliation and affilia-
tion prass in-the enviromment. Desciiptions of persof~enviromment relation-
_ ships such éE'mateh;'f;t, or .congruence, require thdt bdth person &nd°
Toal. ' 7, enviromment be characterized ia conceptually comparsble terms. Humsn'
.. - "characteristics vary in the degree to which they are transiatable into =
, s énvirommental variation-~-i.e., the degree to which théy are accessibility - -
» characteristics. For example, the status characteristic of éthnicity 1s
/not an accessibility characteristi¢ as such since it does not literally .
say anything about a student’s needs, but its relationship to the functional,
characteristig ‘of language comprehension would provide accessibility '
information. o .

A person cha:ac;eris:ic should not only provide information about -
_ ‘*differedtial,reagainn to énvironments, but may also itself be the object o
e of modification. Thus, the characteristic should be viewed.-in developmeantai” .
~ o terms.” Speaking of cognitive style, Messick (1970) stated: o

«

/
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: student 8 predominant mode of learning
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-Consider the likelihood, however, that in our.efforts . ,
to optimize the lmarning of subject matter we may So ‘
solidify the glohal child’s cognitive .style that he
.may nevef learn to discover.anything in his entire .

- school career. This possibilitg,susgas:s that :eaching

.. td produce maximal learning of subject matter is ‘not : :

* enough. We should also be concerned with the student’s "+
manner of thinking. .One possibility here is that we a
should attempt to foster alternative models -of cognition
and nmultiple a:ylistic app:aaches to problan solving.

- (pe 197) .

Matching fot dsvelopmental growth,'i.e.,‘axtendins repertory of
styles, requires frequent monitoring as well as a clear view of the
value judgments in duvelopnnntal matching Some might argue, for example,

. that attempting to extend a student’s stylistie repertory as proposed

by Massick might dilute the student’s streagths, and that a more advisable.
course might be to strengthen the student”s preferred style. TUsing

- various models of teaching to define diversity in educational apptOnches,"‘

(Joyce & ve 1972), wa have attempted to enhance student capacity - ‘
to learn through a variety of models (Hunt, Joygp{“ﬁinensoed,,ﬂny, Raid, &

R Weil,. 1974). Qo extend a student’s repartory of stylas in this way seems

to incriéasas -adaptation to changing euviromn:s witb,out wcakening the

3

Bacannt most. :heory and t&search in '‘psychol y and education has been
conceptualized in the wnidirectional x-causes~y f smework, almost all
emphasis has besn on how the environment- affects the parson.  Thus, -thousands’
of studies have been conducted on the’ effaects of teachers or ‘teaching
approaches on stydents, but only & handful. have investigated how students

‘affect teachers (Hunt, 1976a). Our ways of th@nking should be gecgﬁrncgg,

taking account. of "gtudent pull" (Pexson ===p=~Environment) as well as
(Environment w—ep= Parson) influences. Most systems of so-called interaction
analysis do oot measure teicher-student interaction, but teacher’s
actions toward students fand, occasionally, student behavior. A notablc .
exception is the reciprocal framework for measuring .clasaroom interaction, .

-the Hit~Steer approach, developed by Fledler (1975). This:approach

provides a basis for coging the frequency (number of hits) and success;
(:unbgr,of s:cnrn) af influnnae sctnnp:s by bath teacher and seudents.-

| Becaul‘ earlier concaptiona of persoﬁvenyironment interaction have

. dealt- mly with Envi:mnn:—hhrmn effac:s, the responsibility “for ‘the
- matching has usually rested with an expert or ‘the teacher. However, '
~when the reciprocality of person-enviromment 1ntura=:ion is acknowledged,

' the’ pnsnthili:y of student self-matching becomes a possibility. In

.descridbing some alternative assumpticns to the Crombach and Smow ATI
allunptianl, Mnrrill (1975) praszed thn:. :

a - . . . N
. .

- . L oe r . ) g '
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Individuals should be given some procedure enabling
them to adapt the environment to themselves. Jhe |,
individual should make decisions gbout what tactic
they want next ta:her than having this decision: made
fot them- (po 221)

Student self-matching implies Selfnassessment. Student assessment
~1is often conducted by a psychometric expert who relies on objective
S testing, but rarely on the student’s self-assessment. Students vary in ,
‘ " ~ their capacity for accurate self-assesswenc. buc this avenue should not
* be ignored. As George Kelly used to admonish us.in our c¢linical diagnostic;!

-

training, "Always ask the clien; what is wrong~~he may tell you."

| The intuitive reasonahleness of self-assessmen: has been ,buried
“under a mass of tescs.- However. Mischel . (1977) recently remarked.

: : One strand of this research $uggests :hat the
B B . individual generally is capable of being his or
: o . her{qwn best assessor; that the person’s own self-
statements and self-predictions tend to be at least
‘a8 good as the mote indirect and costly appraisals.
l,of sophisticated tggts end cliniciens. (p. 253)
‘ : « b !
. . JIt will be usef‘ul, therefore, to consider for dach ‘of the charac:eri-
' stics discussed how effectively students might dssess themsel es; at least
such self-assessment information should be collected to be c@ipared'with
0 othgg assesgsment information (cf. Cronbaeh & Snow’s (1977) discussion of
' use of preferential matching, p. 170, and student preference and beliefs,
pp--476-480). When given a choice, students may not always choosemuost
effectively,. but when they understand what it is ‘they are to assess, many
students can assess themselvas accuraCely&
: Finally, a2 B-P~E way' of thinking provides an explicit teminder
that Ehordinating diveraity .among students with educational approaches
: . requires a statement of purpose. In B-P~E termg, persgon-enviromment
- combinations may be considered matched or congruent in relation to °*
‘ specified behavior, where outcome can be “immediate learning or long-term
4, development. Geprge,Stern’s (1962) well~known pmetaphor that aggravated. |, -
oysters produce pearls while contented cows produce milk makes the point
dramatically, and I have engphasized elsewhere (1975) th® distinction
between coﬁteupcrsneeus matching and developmental matching. Teachers
must consider both coptemporaneous, matching to foster immediate learning
- and developmental matching to enhance growth in order to achieve a
balancg between the restricting effects of continuous spoonfeeding

,and th unreelis:ic demanda of comple:e self-raaponsibilicy. . o
‘ , : -
) e ’
‘ B ¥ : .
43 | /
* \
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- ' Teacheré‘ nglicig Thearies

-

1f :he student characteristics discussed in this book are to be e
incorporated into teachers’ adaptation, they must be congrugnt with °’
teachers’ implicit or colloquial conceptions of their students. A

- psychologist’s attempt to inform a teacher about.a new dimension:of

.
A

M +
r ,f_

»

*

/

students is very much like an attitude change efﬁor:, or the encouragement
of concept development on the teaglier’s part. Viewed gs attitude change
or concept devklopment, the psychologist’s communication attempt should
begin with an understanding of a teacher’s’current ways of thinking

about studepts. In addition to facili:ating,conmanication between
psychologist and teacher, the identification of & teacher’s implicit

or colloquial constructs about students may ‘also produce a source of \
{information of student characteristics tha: might otherwiaa have been
1gnored by psychologiats. . .

-+ Teachers”’ implicit adaptation and the implicit theories on whigh it
is based have not always been accepted by psychologists. For example, -
Cronbach and Snow (1977) stated on the first page-of their book, "Certainly
the casual adaptation teachers make is not the most valid adaptation
possible.” Sinmce there are almost threb million teachers ia North
America and since Crombach himself earlier admitted that "I know no
research on.impressionistic adaptation of ‘instruction” (1967, p. 29),
there seems reason to ‘question such disregard of teacher adaptation. .

To appreciate teachers’ implicit matching we need to know more about
how their colloquial: conceptions of students influence thedir adaptive
actiﬁfs This issue’ is critical to an understanding of how student
charsetetistics are coordifated with different teaching approaches. To
gndarstand ‘his process from a teacher’s standpoint, let us begin by
cpnsiéering the sequence, in interperscnal communicatiom. Ia communicating -
with apnpther person, one usually (a) begins with an intention (B); (b)

' perceives the other person (P); (c) communicates or acts (E); and (d)
checks on effects (B). Thus, the sequence in teaching is intention~
perceptipn-action-evaluation. IYhave éarlier used the term "reading" to
‘gescribe the process of perceiving or 1ntarpretgns the other person,
which p:acedes "flexing" or modulating one’s actionms (1976a). - Another
step. neids to be added between perdgption and action to accommodate how
the intent and perception inform the action, i.e., the teacher’s implicit
theory, or central understandings, about the teaching-learning process,.

This teacher sequence may occur in a brief time ‘and then be repea:ed
with readjustmen:s required by the disparity between intention and
evaluation, dnd thus 1is similar to other disparity models (e.g., Miller,
Galanter, & Pribram, 1960). This sequence cdn be adapted to characterize
- the steps in a research ianvestigation or in developing an educational -
program (Hunt, 19762), as shown in Table 1. This table is a summary of a
"theory of teaching and Lnstruction viewed as multiple transactions.

A



e Table 1 :
‘ N . \ . r . .
Sequence of Hatching Used ‘by’ Teacher, Progran Develober, and Researcher :
S;eps“ig\ _Teachér o . Progr Rebearcher
Sequence (Intent jonal Action) Developer (Descriptive)
' . B . - (Prescriptive) - '
' -y

State Objective (B)

Intention

. ‘

Specify objectivea

L}

Identifying depender
varisble

' Characterize
i Student (P)

Perception (“ﬁeadihg")

Test vstu_dents .h-
and assign - -

La

~ Assess subjeéts and

vassign-to;;reatmentﬁ

@
Lh
we
N

Translate: to
action °

.

- Implicit theory

T

Explicit theory -

ud

v

~ Explicit theory .

&

Action (E)

A ]

Action ("Flexing')

Prescri%%’approaqhea

’

&
»

Manipulate independe
variables

<

‘1Evaiu$tion (B)

"Check effects

Evaluate effects -

Record dependent
variables

{ .

(Adapted from Hunt, 1976b, p. 274.) |

e “
.
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. Stating the activities of developers, researchers, and theorists in

* terms comparable to teachers opens the way to more effective cemmunicatiom. . .
As Cronbach and Siadw .(1977) observed, "Adaptations differ with respect to
their scale"” (p. 522). The teacher sequence in Table 1 is usually micro-
matching or small-scale adaptatién occurring in a Zrief time perind,\
whereas the sequence for a program developer is ro-matching over a
‘longer time period. Nonetheless, the framewlrk can serve to gulde
communication as well as to identify disparities betwaen viewpoints. '
Large~scale matching programs may facilitate teachers’ small-scale
matching. When students were grouped into homogeneous learning style
classes, teachears became more sensitive to student differences both . ‘ . .
between and within classes (Bunt, 1978&), macro-matchiog may facilitate ’
micro-mntching. A . . - -

To underntand a person s constructs. in this case a teacher’s
constructs ‘about students, we nead to know (a) the content of dimensions, T
(b) the structure or organ{zation of these dimensions, and (c) the.
malleability or openness to change of these dimensions. Investigation of.
the dimensions teachers use in construing their students seems such a
nz&ural and potentially important topic thar it is surprising it has
ived #0 little attention. Osgood, Tannenbapm, and Suci (1958) .
Sy identdfied the three mejor dimensions used in construing nonpersonal
' - objects: avaluation, activity, and potengy. There has not been a ) '
comparable distillation of basic factors in person perception. Harrison -
€ (1965) conducted studies on ‘the Personal Description Instrument and found
* thrde factors: interpersonal warmth, power and effactiveneSs,}n work, o
and activity and expressiveness. Recently, severag German . psychologista . :
have applied the methodology of person perception to identifying teacherg N
_central dimensions {n comstruing their students. For example, Hofer
(Note 1) identified two major dimensions: ability and effort. Huber and
Mandl (Note 2) factor analyzed free responses. of teachers and found °
fairly complex factors: ability and effort, fdmily background, etc.

My colleagues and I have used variation of the Kelly (1955) .
Role'Coneept Repertory (REP) Test (Hunt, 1976a) fo identify the content
of teachers’ constructs about their students as well as their comstructs
of learning outcomes and teaching approaches. Although we have. not
conducted a sophlsticated analysis, we have used a variation of Harrisqn 8
coding system and found that the most frequently employed categories vare Lo
ability, sociability, motivation, particigation, and self-confidence. It
should be noted that these stgdies emphasize psychological/soclological ©
dimensions; important characteristics such as sex, age, language ability,
and sensory limitations were not’ 1dent1fied, evén though they are

important. « "
- : _. Taachcrs content ,dimemsions or categories are organized in a - , !
o variety of structural patterns varying from the most simple, in which
/ 5 : / .‘ ' \,
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b
all descriptiens céllapse into"a good-bad dichocamy, to highly complex,
hierarchical, interrelated patterns. Schrodet, Karlins, and Phares
(1973) have developed a seven-level scheme for -classifying the structural
organization of teacher constructs of students. The system is based on

"a ‘combination of three structural features: nymber of dimensions, degree

s

of discriminecion, and combinatory rules.
. “ ) ‘ 4
' At the simplest level of organization, a ceacher views all students
as failing into one of two categories, e.g., bright-dull. <t the most
complex level, a teacher might create a new dimension from others,

@.g., combining low grades and high mechanical interest to become "unchal-

lenged.” A teacher may 1ist sevetal content dimensions, but they may all !
be linguistic variations on the: ability dimension. Although the dimensious
described in this book are presented one at a time, this should not create
the impression that students are to be ccnsidered in terms of only a

single charac:eristic..

Finally, teachers vary in the malleability of their dimensions.
Malleability may consist of modifying old dimensions oM adding new ones,
or both. Borrowing frok Argyris and Schén (1976), we may distinguish™ ¢
espoused constructs from constructs-in-use. Like the rest of us, teachers
espousa or list more constructs thgn they actually employ in practice.

For example, we have emphasized tg:ndimension of learning style defined
as how much structuré a student requires (Hunt, 1975). Learning style
distinguishes how the student’ learns from what he knows, or ability. We
have found’ that teachers ¢an espouse learnin§ style verbally, but they
vary considerably in how easily they incorporate.it into their interactions
with* students; i.e., their modifiability. For example, when assessing
their students on learning style, some teachers fail to’ dis:inguish it-
‘from ability. A comprehensive understanding of a teacher’s implicit
theory of teaching and learning would also réﬁuite that the other two
components-~learning outcodies (B) and educational approaches (E)=~be
asaeesed for content, organization, and malleabilicy (Hunc, ‘1976a).

Teachers, like students, develop in their competence and naturity as

teggchers, and therefore it is useful to view teachers in terms of davelop-
tal stages (Katz, 1972). Specifically, & teacher’s constructs--their
eontent, structure, and malleability~«should develop with experience.

I have ré?irred to teachers’ implicit theories and described how
‘their constructs,of students can be identified. However, their implicit
theories take into -account the interplay of intention and perception
of students on their actions, and these implicit assumptions are not
easily identified. Bussis, Chittenden, and Amarel (1976) have used
variations oo Kelly’s. approach to make teachers’ understendings more
explicit. 'Barnes (1976) has suggested that teachers’ implicit theories
vary primarily from a transmission orientation to an interpretation

’/ . o fﬁ‘;
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«g;i_.' _ orientation. For a.revfew of resedrch on teacher thinking, see Clark and -
- Singer (1977). Raymond-Daly (Note, 3) is investigating the idea that
, teacher trainees’ understandings of teaching are closely related to their
implicit theories of how they learn; i.e., ‘the relationship between ,
, initially preferred teaching style and learning style. One way to '
attempt to identify a teacher’s implicic thenties is to look at how thé
teacher construes "meeting student needs."” Some teachers think in terms
_ of student deficits to be remedied, while other teachers think of facili-
. " tating growth.“ -Put another way, doés the geacher think of matching in
, terms of a preferential, campenaatory, or remedial model (Crombach &
- ‘ ‘Snow, 197, p. 170)? . . .
. - A
Finally, some teachers become discouraged explicating their 1mplicit
'ideas ®f student diversity because they believe it requires continual
adaptation to each individual student. , I have found it us@ful in such
cases to adapt Kluckhohn and Murray’s (1949) observation that:

- : }A
Every person is . S L -

y ' " l. Like all other persons in some ways,

2. Like some other, persons in some wdys, and

3. Like gg'othet person’/in some ways. (p. 35, italics hdded)

.

The translation into education becomes: : L

. : .
l'

. Every person.is S . : ' r
- : i o '
: ' le Like all other students ip some ways,

2. Like some other s:udeéts in some ways, and

3. Like no other students in some. ways.

\) €
. Most teachers interpret, these three levels in terms of their actions 'in
N , working with students: (a) sometimes they work with the entire claas,’and

adapt accqrdingly; (b) sometimes with small groups; and (c) occasionally
" with an individual student. This three-~level scheme emphasizes that

e ) personalization nged not, and usually does not, require working with an
individual student. For most teachers, such pe ization.is possible- ;
y ) . : while compleCe 'individualization is net. .
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Concluding Comment

[N .

Jackson (1970) stated theissue eloquently:

‘Beneath almost every educational problem of consequence
there rumbles. the undeniable fact of individual ' - -
différences and the question of what to do about -

Our. everyday experience tells us that each person 1s, as Kluckhohn
and Murray suggested, like no other person in some ways. This fact of
Personal or studedt uniqueness should not lead to Jackson’s conclusiosd
that any understanding of individual differences among students is
impossible, and that teachers must continue to pursue adaptation as an
intuitive act. . -

The chapters in this book deal with characteristics applicable %t
o the 'second ‘level, or how students are 1ike some other students. To
%’ R understand a student’s motivational orientation or ‘cognitive style is
‘ admittedly only a partial description of that studeat, yet knowing about
_ 8 student in.terms of .one characteristic, for instance, motivational
¥ - . orientation, gives a first step to understanding how to adapt the educa~ /
o ' tional enviromment to facilitate the student’s learning and development.

./ .
} . . Returning to Sarason’s quote on part-whole relation, we need to
bear in mind dlways that each separate characteristic is only a part .
of that whole. Put another way, if a particular student were to be
charactarized in a profile of the characteristics discussed in this
\ book, the student’s pattérn would very likely be imique.

. Characterizin® this third-level uniqueness is not simply s matter
of recording ten scoles or categories on a profile like-gn MMPI profile. .
What is very much needed is a complete (dr whole) conceptlon of a person
within which each part cam be construed. Por example, Ossorio (1973) has
pProposed that ,an, adequate (whole) conception of a person must include at
least: ’ . : ’ ’ .

~

1 .
1. .Who is the person? (identify)

2. What does the person want? (intention)
3. What does the person.know? (knowledge)

L~ -« 4. What does che‘ﬂerson know how to do? “(coépecénce)

5. What is the person :ryi;g to do? (actiom)




/f/ ‘ We might add, based on observationg in this book, "How is the person Jﬁ .
S trying to do it?" (style). " If you stop and think about how you form an
' impression of a person whom you meet briefly for the first time, these
seem imtuitively reascnable. Like Sarason, Ossorio maintained that each .
part must be considered in relation to the whole, rather than that all
= parts be understood simultaneously. As the chapters in this book suggest,
: there may be other parts to b@ considered, and this building of a whole
: , conception of & per:lcn is a challenge. for future theorists and researchers.
s For now, 1t is less important that'we know all the parts than that we
acknowledge that several parts nmsr:#be' considered and that the relatiogg o
M between the gd%ts is critical to underscanding a person. How a change in .
* 1intention affects one’s knowledge and vice versa are, ceantral iSsues. -

I have adapted Ossorio’s conceptions to characterize persons-in—
relation, or specifically, teacher-student-relations (Bunt, 1978b, 1978c,
- -1978d) as the relationship between the theoris:/researcher, the zeacher,
r ‘and the student as shown in Figure 1.
- : I realize that Figure 1 is highly speculacive and far beyond our
' present capacity for measurement. Yet I believe it important to ‘attempt
such a comprehensive conceptiotkof the participants. This diagram
emphasizes several points: -

l. Bach part muat be conaidered" in relation to the
whole and the relation between part:s umderstood.

‘ *2e Relationahip between theory gnd practice is best
: - . considered in terms of persons-in-relation,
- batween theoriag;esaarcher, teacher, and
student. L

3. Relationbhip between theofy and practice is reciprocal, !
not only between theorist and practitioner,(teachar)
but between theorist and: client (student).

‘e ’rhe teaching-learning transaction 1is reciprocal ' ,
between scuden: and teacher. ' .

Figure 1 mplifies Table 1 by emph&sizins that the student is an
important participant and that the student’s perception of himself and
of the teacher are important ingredients to be understood.  Im short,
I believe that an adequate understanding of matching is most likely to
,come from a comprehensive theory of persons-in-relatiom “As Mischel
(1977) stated: . _ o '

Ultimately, the study of individuality will have to

deepen our understanding.of how people abstract the

"gist" of each other and themselves, of how they

form schemata, expectations or other cognitive , :
representations. (p. 252) * k | e

50«
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| Y CHAPTER 2 - '
: Equity and .the Educdtional Process S ' ¢
| & - - Robert Glaser
| »

o 'ihg pﬁrpoﬁé-of this chapter is to show that @ttainment of‘équnl
. opportunity in education will require changes ia the educational :

* process--teaching practices, classroom organ
of instruction. For the wost part, when con
-aducational opportunity has been axpressed,
has been deemphasized. Instead, attempts at
schools through entrance examinations, deseg

ization, and the management’
cern about the equality of
this aspect of sc¢hooling }
controlling tbe input to
régation procedures; and

-, open admissions plans (Coleman, 1968, 1975; Hawkins, 1977; Mosteller &
Moynihdn, 1972) have as their premise the motion that major changes in. )
tha outcomes of education will ba more a function of selection and : v\gt}:

placement than of the process of imstruction.

It has been assumed that teiching pract
though significant .changes take place in the

;ceé need little change even :
composition and requirements. _ -

of the student body. This assumption is go longer viable in today’s
¢ducacional climate. Not only broader access to education,  but also the
need to attain higher levels of achievement make it increasingly difficult

to require that a divnrse-s:udent,pOpula:ion
‘educational process.  The negiect of process

conform. to‘a standardized
‘change 1s painfully apparent-

when no consequent change in educational process follows changed college g
admission standards .or a changed student pepulation in an inner-city high - 7
school. If schievement levels are to be maintained and improved, then as ;
input to, the system changes, the Process charactexistits of the system

Sust also changa. The process characteristics of central interest here .

are those that determine the degree of flexibility within the aducational '

systém, and the system’s ability to adapt to
\\ aptitude,, socioeconomic background, calture,
Nand coping with schooling.
. . . ‘ . s . .

- LN . .
- . RN

- . N v
The key ideas presentadm?n.thig chapter are
author’s book entitled, Adaptive Education:
New York: ~ Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1977.’

+ the work of Joan Jewall of the Universit;ibf
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individual; diversity'in
and the skills of 'le\arning :

€

o\ I B A\_A .
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further explicated in the - ,
Individual Diversity and lLearning.
Its preparation has profited from
Pittsburgh in an earlier draft.
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The issue of creating enviromments far,learningfnnrc adaptive to
individual needs tham those generally-provided by schools at the present

 time will be discussed in this chapter from four perspectives: first, a

discussion of a psychology of learning that has fostered a salective,
relatively inflexible educational process that is in contrast to moderm

* psychological thinking that mandates more individualization of the

learning process; second, 4 geperal description of pncterna of education

that offer various kinds of selacfive or adaptive environments for |, .
laarnins, third, lusgts:ioni‘fo: school management and teachdng practices

that can possibly contribute’ imm&dintely to classroom capabilities for

pruvidins more flexible anvirouments fer learning; and fourth, examples

of the kind of :onaaréb and ~development needed to assist in the &bove ,

uork so that new knowlédge and information about school effecciveness can ‘ ’

- contribute to the design and 1nplemsn:ation-of educational prozrams that

'meet che rich variety of srudent needs fo:mlearning. : o T
~ - . ’.‘- - . ] .
o . "&‘ - arn
gsxchologz and Education  ~ -~ . -
‘ ‘The psychnlogy of 1earning and human davalopmen: has always been a kﬂ
part of teacher-education programs, and the beliefs about human behavior

- that arc-transni:ted to teachers directly or inditactly affect our |
.schools. ' In this resnrﬂ‘Jchis section examines oldar and newar psychelogical

notions and their implications for the dasign of educationdl enviromments .
adap:ﬂvn to individual differences. The discussion is not intended to v

| capture theoretical suybtleties; instead, it is intended to highlight the

ways in which these’ canceptions are diﬂtilled in;o educationai principles

' and practices.

How do ccamonly hald psychological beliefs about the learner aﬁd _ ,
learning enter educational practice? They ara infused into educationmal’ : .
‘lore by textbooks based on dominant educational theories, and by professors '
of education in colleges that train teachers. Even though conceptions of
the learner and learning are changing, lag time from the expression of
these new ideds in texts and courses to observable change in practice is
very great. The old conceptions may no longer be widely held, but they
are fixed in practice. Hence, in order to define new modes of educationm,
it is a useful exercise to match beliefs about the nature of humsn
davelopmént and iearning with the practices they nurture. . Further, it is
appropriate to examine the mismatch between educational practice and new
developments in our knowledge about learning. To begin this examination,
we shall contrast old and prevalent concepgions of the nature of the ‘
learney with new thinking. The following contrasts can be made:

l. Older psychalogical conceptions .that influence current educational
practices have tended to view human beings as having consistent and ' T
ralatively fixed general drives, dispositions, and traits. In contrast,

Y L]
{-‘ & . l
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newer data on ecological and cultural influences require that individuals
be viewed as being highly adaptive to surrounding conditions and ' :
environmental demands. ' :

-

2. The picture of learning through the relatively passi&e formation
of sgimulus-tesponse connections, encouraged by old-fashioned psychologicgl
theories, has shaped instruction in our schools. Modern psychology, in
contrast, now conceilves of the human as an active processor of information:

and egvitonmental evants.".é& >

- 3. The prevalent educational conception of individual differences |

in aptitude has been derived from the technology of psychometrics and
standardized testing; this work. has emphasized the measurement of
individual differences as entities predictive of success ia school and
work environments. Individual differences in abilitiaes and aptitudes as
they relate to education ara now being conceived in terms of cognitive

processes (intellectual and affective) that can bd utilized and developed”
to facilitate learning and performance. °- S R

“

Each of thege three points 1s‘elaborated in the following pages.

~

".Constanc Traits Versus Piasticitz‘ang Adaptability

~ Older” conceptions of the learmer rested on two related beliefs:

that human beings have consistent and Persistent general dispositions

or traits, a d that theirAfEtelligence is an immutable capacity determined
- by gensetic eritance. People were viewed as having a certain type of
personality (e.g., introvert or extroVert) or as having certain personality
,traits (e.g., unsociable, passive, and pessimistfic; pf“sociabla, active,
‘and optimistic). These broad underlying dispositions were believed to
pexvasivaly influence an {ndividual’s behavior and lead to consistency in
that behavior across situations. - .

In contrast, newer conceptidus exphasize that humans have evolved

~with & fundamental distinctiveness for trainability, educability, and
plasticity of behavior through learning and cognitive growth (Bem &

Allen, 1974; Dobzhansky, 1973; F. McV. Hunt, 1961; Mischel, 1973).

Recent work in psychology embhasizes that humans are very malleable as a
function of learning and diverse environmental conditions, and documents
the relatively specific envirommental influences upon behavior. Individuals
do show generalized,-cSnsisteat behavior on the basis of which they are
frequently characterized as having certain personality traits; but they .
are also very good at reacting to 'a variety of situations and experfences
in different ways. - Older theories of personality err in assuming too

much consistency in individual behavior and in deemphasizing the capability

-
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of individua;a to davise plans and actiona depending on the needa,
* demands, and rules of varying situations (Mischel, 1973).

Situational adaptability is evidenc ia the newer research om o "
intelligedce. The specific capabilities of humans are acquired in , '
the surrounding media of a culture. The capabilities or incalligences .

, deveropnd may be relatively specific to the particular context in whigh
learning occurs. An exampla of research that demongtrates man’s ' ,
responsiveness to the environmental context is the experimental . o '
psychoanthropological work of Michael Cole and his associlates (1971). '

One conclusion of these investigations-is that observed cultural differences

in cognitive processes derive more from experience in situations to which 4
. .. .particular cognitive processes are 2pplied than from the existance of a

process in ome cultural group and its absénce in another. If this is so,

then educational psychology and education should attempt to detéermine the

11fe conditions under which various processes are manifested and should

then develop procedures that capitalize on and fos:er those proceases

to maximize laa:ning in educational scctings.

The Passive Versus the Active Learner Y
Older psychological theorieg provided a relatively passive picture
.of memory and mental events thatSonsisted essentially of the acquisition
( of stimulus-response asgsociations (Hull, 1943; Skinner, 1953; Thorndike,
*° 1922). This concept of the passive learner prodyced methods of instruction®
that stressed rote nmrization, with #” reliance on tapea:ed exposure to
specific stimuli as tha basis for acquiring information. Current work in B
‘- psychology is nakins it incransingly clear that humans are active pProcessors . ‘
of eavironmental events and information; they employ developed strategies
to :emambor and utilize knowledge of events. It is ‘dpparént that acquiring
informn:ion, learning-subject-mattar skills and solving problems within
the context of a subjaect matter area, must be tradted as active, conatquccive
cognitive activiBias. Examples of resaarch that supply evidence of the-
dynamic properties of cognitiye processes will be found in the wotk of
Bransford nnd Franks (1971) and Estes (l??&),, ‘

The active nature of memnry pgesents a view of the nature of
learning that contrasts with classical studies'af learning. Learning )
and memory are. now seen as integrative processes'in which there is
: constructive interaction between the individual and events that are
‘ _ encountered in the world. As an individual learms, there is a continual -
evolution of the structures of knowledge sgored in ona’s memory and the
nature of these structuren affects the way in.which new informatiom is
‘acquired. Individuals build up different conceptual structures as a
result of their differént experiencaa, -and hence, fhey can be expéc€%d to
. bring their knowlgdge to bear upon new learning in different ways. , u o
. » o p../ .
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Eavironmental differences can ptéduce different kinds of memories in

. individuals, even though. the underlying psychological processes for
storing, interpreting, and remembering information may be common to all

people (Gagné & White, 1978; Lindsay & Norman, 1972, chapter.ll).

Aptitudes as Predictors Versus Aptitudes as Cogﬁi:;ve'Procegsgg

The nature of'psychological testing and. its underlying descipline
of psychometrics has led to particular discontinuities between past
and current thinkfng about the Way in which individual differences .
are viewed and measured for the purposes of education. These '
discontinuities can be seén in terms of two major themes~~the notion
- of paychometric prediction and the notion of aptitude as a fixed :
characteristic (Crombach, 1975). . R ‘ o , S

The aptitude fest tradition has been uniquely oriented toward
éstablishing some mdasure of an individual’s current performance that
predicts later achievement within the environments for learning generally
available in.an educational ‘system. In our commonly used aptitude tests,
items are chosen primarily for this predictive power. Less_emphasis is{/‘
placed upon' identifying individual differences in those intellectual
Processes that-can be related to the different educational environments -
that individuals require (Angoff, 1971; Carnegie Council on Poldcy
Studies in Higher Education, 1977;" Schudson, 1972; Tyler}‘1976). ”’
\ .Today,¥this situation is changing. Psychology has shifted its
position to a view that emphasizes the development of cognitive .processes.
-Competent parformance is seen in relation to the .identification of
malleable proceséégdcbat contribute to it and not as something only to be
predicted. What is being studied now is the way in which individuals
might be cated to improve their cognitive skills, making the attainment
of competent performance easier and more effective. Recent definitions
of intelligence and aptitude have stimulated a plethora of research ‘on
the effects of instruction on the underlying processes involved. Piagetian
theory and cognitive theory in.general emphasize matching the child’s
level of cognitive development with life experiences. . These effects are not
concerned with differential prediction. Instead, they emphasize '
developmental changes in pProcesses that influence performance. This
view of cognitive processes as influenced by an individual’s learning
and *development suggests that identifying the .differences in individual
capabilities to use these Processes  is a requisite of effective education. -
The conditions required to learn school tasks could then be adapted to
these differing individual characteristics; the individual can also be
taught how to engage more effectively in these processes in order to
profit from the kind of learning opportunities provided. At the present
time, investigation 1§ being carried out on the extent to which aptitudes

,‘ 1] /
/ ' [} -
I
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and abilities, including the kinds measured on psychalagical-testa,,are
modifiable and subject to educational influence (Estes; 1974; 8laser &
Resnick, 1972; E. Hunt, Frost, & Lunneborg, 1973; Pellegrino & Glaser,
in preaa) : . ' . t

oy . - / .

. The change tequited is not only that we identify"fuman talents
and explicate cognitive processes, but also that we adopt a change in
tactics. The pld aptithde concept primarily permits measurement of
“the ability of an individual .relative to others, and this measurement
provides a few clues ahout~edhcative pro¢esses. Hence, it suggests
litfle more than to trieat people as .if they have or do not.have an
. aptitude. In contrast, a new concept of aptitudes--one that emphasizes
performance processes——could offer possibilities for educational |
-wodifications and adaptations to increase individual accomplishments
tnrough the devalopment of abilities for successful problem aolving ‘and
the availability of ‘opportunities for personal growth.

*

ffects of Past»Psyghalogical Cenceptions on Edueational Prgetice

The preceding brief review of contrasting conceptions of the
learner provides a framework for considering the ways in which these
conceptions relate to educational practice. The overemphasis of the
consistency of general traits and the de-emphasis of the adaptivity &nd
plasticity of human behavior have resulted in the establishment of
relatively fixed environments in which education takes place. In essence,
once an individqal 1s characterized according to a general potential or
disposition, he or she is placed in the educational setting suited to his
or her "nature,".and there is little reevaluation of the match between
the individual and the énvironment £dr Igarning. This: imposed rigidity
offers little opportunity ‘fo¥ individuals to. influence’ their“éﬁvi mment
so that it can accommodate their individual requirements (Dagey, 1900
1902/1964 1938/l973 Thorndike, 1911). -

;:p‘

t

Although the contimious idteraetion between ELdividual perfoghance
and envirommental conditions changes both behavior and the enviromment,
the implicit potential -this cannot be realized in the context. of the
unyieldirg environment®'of most present-day schools. Furthemmore, By,

" emphasizing the passive organism éstablishing associative connections and
dpemphasizing the human being as ‘an active processor of events, the
prevalent model of teaching has essentially become the direct transmissioun
of oral or written information fgom the teacher or a book tg the learner.
‘Models of instrGetion in which teaching is conceived as an enterprise

with active comstructiod of information in a problem—aolving fashion are
relatively less common.
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\The usuafrootion of aptitudes as predictors rather than as assessments
-of curreat capabilities overemphM¥sizes categorical placemhnt of an
individual in a particular educational track and precludes the acceptance
of responsihility by the educational system for influencing or adapting
to fnitially assessed performance. - This classificatoryotactic fails fo .
account for different talents that could enable different individuals to .
profit optimally from their school egperiences. o . T

é
In gonaral then, prevalent psychological ‘conceptions of. the learner,

as filtered through schools of education into school practice, have .
buttressed a selective, limited-alternative mode of schooling, characterized
by minimal variation in the conditions under which indjviduals are .
expectad to learn., A relatively narrow. range of: instructional options is
provided, and the number of ways to succeed is delimited. - Congequently,
. the adaptability of the system to the student is limited to these options,
and the availability of alternative paths that can be selected for or by
students with different hackgronnds and talents is restricted. ,In :such
an -environment, the available options require particulir scudedg abilities,
and these pa:cicular abilities, are emphasized and fostered to the exclusion
of{pthar abilities. “In this sense, the system becomes selective with
.respect to individuals who have those abilities required for. success--as
success 1s defined and as it can be attained by the means of the prevailing
instructional condigions. Little cianfe in the educational environmgnt
18 necessary, since only those students who have a reasonasble probability
of success are effectively admitted into :he mninstream of education.

In contrast to the above mode, newer psychological concepts :econmeﬁ&
more adaptive educational modes that can provide for a range and variety.
of instructional methods and opportunities fQr success.. Breaking out of CT
the confines of the selective, limited-alternitive mode of schooling
requires that we examine contemporary conceptlons and their implicationa
for the design of new flexible euﬁironmants.

o~

p Desigg of Adaptive School Egvironments S ' | \\}t
a nme

An adaptive mode of educatiof assumes that the educational enviro
can provide for a wide range of‘inscructional methods and opportunities
for success.  Alternate means of learning are matched to students on thé
basis of knowladge about each iftdividual’s background, talents, interests,
and past performance. This requires that each individual’s abilities and
styles are assassed, both upon entrance; to and during the course of
learning, and educational. paths are elected or assigned. As learning
proceeds, information is obtained about the learner which is used to
select subsequent alternata laarning opportunities. The defining
‘chatacter¥stics of the adaptive mode .are: (a) -the primary role of 'the
student’s currentyperformance in decermining the subsequent nature of the
@ducational setting, and (b) the constant evaluatidn of the match between
individual performance and the educational enviroment. :

~ ' ‘ &
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LT The success of this adaptive incereccion is determinad by the

.« exteat to which the studept does indeed experience some kind of match and -
\\ challenge between his specific abilities and interests and the activities
in which he engages. An'ndeptive school environment ‘attempts to carry
out this matching of chiidren s abilities to alternate ways of learning.
L In the course of accomplishing this, it also attempts to bring the
students’ abilities into a range of competence that will enhance their
. potential to profit from the available instructional alternatives.
' ' - Adaptive interaction between abilities and -activities that léads to
' learning occurs in sevaral Heye: (a) by school programs thit relate to
and encourage an individusl’s competencies and ‘interests, (b) by
Ppreéparatory programs that davelop the knowledge and skills required by an
individual to take advantage of available opportunities for learning, )
and (c) by learning situations that facilitate development by providing
conflict (in the Piagetian senge) batween an individual’s availsble
knowledge and skill and the conpecenee requited for the appropriate
» eolucion of problems. ;/ : . S - o
BV “ . . . ‘
In any form of ed cation, selective or adaptive, the differences
between individuals that take on importance are those abilities that
have survival value thin the, system. = As a comsequence, it can be
anticipated that Mn adaptive and interactive educational settings :
: where there is room/for adjustment betwaen abilities and-modes of ’ '
.y ‘ learning, wider ra ges of gbilities can be accommodated and new capacities . .
can be developed and utilized. What. 1is required is the design of new
enviromments flexible enough to provide the give-and<take necessary to _
T . reach out to mosg learners in order to optimize cognitive grawth .and the - .
" davelopment of competence (Benjamin, 1949; Cronbach, 1967; Gleser, 1968,- '
1972, 1977). : : L. 3 :

. The general :esk of designing” adapéive educational enviromments ' )
. must take account of both intellectual akills and idiosyncratic cognicive
styles. The following set of questions needs to be eddreseed.

1. How can knyhfedge of an individual’s competence and modes
of performance be matched to and challenged by the method ]

™ - content, and timing of his or”BEY” instruction? /
2. Rowkgen the educational enviromment be adjue:ed %o an. : o
. individual’s particular talents and particular strengths ‘
, and weaknesses? _
v R
3. How can an iddividual’s abdlities be modified and
N\ , strengthened to meet the prerequisite demands of available
means.of instruction and available educational - :
.opportunities? S . . - . C
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It is technically demanding to design and build flexible educational
- o environments thztdﬁﬁclude_the necessary teacher, administrative, amd

 material needs. ut research, development, and implementation toward
thesq ends is what new conceptions of the laearnér recommend. As Dewey

'said in his book Experience and Education (1938/1973): . JH// )

. The trouble with traditional education was not that
- educators took upon themselves ihe responsibility for.
providing an enviromment. The trouble was that they
did not consider the other factor in credtingg an
experience; namely, the powers and purposes of those
taught. It was assumed that a certain set of :
conditions was intrinsically desirable, apart from
its ability to evoke .a certain quality of response in-
individuals. This lack of mutual adaptation made the -
process of teaching and learning accidental. Those
. - to whom the provided conditions were suitable managed
. to lears. ,Otherffgst on qﬁ best they could. -(pp. 45-47)

.

‘ - ' : B - Patterns of Adaptation

i A particular patgern of formal education can be described by the e .
. " .configuration of instructional alternatives provided and the procedures '
- by’wh;ch~deciaions are made’ about' students--by themselves, their teachers,
. or their counsglors: Some educational systems provide relatively few
~ alternatives for-getting through the system, and the primary decision to
be made is whether a student is or is not suitable for the relatively
- fixed program, Other educational systems offer more alternatives by
q o providing for different educational goals or by making available various
|+ 1instructional procedures for ‘the attainment of competence. . The combination
of available alternatives provided in systems of schooling and the .
decision~making procedures used to place individuals in these alternatives
; are the fundamental characteristics by which educational emterprises can
, be described and anglyzed. These cheracteristics «will be the foeci in
‘attemptfing to formally describe the ways in which educatibnmal emvironments ’
can adapt to indﬂviddal diversity. . . - o y .
‘ .o - . !
’ Five models of educational encerpt%pes will be discus;ed, with
pq;ticular”emphasis;on the structure of decisions and alternatives
(Glaser, 1976). The various models are represented by flow diagrams -
that show the questions asked at decision points and the possible
resulting -outcomes' as & student progresses through the school years.
N - When such models dre written‘as flow diagrams, they are only sterile
- = skaletal structures' of the educational process; but restriction of
v the models to certaid essentials serves to draw atteantion to key aspects,

’ . ! / O
. ‘ ’ ;
. .
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- which can then be alabotated. Using conventiomal flowchart notation, 2

a4 diamond~-shaped boxes represent decision questions, and rectangles represent
- alternative outcomes or the state of an individual at a particular time.

. Various past and present school practices through which adaptation to
individual differences has taken place are des in tha context of
thesea models. Although we describe thesé modell separately for the
purposes of explication, they are not mutually exclusive and are ¢ombined
in a variety of ways at different levels of education.

.

 Model Qne: Selective with Limited Alternatives
" Consider the first model in Figu:e 1., Individuals come to an

educational setting with particular abilities and talents; we call this

fthe "initial state of competence” (Box A). Through téacher judgment or
more formal tests of readiness and scholastic aptitude, the characteristics
of this ,initial state are assessed in B. On the basis of this assessment,
a decision iz made eithaer to place an individual in the standatd educational
environnent, D, for which particular. abilities are demanded, or to designate
.the individual as a poor learner, C, for whcm some special treatment is
required or for whom the educational s?saem is inmappropriate. For those
placed in'the gtandard system provided . in ), an assessment .of a state of

attained competence is made at E at certain designated times, with the- _
resulting congequences’ available at F and G--repeat or fail, or award . .
creden:ial of graduation. ‘ , , . \

-0 course, in-practice, this stark model 18 overlaid with less
dras routines; but for the moment, consider it as given here. A
The ackivity carried out i{n D is generally limited in the al:ernativé
" modes of learning provided so that the particular abilities assessed,
selected, or’'attended to in B are those individual competencies that
are eaphasized and fostered in D to the. exclusion ofﬁﬁtherlpossible
abilicies-

’

. Thus. at B, we monitot the abilities raquired for learning in
‘the enviromment pravided for attaining .the competence assessed at E.

) "~ The success of the system (that is, maximizing the number of stuydents
with credentials at G) is realized by admitting those individuals who
display at B a ratatively high performance in the abilities required
, to succeed in the given educational enviromment. Because only those
individuals "who have a reasonable probability of success in achieving
an award at G dre seriously considered for entry into the system, the '
particular educational enviromment provided at D can be maintained, b

~and little change in the educational enviromment is necessary. For the

Ay purpose of decisions about individuals, then, those abilities are

’ agsessed that predict success in this particular envirooment. Model
One thus depicts a system like tht one discussed earlier~-a

1 ' ™ ) -
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ulgti‘.vely unifom, limited-option program with fixed inst;:uccionlg
goals and sequential selection of students. o

Model Two: Development’ of Initial Competence ‘\ '
Consider now a sscond flow modal, Fiéute 2. It hae .th¢ same
characteristics as Modael One: an entering gatd, an enviromwgnt for .
learning, and measures of attainmeiit. At B in Model Two, however, ’
) ‘- not only is there an qssessment of individuals with respect ty the' R
o ' presence or absencs of abilities that allow them to pass throu e : -
‘. entering gate, but there is also some diagnostic decision made t.the

naturs of the abilities tested. For those individuals whose state Of . :
initial competence does not allow them to pass immediately through the N
gate, an educational enviromment is instituted (H) to develop their|
competence- to the point (I) where they can pass through the gate, or!to.

" the point where it can be assumed that these entering abilities .will be
developed further after gate entry. In this way, through some conbination
of prior and continued Gonitoring and instruction, entry gate abilities
are modified so that ‘the number of individuals who gucceed is maximized.

. " In practice, one way in which this mode of adaptation operates is by
S teaporarify pulling some students off the mainstream for remedial work. o _
-1 Supplementary instruction is provided to repair a lack of informationm, a ; .
Lo lack of motivation, or gaps in skill. Once students- have been brought uff s

to "lavel,"” they ard taturned to the mainstream program. The typical ‘r
pattern is a major instructional track with sida branches in which
the knowledge and ability required for leacning in the’ aminstream program '
ara provided. If for some reason or other a child does not have appropriate
readiness skills for the optioms available, these skills may need to be &
taught.  For example, in order for a child to profit from the alternatives
*  that are available in reading instructionm, it might be necessary to teach
WS sone of the basic visual and acoustical process skills that are required
for decoding words. If certain self-management skills are necessary for
instruction to proceed wall in a preschool clsssro?. these might be
taught. L o | . e

~ The davaelopment of initial compe:ané:'v is a form of adapting to
individual differences in circumstances in which instructional alternatives
are limited and the child must davelop the prerequisite skills and-
‘knowledge in order to profit from available alternatives. When this mode ‘ e
of adaptation has been advocated in the modern forms of compensatory
education”’proposed for disadvantaged young children, the hope has been
that appropriate stimulation” and remedial imstruction will develop the
intellectual skills, knowlaedge, and attitudes that will provide: the
readiness required for the mainstream track of primary schooling.
. , . .

-
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Figure 2. Model Two; Development of initial competence.
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Model Three: Acconmmodation to Different StzgeS'of Learging .

Hodel Three, shown in Figure 3, attempts to respond to the limits:ions
of Modei Two by providing alternative, flexible instructional environments -~ =
that accommodate to different learners’ abilities. Model Three- provides‘
¢ducational alternatives in the fdmm of .a Variety of gpdudational environ~

L o ments and instructional mathods.(D . Dz, 3t "D ). In this model, .

e ptocedures for passing throngh :he encering ga:e are different frod those of
A ,. . 7 the previous models in which there is only a single pach through the system. -

. S In the.educational setting outlined in Figure 3, the a:tempt is made, ‘

' . to match individual abilities to one or more of the enviromments prcvided.
Individuals who can’ initially succged in any one of .the environments pass
through an encering gate. This model assumes that alternative means of
insfruction are adaptive'and are in some way matched to the abilities of

) different dndividuals. * It may be assunfed that this matching*pracess

;. occurs not only at the entering gate, but also co tinuéusly during the

. cours® of learning. As information is obtained out the learner, R i

- decisions are made to enhance probabilities of suctess in glterhate .

instzuc:ional environmenlsqgith variqus learq}ng opportunities. ' .
o — ) \
A significant propercy of this third model is the inceraccion between
a learner’s performaqhe and the eubsequen: nature of the educational o :
- getting. An adap:iVe interaction occurs when there is a match betwebén an . a
; individudl’s abilities and the, act:ivities in which he or ahe ‘engages. . = ' .
P . 'The success of the interaction is determined by the extent-to which ;";'
attainment is maximized. This ability-enviromment macching also t -
", . place in the second model, since thésattempt, is made therg to. teach the .y
- abilicies ‘that enhance attainment in the single available environmenq. “}‘
In both Models Two and Three, through the pattern. of decisions
'made about-individuals and the alternatives available, the institutiona¥ _
s
n

PR |

adapts to individuals rather tham, as in Model One, requiring.individu
ﬁilgta‘adjust to the institution. Models Two and Three differ, however, i
.  that Model Two attempts to bring an. individual’s abilities ipto a range
LAV of mpetence that’ enhgnces his or her potential to profit from the R .
S @ " a @ble inst‘rﬁc:ional setting, whereas Model Three attempts to match _,
PIN ‘in duals’ abilities co%%lternate ways.of clearning and to adapt to ' . ‘
‘ " individ is by altering inscruccional prdcedures. , \ f‘

An axample of one way in which the nhird model is realkzed. iQ practice
- 1s the way in which an effective teacher will ackflowledge and adjust to .
’ the differences among pupils in a classroom by providing alternate
;o inscruccional paths. Goeod teachers adapt‘to individual differencqs ‘in a
A great variety of ways.- The tedcher functions as a diagnostician by
- obserying students’ “dnformal performance and -formal test performanFe as
‘.well as by picking up cues from other.observations. On the'basis of
. these assessments, the teaclfer makes instructienal decisions and alters a

~

-



}
4
[}
i
'
i
}
[

§O . - - -

\' a
g N ™ B
‘ 3 - . » '
o - . ..
e . . 4
g . : ) 'r‘ Tognt . A . -
.. Figure 3, Model Thres: Acc.ommudauml 10 SWWQQ of lcamrng d‘ ‘
- . . . . ‘k};‘ : : f‘. : L]
* . ' . .
‘ B (.w‘ . / P h
‘ - ﬁ
' o e i . R .
- JRCELNEE Pl S r~ .
. ERIC T NP : ‘\
v roviersy cuc I B . sy N . ~ s .
W {Tr 3 - L . ‘m_—-——-‘-‘“".

-4

¥ . .
*
f
'
.
"
L[]
*
- .
-
<
*
o
\] re
.
.
.
»
i
o .
@
.
'
.
)
e
[
.
i
\
.
¢ .
\
B



-
AT

= | 2.16

"
3. 4

R . ) ‘ - v

"v
B

. student”s instruccional_program on both short-term and iang;cgfm bases.
- This procedure by which instructional nethods .are altered for different
. students 1s based on the teacher’s experience and intuitive -expertise, and

dacisions made in this way are no doubt benefictal to students and adaptive ‘

to their requirements. Nevertheless, it is a difficult task. Under v o

various circumstances, these decisions may Be inefficient and, at times, ‘

maladaptive and incorrect for appropriate guidance of student learning

and motivation. Sometimes, students may be writtem off and allowed to

Jjust mark time, either because they do not have the prerequisites to work

at .the level.of difficulty of the class, or because th® teacher is not

prepared to teach at their level. B .
While this adaptive process depends upon the skills of -expert or

madibcre'Caachers'énd i{s more or less difficult depending upon the

student population, it is always, influenced by the tools, "procedures, and

organizational flexibility available to the teacher and to the school

tnstructional staff {n general. The process cam be improved by appropriate

diagnostic tests, by the availability of a wide range of instructional '

situations, and by organizational and techpnical arrangemenc§«for

individualizing in®truction so that the process of individualization is

more adaptive to student differences than 18 now possible in most schools.

Model Four: evelopment of Initial Competence and Accommodation to Different | . .
Styles of Leaprning 2 ' ‘ - e

t A fourth model considers the combination of the second and third
modelda; this model is shown 'in Figure 4. In this case, attainment is.
maximized both by improving abilities required by the  entering gate and
by providing multiple environments so that abilities and instructiopal
environmgnts chu be matched. In any actual realization of the third model,
ona could only assime a reasonably small set of alternate environments and
the abilities required for these different environments would need to be
developed as in the second model. These alternative environments
(represented by Dl’ DZ’ D3, o e . Dn) refer to a variety of

conditions that foster learning and that can be matched to inijbidual
raquirements. + v '

Alternative envirooments for learning can be implemented at the s
present time by changes in school practices. !In no way is an-individua;lﬁf
fixed in any one track; there can be movemant across these alternate AT

. enviromments as the individual develops the skills 'useful to learn. in

each context. In practice, Model Four--a combination of Model Two

(development of initial competence) and Model Three (aceommodation to SN
different learning styles)--is necassary for adapting to various individual .
differences (e.g., slow or fast learmers, learning-disabled’ or very

~ bright, and‘mninatream~qf minority backgrounds).

! 7
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Consider the tultyral differences. To ensure the benefits of .
effective education for all children, adjustment must be made to .
accommodata the fact that the culture in which' young children develop:
detarmines to a significant extent their language, the kind of information
they acquire, the techniques they use for processigg information, their
skills for learning to lqarn, and .their themes of interest, as well as the
values and behavidral Styles present when they enter and contimue 1in

' 5chool. When meinstréam and misority culfures exist together in a
pluralistic society, the demands of a particular school program and the
more general school enviroomment may be continuous or discontinuous with .
the competencies and values that a child brings to school. ° -

i N "c ‘deprivation” or "disadvaptagement” {s then operationally
-+ defined rms of a discontinuityrbecween’what the individual and the
culture expect of the school and what the school. requires. Copventiqnal
mainstream schooling, for example, explicitly or implicitly requires
immediate acceptance of an achievement ethic with deferred future rewards
--a characteristic most consonant with middle~class, mainstream values.’
For a child coming from a culture emphasizing other values, this
~discontinuity may have a profound effact dn the child’s behavior toward
~ schaol and the school’s:behavior toward the child. In an ‘educational
environment that off rs options for learning, such values apnd styles--from
whatever source they arise--would be assumed to be competencies of.
intrinsic worth thal“k@Ve.been extremely functional {n the child’s . '
environment. Thesd competencies can then be treated as the child’s-
‘assets and can serve as a basis for designing a program of education.

-~
*

-. The "disadvantaged" perspective ‘can occur, only when educational .

, programs are restricted to limited instructional modes that make particular
learning styles and particular initial competencies take on special -

' importance. ‘In contrast, developing the learner’s initial competencies \*
Lo succeed in available instructional. programs, as well as providing
flexible instructional alte &ives. increase the likelihood of success
for each child. The attainmént of desired school ougcomes is more likely
because the enviromment reaches out in many ways to the broad range of
competencies in different children (Pifar, 1977). ) -

AN kY

‘Model-Five: Alternate Attainment Possibilities

Model Five depicts a'coﬁplex attainment system, in contrast to the
simple‘a:tginment Systems represented by the previous models. A complex
model ao&;g@ﬁs‘aiffkren: educatigpai oufcomes (El, Ez, E3, e o s En)’

T W 49 B L . -

as shpwn gn“ﬁ%&ﬁi@’s. In simple attaimb@nt systems, the educational

goal is'td teach the basic literacies to all students--a3 is the emphasis

of elementary school. - Complex attainment systems would be more predominant

{n higher education. In general, throughout the, educational span, complex
« e
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attainment systems encourage the development of different constellations
of human abilities, and can award equally reécognized credentials for many
different ways of succeeding and attaining different, outcomes in the
sducational system (Cross, 1971, 1975; McClelland, 1961; Thorndike & :

» Hagen, '1959; Wing & Wallach, 1971). . . ‘ R

N ol

~ . )

A -
\jf/“ ‘The Educaciona_ Modal Pa;c rn Required : ‘.'"

It is not unreasonable to equate the selective, linited~alternative
features: of Model One with certaif features of the immadiate past and ‘
prevailing edudational enterprise. The entering-gate asgessment procedures
used fn our present educational institutions effectively mgasuée those
abilities that contribute to success in'the particular envirgtment )
provided .in our schools; these tests predict, .to some extent, the. outcones A
of learning in ‘the limited~alternative enviromment depicted in Model One. . . :

They make little or no attempt and are not designed to measure those :
abilities related to the possibilities inherent in the other models. .
They are not designed to determine different ways in which students learn .¢
best, mor are they designed to diagnoge the basic.initial competencies o,
g that underlie the learning of various kinds. of tasks in different. o
‘  environments for learning. ‘ . T :

{

" : ‘ If we analyze the performance requirements of various .scholastic v .
s , . settings and then analyze :tha processes that individuals bring to '
these task enviromments; we should be able, in the long rum, to match
. the two and thus change the model of our educational system from the
i first model to one of the other models. Model Two provides for-Assistance :
"~ in the modification of initial competence so that individuals can meet
the demands of the learning enviromments provided. 1In the third model,
individual abilities and styles of learning are matched with various
. \}éarning eoviromments that utilize these talents. A combination of both
'y these tactics (as {n Model Four) appears to be a reasonable way to provide -
‘educational environments that are adaptive to individual differences and ~
that maximize educational outcomes. .
. . . L] -
Analysis of the abilities that comprise, the initial states of '
competence upon antrance to an educational sgstem should change ' the
. ‘prevalen: selective philosqphy of Hodgl One to a more adaptive philosophy.
in which assessments of initial competence are employed to make decisions
} . about what-can be done to increasé a student’s likelihood of school
' - success. When, talents and cognitive styles are matched with learning
# , enviromments, an individual’s background and experiences outside of
school must also be taken into account. Different backgrounds influence
-specific styles and skills. Adaptive models of education should be able \
to relate such differences in competencies and styles of worg to the
design of alternmative enviromments ,for learning. ‘
. 4
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‘ The basic structure of the educa\tional ent.erpriae :equired for
equity in the process. of educe:ioﬁ can best be described by Models
Four' and Five.  If we are prinnrily .Goncerned with the alementary
school”’s special responsibilities to its etuden:s, we aspire toward
Model Four as a working goal--amandable as we obt.ain practical experience.

" " and research information. Madel Five becomes more significant as higher

s

~ levels of educatipnm are reached. While- nulcip}e.e:tainmenc potentials

are not to be ruled out in the elementary school, congentration’ on
single~attainment systems emphasizes the necessity of. different tactics
and sttategies o ina:ruecion for ensuring that each elementary school
child receives the most appropriate. education for. acquiring the - knowledge
and skills that comprise fundaﬁental literacies.~

The trend toward pecognizing a he:erogeneity of excellences as
individuals '‘progress in their educdtional pursuits is parhaps an eventual.
outcome of our vision of adaptive education. However, we suggest that,

- in primary and elementary education, it is necessary to emphasize the

basic literacies, skills, and knowledge required by our ‘society. We
assume that the primary task of the elementary school is to teach
fundaseatal- information and kanowledge; certain kinds "of skills, such as .
reading, language. usage, mathematics, and the techniques of science and
art; strategies for thinking,. conceptunlizing, and problem—-solving; and.

" attitudes toward people and things. We assume further that it 1s necessary .

to design an educatianal duvironment that is adaptable enough to enabla -

_ most elementary students to attain these outcomes or, at the very least,

to increase the 1ikelihood that all students will go as far as they can
in ettaining these knowledges,'skills, and attitudes.

The major burden in this énterpriee falls wupon the educatianel :
procesg-~the act of teaching--rather than‘on the accident of a child’s \
background. It is a matter of shifting attitude and emphasis. The ’
attitude here is that nost children can learn the skills taugit in
elementary Bchool, and ‘the emphasis 1is on prcviding the proper eaviromment
in which this camn occur. The question we need to asddress is: How can
education, given a set of particular educational outcomes for elementary
school children, be made flexible enough so that the possibilfties for
attainment are enhanced for all without ccmpromising standards of
perfermance (G&:dner, 1961)7 ° : . _ .

It 4s clear tha:'Model One 1§ too inflexible to accomplish our
purpose. It essentially assumes that initial competence is unchangeable
and that there is one best way to attain the oytcomes of elementary
school. Madel Two attempts to introduce flexibilify and enhances the
likelihood of etteinment)yy recognizing that initial competence can be
influenced by the school/enviromnment and by instruction. Medel Two
further recognizes that by not developing initial competence, it is
possible for children to build wp cumylative deficifs which become

/
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incraasingly ctipplinsh-crippling both with respecc to the developggnc of
~competence in prarequisites for learning the basic literacies needed for
modern living and with respect to long~term attitudinal blockages to the
learning process itself. Model Three recognizes that "many roads lead to
Rome"; by providing alternate instructional techniques and choices for
student selfi~selection and contrnl. the possibilities for attainment are
"increased. - . vy
. \ .

As w¢ have indicated, it is Model Four--providing fo ,'véiopnent
of initial competencies and accommodation to different ways Of learning
--that offers maximum adaptability o individual diversity and enhances -
the likelihood of successful elementary school learning. The movement
of education toward these multiroute pa:terns is our aim-

This "aau' pattern to which we aspire is dot really new. .For
many years, teacherg have been concerned with the development ‘of initial
- competence, aspaciilly with respect to the problems of readiness and
the sequen of learning. When.we advance the notion of the developmenc
of initial petence, we refer to this longstanding concern, and we
pattitularly emphasize that readiness skills and their underlying cognitive
structures are greatly influenced by past and present enviromments in the
life of a child. We emphasize further the need to ‘devalop more active
practices for diagnosing the details of each child’s ini:ial competence
so that instruction can proceed on a well~informed basis.

Accommoda:ing instruction to different styles of,lenrning also
rafers, ‘as we have indicated, to the proceduras used by good teachers
when they continuously adjust their instruction to the progress and
. styles of the children they teach. This practice needs to be facilitated

- by decreasing the limitations on the adjustments and alternatives in most
present-day classrooms. Procedures and organizational patterns designed
for the individualizntion\of learning can produce school enviromments in.
which children are taught in different ways in the same classroom.
Flaxibility is increased by permitting variation in the time required for
learning, grouping <hildren from across grade levels on the basis of
their level of learning,lsetting different goals rather than uniform
" assignments, assigning and selecting different i{nstructional .materials
and resources, <and responding to various patterns of developing interests
and talents in the course of learning. The design of contexts and
procadures for such flexibiliCy will permit the teacher to make adjustments
and the student to make choices to define different paths through the
elenentary school. : (

. Wa must further dng&pp the capability of schools to adapt to ~g
'1ndividunL differences by altering instructional procedures and programs.
The pequiresments for this are both technical and organizational in-
nature. On the technical side, theories of learning and imstructiod

N
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need to make sc:ong contact wich sehoel requiremencs for this purpose.
Techniques are being developed to analyze how various subject-matter

ateas can be structured to facilitate learning, to analyze the nature of
individual cognitive ‘processes, and to create alternate learning strategiles
s that can be incorporaced into tools, teaching materials, and instructionel
practices in orde: to facilicate instructional’ flexibility.

[

X Otgenizacionally, the time- and classroom—bound structyre of ~
convantional education may not permit the teacher to adjust very readily
to different studente. Opportunicy ‘to consider. or devise alternate
instructional grrangements that are suitable to the individual progress
and idiosyncrecic requirements of the children 1in cheir classrooms is
generally minimal. Even where such arrangements are possible, practical
ways of assessing individual differences and procedures for making

. instructional decisions are not readily available. Some areas are be:cer
worked out than others. Teachers are currently of fered help in the ,
better-~developed areas, such as reading and speech, where diagnostic
services- and suggestions for appropriate inectuctionel modificacion are
avallable in many schools from specialiets-

»

" If adaptive education is to beccme reelly pervasive, it’ needs
to be studied and integrated into school practice in various forms.
The conditions of instruction required for vqrious types of pupils -
and various types,of subject matter must be i entified, designed, .
and evaluated. If this knowledge can then be anted into diagnostic
instruments, instructional materials, and new classroom procedures and-
organizations, then we might come closer to being able to provide the
~variety of environmencs required co meat the,diversity of humen nature.

r
- R CO
\ o

\ Prigciglee for Prect;ce ' o :;
The task now 1is' to examine the implicacio f the i¥8as expressed
so far so that they can be realized in practice. This requires that we -
1d ntify the principles which are basic to the design of flexible structure
practices in elementary scheeiing, so thag programs can meet épe
diveree needs of students. Quality and equality in elemenca:y school
éducacien does not mean effering the same program to all, but rather -
éffering a program which reaches out to every child to maximize his or
her eccainmen; of intellectual, cognitive, and social literacy (Cremin,
1961; Cress Valley, 1974). , ‘ )

4

Learner-centered Education - ‘

The key comcept un ing- the principles for practice discussed
' t th§ adaptive educatdenal process is essentially

N
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,instructional process. This occurs in two ways: one, the child’s

'and materials are provided for as wide a range of objectives as possible, .

2.24
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controlled by the learner; :he child as an individual drives the

distinctive needs, capacities, and abilicies are taken into account on an
immediace, day-to-day basis by teachers and those planning and conducting
educational programs; and two, the clagssroom enviromment is designed so
that children can make instructional decisions and plan their time and
activities for themselves. In these twg ways, the educational s :
flexibly adapts to the individuality of each child nd enables ch dren
to function as self~generating individuals insofar as their ag %:

rams

‘expérience allow. -Summarized below are some principles or necess

components that underlie’ learner-centete& adapttVe educational pr
(Resnick Note, L): .

*" " 1+ The human and material resour of the school are fl 1H

employéd to assist in'the adaptive process. The character of resources
changes when the shift is made to learner-centered education. Resources
need to be more varied and used more flexibly than is currently ty ical.

The conventional boundaries or grade and temm levels and the arbitrary
time limits for subject-matter coverage are adjusted to permit each child

® to .work in the coptext of his or her particular competencies. Time in a -

school day is made flexible to accompmodate various working styles, and is
also used as an asset that children learn to manage. Alternative methods

and are designed to encompass the fnterests and backgrounds of the
children the schdol serves. The physical space of the classroom is used
in a’‘different way; space is apportioned in terms of, locations for
specialized enviromments where different kinds of learning activities

can be undertaken, and where app:opria:e modes of learning and personal
interaction. can occur. Teachers, othar school: personnel, and individuals
from the cammunity with various interests, taleats, and experiences use

‘their special styles and competénciaes for different kinds of interaction

with children. Increased atteation is paid to the particular abilities
required by different learning tasks so that the opportupities for
matching students and learning activities are maximized.

2. Cur gggula‘a:é’desigged to provide realistih sequencing and

multiple options for learnidg. The structure of the curriculum represents

a balance between the extreme of a.single craﬁk highly linear sequence

with little room for adjustment, and the other extreme of an "open,"” .
stguctureless program in which children choosé among activities on the .

basis of moment~to-moment interest or attraction. For the learner to

exercige some control over his or her own learning and for the teacher to

have the flexdbility required for-learner adaptation, the  curriculum must

have many points of-entry, different mathods of instruction, various ’
options that lead toward tﬁeﬁgugl of - eleme ary school competence, and a

. variety of points at which performﬂnee can bg¢ assessed. Such a pliable

curriculum is, neverthaless, sequenced ahd @ tructured for instructional

ST .
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. purposes. There are seqhence requirements that are specified and

inherent in the material to be learned, and there are sequence requirements
related to the different abilities and knowledge states of the learner.
The structural requirements are relevant to future learning and do net
consist of unrealistic hurdles. Curriculum materials that permit movement
in various directions-facilitate the kind of testing and trial that is
necessary for the instructional process to be sensitive to individual
requirements and to pose motivating challenges: When a child is having .
difficulty learning a task, the teacher or the child may detompose the
task into simpler elements; when a child finds a task too simple, it can
be recast into a slightly more complex form. This kind of adjustment is =
difficult to carry out on the spot {n the classroom unless appropriately

designed curriculum materials are available. Principles and examples-‘relat-

"ing to the o:ganiéatieq of sequential learning hierarchies are described in :
- Gagné (1962, 1970), in Resnick, Wang, and Kaplan (1973), in Beck and
Mitroff (Note 2), id Champagne and Klopfer (1974), and in Klopfer (1971).

3. Oﬁén,display and access to information and instructional materials

‘are provided. When various options  for learning are available, the v

problem that arises is the means by which these alternatives are made
accessible. EQE young children .in the early grades, the display and |
access system takes on the form of an enviromment designed for open
browsing. Certain kinds of activities are provided in certain spaces of
the school enviromment. There is a space for reading and language play;
there i{s a space for the investigation of things mathematical; there is a
space for quiet work and study on one’s assignmen®; there is a space for
intellectual play. The spaces are not rigid and closed off; they are

- ‘open adnd next to one another and they serve to make visible the available

possibilities and the ease with which they tan be utilized. There is the
opportunity to observe others so that learning by modeling takes place,
and there is the opportunity to sample old and mew things. The teacher
can control the ékteqt of available browsing opportunities for certain
children (when necessary), by asking them to restrict their attentjon to
particular spaces and materials, in that space. A significant requirement

-pf the adaptive.school is the design of classroom space to encourage the

use of available opportunities.

‘ .

ﬁ. Testing and ménitdring procedures are designed to provide

information for decigion making to teachers and students. In learner-
centered educational systems, tests of various/kinds are designed to
assist access to particular educational activities on the basis of the

" student’s interests and command of prerequisite competencies. Testing
‘methods provide informatidn for instructional decision-making, and these

decisions can be made by the ledrner, by the teacher, or by both together.
These tests provide information that informs the learner whether he or

- she 18 making progress toward objectives ‘and whether he or she meets

prerequisites for some new instruétional;activity. Testing materials .
explicitly display the-toﬁﬁetenQii? toward which the learner is working.

'
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N For effective use in learner-centered educational programs, tests
; need to become an intrinsic part of-ﬁhe_inetructionel process as sources
of information that aid further learning. '~ The function of tests as
evaluative instruments to select and compare etea:nte is less important.
Tests bacome ways in which the student can assess "how he or .she is
doing"; they provide the informdtion required to determine next steps or
‘., new options. In this sense, a student’s performance in the.course of
'~ learning is frequently assessed and monitored to provide for the effective
‘ guidance of learning. Thug, tests frequently are more like workbeok
exaercises that the child and the teacher can examine. So, while test-like
events may increase, their character is much different from the usual
\ . formidable evaluative role they generally play in conventional inmstruction.

5. Emphasis is placed upon developing abilities in children
that assist them in guiding their own learning. Children are taught

the skills that are essential for the effective use of scﬁbeleggeources; v
They are taught management skills that allow them to assess classroom '
‘resources and plan the use of their time (Wang, Note 3). In additionm,
emphasis 13 placed on the development of "learning~to-learn" skills~-
skills that emable individuals to search out and organize information

*  that will be useful to them, and which help them to "program” their own
learning so that they learn more independently of organized formal ,
programs and use formal programs more effectively. Childremn learn to
observe the results of their actions, and this feedback helps them to

© . modify their future activities. As a result, they learnm how to profit
from their experience and t nsider the effecqe of their own activicy ‘ T
upon others and upon ghemselves.

Furthermere, schools become more recep;ive to teaching the kind of

. processes, that influence intelligence and aptitudes, such as perceptual
’ skills, problem—solving, and the ability to remember and use what one

remembers for new learning. The teaching of such cognitive abilities can " -

become an expressed part of the curriculums, Management skills and _

cognitive learning sSkills in combination produce generative abilities—- . TA

abilities that give individuals power to djrect their own educatiomal . /
experiences, to incorporate new experiences, and to effectively cope with k

(,~} - | thange.

) 6. The role of teachers and other schoo
the guidance of individual studemts. The r of the teacher and
other school personnel changes when the shift' is made to a learner-~
centered educational program. Teachers use their particular strepgths
in different wx¢s. Some teachers are better lecturers nhsn others; some
have deeper experiences ih certain areas; some are well trained in
managing exploratory experiences. Either a gingle teacher develops a
— broad range of competencies to accomplish these things, or groups of

' teachers use their different skills and interests accordingly, openly

« *
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working with one another. The schdol may employ paraprofessionals -to

\\sassist the teachers. In addition, the options that a school has available

can be extended by exposing students to people from a wide variegy of
occupations and community activities that relate to the interests of
children--carpenters, artists, news reporters, bankers, construction
workers, farmers, and so forth. Nenhuman resources also . extend the
-options of the teacher by including computers, movies, IV, dio, and
telephone hookups that emable students to speak with in@&vid 1s whose
kind of work they have Just studiled.

Learner-ccntered education can be implcmccted in a graducl fashion,:
. and the ‘teacher must, of course, be assisted in this by principals any
"school administrators. /. Initially, the class may be divided into two or
three large .groups, whiich are eventually further divided into smaller’
groups and individual work as appropriate.” Sometimes, a teacher may -
begén an individualiz#d approach with part of the class and gradually
nd it to include “the whole class; sometimes, instruction may begin
with.one subject matter -and be extended to other subje&t matters later
.on. : o

, -
. ‘ ‘

Principals and school administrators need to pay attention to

- the gpread and relative progress of students, and to the ways in which
“teachers are deployed to work with the individuals and groups that
result. They also need to consider the logistics of supplying materials, ,
including the exchange and redistribution of materials as students in
different classes attain various goals and move through the curriculum.
_Special| professional training as well as technical and organizational
assistance can be providgd to aid. teachers and otHer, school personnel in
carrying out the management; evaluation, diagnosis, and decision—makgng
functions required for guiding*individual performance. .

-

, The organiZation of the school 'will need to change in order to
facilitate adaptive programs. By its nature, the ‘convent {onal olassroom
imposes a certain social climate and organizatiengl structure on the
school, and most traditignal methods of school opganization emphasize
particufar roles for teachers and scifool adminis rators. As one thinks
about the components described above, questions come to mind. How do
these roles and the organizational and social structure of the school
change:. as decision-making is shared with the studéng; as the. school
takes increased advantage of utilizing options and resourges in the
community;. and as more and more activity is concernéd with maintadining a
. dynamic structure that can adjust to the various adhievements of individual
children,and groupgnof children? Answers to such questions as these are
currently being sogagt by many school systems (e.g., Talmage, 1975).

. To ’aﬁmarize, & program for a@aptive education should incorporate ’
the following princgefe

'
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- T NMBchools éhou’ld be designed so that time boundaries and grade

’ ) .M. 7 levels are treated as flexible entities; g .

< e "\.‘_ : ‘, _,')q ‘~‘, ' Aku o ) ‘ .

S Coe 2. ‘Educatipnal materials .and curricula should be highly modular
S - withflexible points of gmtry, and branches for advancement,

) exploration;, and rewkew; ~ | _ o _ ‘

. b N . vy ., , . ‘-‘ ‘_‘ ..\\"‘ (. . . . .‘ . ". . )
e M. Performince shduld be §§refdlly; mdnttored so that adaptation can .
aer, o« " be made to a child’s progress, emphas‘i_.zins igdividusl diagnosis o
3 ’ : . . and evaluation in Contrastiyto ge{ne_talj_class asSéssment;

. - - . he Levels of learning ‘should be defined in terms of the degree of
. ' . "\ . ‘competence to ba' achieved, and tests a assessmant procedures
. v .  -should provide inmformation adequate £9f individual instructional .
N . guidance; N S _ | . _ 4
¢ ‘ . . - \‘ . “ ,‘ . . . . ' .
% ‘ ' Children should be permifted. fo controlX their paths of learning,- BRI
' ' ' elther because the teacher adjusts' to their® abil ties, and |, e
v e ‘inperests or becayse they, ¢an do’' so through th®ir own self- I
gement; and -~ - . S . <9 - S
: - 6. Abilities such as sélf-mna'geme:it,"-and cognitive processes :
A T like problem=solving and inquiry, should become axilicit._ subject’
M .7+ 'mdtters of elementary schoel education. ' , e .
. v v - T \ ': <0 L e -
%7 v ‘ Acting ‘on these general principtes involses “the creative efforts of . ~ @
S ;a‘-‘ ‘tegchers,,. school administragors, curricufum designers, test developers, A
L - &nd ‘the trainers of teachers. As exp nce i3 obtained and as the - :
2 - results of various .practices become evi » they can.be adjusted in . s -
a-f\ " accordance with ‘their success in attaininy’ the e_nds'_r.ax_:d objectives of - C \"
DA Aincreasingly' aq\sif:algle‘ forms of schooling. - . 0 .
. NS Sl V2 L
R “‘.-;‘ « ' ; ) ‘ ) N .A S ' . ‘1
N . 1o-order to raalize the potential of.'adaptive education, it is -
3 . . urgent that feachers and schiopl administrators become strong advocates of
+ 7 and 4ctive participapts in research that can assist in .the crea¢ion of ‘

-0 effective school procedures that can provide equality of educatiomak~ >
. opportunity and maximize ‘the educational achievemsat of our children
" (Campbéll, Note 4; David, 1972)+ It should be kapt d.g mind that many -
L - widely 'discuss_sed‘ national surve? are about schooling 'as* it gengrally .
YL s dxigts .they do not, consid¥r th possibilities of new approaches to :
- schoofing. Jencks and his qssoc;ﬂ:e?‘;’(}gn)‘,? for example, wroke the .. °

v o \‘ » .
lthis’ ,g'iscussién;'wa must .again rgmph;aﬁ:.e . T
tatign of our fimdingss We have only ~ = .
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'y comménting on the Jencks book, Coleman (1973) said:
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éxamined the effects of resource differences.among
existing public schools. This tells us that if schools
contfhue to use their resources ‘as they now do, giving
‘them more resources will not change ghildren’s test
scores. 1€ schools used their resources differemtly,
however, additional'resources might conceivably have
» - larger pdyoffs . . . There is no way of testing this
5 theory except by expetimnntation. .Past history is
discouraging, but the future is not always a gperun of
-the past. (p. 97) T = . -~
Sinply increasing school resources, without 'using them diffe:antly,
i8 not sufficient for imptoving our children’s ‘education (Rivlinm, 1973).
- Experimentation in the use of school regources is called for. ‘In

N o=
It is also not cleat from the exiating data, just what
iovestment” of public resources is most effective 4n
incregasing cognitive skills and level of education.
: What is clear is that improving "school quality™
@ by the standard measures of quality (class siza,
~* quality of textbooks, school physical plant, . '
teachers’ experience, library size, and others) .
has'little effect on cognitive skills. This kind
of negative knowledge exists; apparently ’
» , innovations in education, together with careful
: examination of their effects, aré necessary to
: . learn positive directions for such investpent.
sl ‘ (P- 137) ] . ’ .
. ) ‘ : ’ . . '
/r*——\h\ggiss to be made in this regard is that reallocation of the
reséurc er which school Yadministrators and gchool boards exercise
control may neither significantly influence thoze aspects of school life
that do affect children, nor change thf way teachers 4nd students behave
.toward oné anmdther ip their daily cldssroow interaction. Thus, it is
"important to argue foy research‘and experimentation that 1s directly
related to the details of what,goes on ipgside the classroom. It is only
‘with detailed informdtion from the classroom that informed decisions can

be made about the kind, amount, and allocation of -resources .(Bonn, 1974;
B:OUdy. 1972)‘ ;- L. . by

Teachers and achaol administrators need to work with resaarchers
in the study of day~to~day intaractions in the classroom..  Such detailed
analyses of the instructional process should enable us to identify
effectiye practices as they occur in the comtext of particular school
environme
of these deta

S tnat provides the information necessary for determining
k4
: ~ {

th particular school populations. It Jds the investigation

¢
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| :he effectiveness of new educational patterns and for suggesting ways in
- which they cam be improved. Research models for this purpose are available

.. €Cooley &.Enrick, Noté 5; Cooley & Leinhardt, f975 Cooley & Lohnea,
0 . 1976 Stallinss & Kaskowitz, 1974).-

~
® e . . : - ,

.« 'S:udzing Classroom Processes I .

- -

o All too frequancly, educational reports such as the one by Coleman
o and his colledgues (1966) preserdt detailed data om initial student
*; performance and criterion performance msasures, but give only broad-brush
information about actual classraon practices and procedures--information .
, thag could provide a strong bas{s for understanding the strengths and ) '
o wedknedses of particular instructiogal programs. The need for information
. _ about classroom processés is especially great when a school system adopts
- , @ new pattern-of tedching. The new method is genmerally compared with . | o
e, - mathods that have been used in the past so that a detision can be made
‘ about adoption "and dieaeminacion of the new prograis In many situations \
, of this kind, what is frequently neglected is the way in which the -~ .
{ innovation under consideration is actually implemented by teachers: .
" ‘'and students id the classroom. LIRS | : S
. ) . '
v . Some tdachers may carry out the’ new practices as intended by the new
program; some teachers may grasp the principles underlying the innovationm, .
. and improve on or adapt the specific gecommended practices to local
regquirements; other teachers gay actively resist the innovation by using
. the new materials together with practices they have used for Years because
* they are comfortable~doing what tliey know how to do best. Without-
« knowledge of what actually occurs in the ctﬁssraom, it is 1mpossible to’

e

<+

-

. . " adequately assess the effects of changes orto provide. teachers and ¢
‘school administrators with the kind of information they requite for,
. con:inuad improvemenc of .their efforts. o '

One Eramgwork for cbnceptualizing research on the effects of T
changas in ﬁnstructional practice 'is designed to explain the variation in
; " student- ?erformsncs that. occury agong classrooms followipg an extended

period of instruction (Cooley & Lohnes, 1976). Figure 6 illustrates the

‘elements of the. general framework. Thrqe main categories are comsiddred: ' ]
critarionppefﬂormance-achicvement and educational outcomes; initial . '
studant perﬁormanco-readiness skills, aptitude, learning style,.and '

general knowledge and skill; and between these two, vafious componencs of’
the processes- that charactérize classroon practices.

[
4 »

o , Criterion nte refers tn‘the educational outcomes- that . ' N )
, . _ &re axprundﬁis ebﬁ. goals’og_an'aiucatippal system: In the elementary,
. " sch¥ol, thast includeM learning basic skills and knowledge (academic '

P acﬁievemeﬁt), aelf—esteem and feelings of self-worth and,sa;f-control' } .
' . ' “ - -~ A ‘ ’ .




, '(‘mmm Performance

. Structure
,
Instructional

g Events -

. R .
. . .

Figure 6. Coulcy [.ulmcs madel of classtoom processes.

' ‘ Note. Adapted from Evaluation Reqearrh in Education by L) (‘ouley
and P, R. Lohnes (NewYmk hvingkm Pubﬂshers 1976)
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the ability to understand and Yeel comforbqple with.others who are

different from one’s self in various ways; positive attitudes and interest
- toward school and learning; creativity of expression agd the ability to -
question ideas, enjoyment. and appreciation of the cultugal accomplishments

of society; and a sense of citizehship and community in society.

Initiaifstu4gnt-gerformagce refers to what we earlier called
"entering competenca." It relates to the aspects of behavior that
a student brings into the classroom and that influence learning. Initial

student performance is predictive of criterion performance, and accounts -

for a signi icant portion of the achievement outcomes in schools and
classrooms. - These initial student abilitied also comprise an important
basis for instruction and are influenced by classroom practices. ,

. In analyzinag the effects of claasroom practices, it is important
to study the extent to which differences 'in school outcome performance
are influenced by initial abilities, by classroom pgactices, or by
interaction between the two. While evidence makes it clear that

. school outcomes are related to measured intelligence, socioeconomic

status, .ead similar-variables, the problem for school improvement is
to determine the exteatr to which classreom practices can capitalize '
upon; strengthen, and in other ways take account of and adapt' to
entering competence.. ' - b

, Classroom processes are ddscribed (see Figure 6) in' terms of
four compoments representing operational characteristics of elassro
practices (Cooley & Leinhardt, 1975). '

l. Opportunity refers to the extent to which the kind of ,
learning that takes place in the classroom is' represented in -the
assegsments of criterion performance. In particular, opportunity
refers both to the amdunt of times spent by the student or schediled

.by the teacher in a particular subject matter and to the extent to

which the materials sampled in measures of criterion performance are
actudlly covered in cl&ssrcam{hc:ivities. -

Teacngis in different classrooms' may permit ¢hildren to work on
a subject matter for different amounts of time. In certain classrooms, _

‘the curriculum materials may overlap a good deal with what is cou‘fed
the

reas in other classrooms,
ed by the test. In

in end~of-year achiev t tests,
teacher might spend more time on topisg not
assessing Xhis component of tlassroom pwo ésses, qrmation needs. to
ﬁ% provided about the amount of time gvailable for\and actual® spent
by students in various subject-matter areas. It is also important to .
détermine the ralationmship becha:;zhat is taught in the' classroom 3.

nd the end-ofwyear assessment of udent outcomes.

L] . . A
A A(“

- t- ty . . .
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2. Motiva:é;s refer to two compiex sécs‘éf events.('Firéc. they .

_refzfrfb the behaviors and attitudes a student brings to the classroom -
su

tha pport attentiom to learning and high rates of learning activiry.
Second, they refer to tho aspects of the educational emvironment that
increase the likelihood of an individual’s engaging in sustained learning
activities when the opportunity is present. '

. . ' . L

The motivator component.of "the model is concerned with these

latter aspects and consists of observable features of the classroom
énviromment that are'designed to encourage the student to undertake
learning activity. Motivators include a variety of events, such as
teacher reinforcement for attending to work, the opportunity for pear '
interaction, and interesting instructional materials and activ ies.
Teacher .sensitivity to the student’s cultural background is an ortant
igfluence on motivation; some students look for strong auchority,‘whilg

‘others require more of a partnership, especially in the beginning ,of a
‘'school year before the teacher‘s‘particular style and expectations have

been es;ahlisheq. i . -
( . . v . ,

- 3. Structure refers to the way in which a curriculum is organized and
sequenced. The clarity and specificity of the objectives of instruction
may be more or less obvious and defined; the sequence may be linear and
provide few points at which studeats can branch to new instructional:
options; or, it may provide many branching points to allow differefytial
student progress. If branching options are provided, then learning
activities can be matchéd to various student requirements, including studendt

integrally keyed tq instructional materials can provide suggestio .

for learfiing activities. ‘ ‘

' . - N ]
Various combinations of student, teachar, andlcurticulug—specifié&

instructional decisions can assist in matching student abilifies to-

~instructional activities, and this matching can be done more or less .

accurately. Matchinf'may take place frequently /or infrequently, and it

.may ipvolve the ‘class as a whole, a smaller group of childfen, or one

~

child. . ‘ . : '

be inbtructional eyenﬁs refer to interaction of an imstructienal
nature between student and teacher, or among students. In particular,
this component of classroom processes . is concerned with the content,
qYality, duration, and frequency of interpersomal interactions.
. ! ,

L]

e

A series of questions is illustrative: What is the content of a o
teacher’s interaction with a student? 1Is it concerned with the subject
matter peing learned? Is it an explanation of how to use and manage
instructional materials? How does the teacher go about/explaining things?
How ontfsidéd is the interaction? How much opportunity is che:e'for‘ghe

‘ . . [ (4'
_ - a ‘ v o -
o - r
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: student to respond, to indicate his or herf knowledge, or to ask questions?

What is the emotional tone of the integnc on? Is it positive, or
" negative and punitive? | In general, how tuch astudent contact and personal

' interaction does the clas®room setting allow? . How perceptive is the

! teacher in focusing on the student’s requirements for learning?

! .The study-of classroom ﬁ?ocessos can impinge directly on the -
teacher’s professional freedom. In order to learn from infosmation ;.
,about  the influence and effacts of their work, teachers muis:? open up .
‘their classes £dr.observation. This i3 difficult to do becguse one '

#  doaes .not necessarily enjoy being under detailed ‘observation/unless

~ one is either especially secure or very cavalier about .one ’s ‘working
activities. However, if teachers participate &s partners in the study of
their activities toward the objective of professional improvemant, then
situations requiting,obsorvational study will be less threatening.

What 1is obtained from classroom study 1s information. For the
~ teacher, it 1s oot the information itself that is threatening, but |
the way in which the informatidn is to be used. The results of classroom ' :
research should become a source for discussion and feedback about how
{ teaching activitinn might be changed or continued. The information
- obtained need not nacnssarily provide a basis for the evaluation of
~ individual worth.- Just as didgnostic tests given to students can be used
. as supportive information for making infogmed instructional décisions,
. .classroom data can be used without raising the threat of '"grading." L
Effective practice requires indicators and. information, and the study of
, classroom processas should be seen in this léight by the teachers and _
' administrators in schools. .

o N
L. ' ’ , ~" b A &
Regearch oh the\Psy cho ) £ Learnin and Cognition ¢

™

Above, wa digcussed reseajhh concerned with investigation of
\  classroom sett , and of how, the characteristics of students and
v snecific classroom practices aﬁfact instructional outcomes. We turn
' S now to research on thé pSychblogy of learning (Gagné&, 1974), and on ;
. the cognitive processes! that underlie the acquisition of the knowledga -
and the: competencies learned in school. ‘

i

: Process analysis of school tasks. Research now -being carried .

. ~ out gttempts to analyze school tasks in terms of the demands that

‘these tasks place on the child”s memory, patceptual abilities, and -

capabilfties for new learning. -If tihe cognitive pfocesses that udderlie .
-these task demands.can be identified, information might be provided that (’
can be used as a basis for assisting a child in hiffpr her learning. The

following research project on learning to read is.fllustrgtive.




- H) are organized, and this' organizational difference appears to influence

*

. Lo _ -
In the teaching of beginning reading, a pervasive stumbling block is
the problem of blending. After a child has learmed to assoclate latter
symbols and sounds (graphemes and phonemes), a significaat problem’ for

. the child is putting souds. together. to make & word. The following kind
* of behavior.is typical (Beck & Mitroff, Note 2): A child has learned the

sounds for hard "¢,” short "a," and "t"; he or she-than. encounters for
the first time the word cat and reads, "/kuh/ /ah/ /tuh/"; and then says /

-, "kitten." This child has L learned letter-sound correspondence and has also

learned that meaningful units emerge when sounds are put together,
but has not leagned how to put sounds together.

Tradicio reading programs based on phonics have been successful
in teaching sympPol-gound correspondences to many children; however, they
have been lessy/successful in teaching children how to put sounds together.
Generally, published teachers’ manuals essentially tell the teacher to
say something like: "Slide the Sounds together." For .many children,
this 4s {inadequate instruction, and a more gpecific teaching procedure 1is
required. v . ‘ ' .

- Research hasibeenxbrougﬂ; to bedr on this problem through a.
combination of practical tryout in the, schools and analysis of task
processes based upon information—processing theory in psychology (Resnick
& Beck, 1976).  Two blending procedures were ‘examined and .analyzed=-a

~ "final blending" procedure and a "successive blending" procedure. The .

general information-processing structures of the two blending routines "
are shown in Figure 7. The routines shown describe how decoding might be’
carried.out for single syllable, regularly spelled words--the typical
vocabulary: f a beginning phgnics program. In (la) of Figure 7, the .
final blen¥ing procedure is depictéd. It is<called a final blerding

- procedura because blending is postponed until” the very last, step. The

sound of each grapheme (letter pattern) 1is given ardd stored in mamory, *

and the synthesis or blending occurs after the fipal phoneme or sound has
been pqonounced. The ¢hfld who uses this routine proceeds as follows:

“/%/ la/ [t/ /s/ cats." Ian (lb) of Figure 7, the successive blending
procedure is depicted; as soon as two sounds are produced, they are .
blended, and successive phonemes are added to the blend as they are
pronounced. The child using successive blending proceeds fn the following
fashion: “/k/ /al /ka/ /t/ [kat/ [s/ /kat®. cats." -The lettered components
of the two blending roMtines in Figure 7 call upon similar actioms and N
decisions: ' finding graphemes in sequengey A; pfodouncing the identified

graphemes (soumds), B; remembering the pYonounced sound, C% deciding
whathar more graphemes remain to be sounded D and E; blending, F; and

matching the pronounced word against one’s knowledge to. determine
whether an acceptable word has been produced, G and H. The two routines
ffer, however, in the way in which the aétions and decisions (A thropgh

the ease@ learning and perfoming the decoding act.
N : o ' {.w*— | .




-

A
Find next grapheme
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“Pronounce grapheme .

© 4
.

Stoie sound -

D
Any
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! Try 8Menmle
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j

- Note.

(Tn) Exgcutive for final blending procedure. .

-

Figure 7. Executive routines fur synthetic decoding.
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Find-next grapheme

1

Pronounce grapheme

C

Stoie sound

o E
‘Remaining
letter final g7

A
Find next grapheme

4

5 :
Pranounce grapheme

i
Tiy alternate
pronounciations

gl :
Blend stored sound
and new sound
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From "l)essgning Instruction in Reading: Interaction of Theory aifd Practice’ by L B. Resnick and 1..1.. Beck.
In Aspects u] Reading Acquisition edited by J. T. Guthrie (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976).
& . ‘ )
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This analysis of the two procedures suggests that the successive
blending procedure might be easier for children than the final ble
qracedd:e- The researchers (Resnick & Beck, 1976) report,
Lt te \'According to the final 'blending routige, each
e ' p gtapheme’s._sound is given, and the full set of ‘
‘ + " phonemes in the word must be held #n memory until the x
entire word has beep "sounded out”; only then does
, any blending occur. But in the successive blending
routine, blending occurs sequentially at aach stage.
- ‘at which a.new phoneme is pronounced. At no time
st mere than two sounds be held in memory (the
sound immediately produced and the one that direc:ly
ta pracedes 1it); and at no time must more than two sound MR
" "units be blended.* Thus, -the routines differ in' two
’ respects: (1) in the maximum .number of sound units
J ) ) to be held in memory during the course of decoding,
. ST and (2) in ‘the maximum number of units to be blended
. e during a given attempt. The standard routine on the
~ left (la of Figure 7) requires remembering each of"
" the separate units that the reader identifies as
' graphemes. The routine on the right (1b) never
requires remembering more chan two units. (p. 185)

“~N

v -

r
. .« 'Thus, given the fact that membty tapacity is limited, especially in
S young children, this research suggests that the procedure requiring less.
memory work (the successive blending procedure) should facilitate the
\dacoding process where certain children find it difficult to learnm.

*
-

£
Conclusion

‘ T A . .« )
Ia ‘this chapter, principles have been described thas, if turned into
practice, could assist in the desigh and impleméntation of adaptive
school programs. In-view of the .overriding importance of educdtion .
patterns that foster equity in the inat;uctional process in society, two
items ,(for school improvement) on the agenda of educators ought to be: -
.~ (a) the organization of, K communities, schools, and researchers for ‘
- productive research leading to school change, and (b), the persuasion of
{fﬁ ~ taxpayers and their representatives in government to provide funds
‘. commensurate with this need. As we begin to solve the first of these
' . agenda items our chances of solvi§§~the second one may improve.

. An impbrtant aspect to be‘emﬂéasized in our advocacy of flexible ¢
programs of instruction is that the adaptive educational patterns .
described in this ghapter. are not to be interpreted as one-time . '
adjustments like traditional placemenc programs. Rather, the concept

- .
- ]
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of adapcive education suggests feaching practices that offer continuous
iuterac:ion between individual perfoi‘mnce and the conditions for learnipg.--
The process of adaptive ,educacion is best understood as a continuous

- reciprocal interaction: between the behavior of the individual and his or
her” educationgd envitonmenc, where each .determines the requirements of

the other. : : . D

The ulcimace goal of increased k.:togledge of the intellectual ~—
and social aspects of learning is to provide every '‘person with an
equal opportunity to receive a high quality education. Systems of

instrugtion must be better able to take account of individual differences .
so that fewer persons axe passed over by an inflexible system. In order ,~ .

to design’ che means to do this, more information iss+needed about how to !
effectively mi'i:cty.and challenge the capgbilities and styled of individuals
from various backgrounds with motivating instructiongl practices. with -

such knowledge, we can design classroom techniques and educational
alternatives that reach out to every person, ekpanding the unique persdnal

resources that.can concribute to t,e\ir reaponsible md rewarding invplvemek |

in soc:j(tyl' i : ,
o , . ‘ 3 ‘ . ]
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CHAPTER 3 '

Social Eéqqpmic Status (Class) as a Manifestation
" . of Human Diversity

, George Clement Bond
/. o -

-~ The purpose of this chapter is to provide a general appraisal
and review pf the key issues concerning the relationship of socioeconomic
statu (class) to educational achievement. The theories and concepts,
is&uﬁ debates raised here are intended for consider on by the
1dtelli nt practitioner. This chapter may.appear simpl:;iic to those
scholars immersed in the ssubtle complexities of class, status, caste,’
echnicity, rate, and ‘other forms of social distinctions «ithin populations.
It is my hope t even they may find it informative. The material
‘ppésented is from the idiosyncratic perspective of a social anthropologist.
/ggciologists and political scientists will find many shortcomings. But
///they must remember that the explication of knowledge involves a division
of labor, a’ diffgrential in sensitivity, emphasis, and perspective *
. ‘related to discip}inary interests and theoretical persuasions:

Even within the discipline of anthropology there 1s a marked and
artificial distinction between those who pursue’' culture and these who
acknowledge the primacy of things soctal in the study of education. The
) cultural anthropologist interested in the analysis of education assumes
e ‘ that his principal concern lies in exploring the transmission of culCuré,

‘ and though there is little agreement on the definition of that term, this

orienting phrase sets the limits of his universe of exploration. Since
) culture is transmitted, anthropologists are supposed to discover the

+ mechanisms and procedures by which the inventory of learned experiences
is selectivelygtransmitted, to whom, under what conditions, and for
what purposes! This orientation to transmission and commitment to
culture means that cultural anthropology ralies heavily upon the methods,
concepts, and Findings of/psychology, and ®f culture and personality, and
~upon studies of acculturation.and symbolic and value systems. Comitas
and Dolgin (1978) aptly capture the nature of this approach as follows:

The author acknaqwledges with‘graciCude“the contribution of William Shack
in reviewing an earlier draft of this chapter. \
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' : In essence, anthropologfsts directly invogwed im
questions of cultural transmission focus Oon the ‘
forms through which:values and attendant behavior
are taught and the spacific content of the socia
tultu:al, or group value system. (p. 171) _ - (

. N .
Cultural cransmission forms a focus of inquiry, but alone it 1s little
more than an orienting statement. It is not a theoty and- should not be
. accorded that status. - »
' NS
‘ Social anthropologists, on the other hand, operate with a different

N f set of assumptions in dealingfwith education. They treat education as a.

field of inquiry on a level with fields of investigation such as ecownomics

and religion. They are concerned with the context within which instituciéns B

‘operate and relate in a statistical and normative manner to other gocial = £

formations and institutional arrangements. For example, if cultural

,anthropologists may be said to lodk at cultural transmission, social

anthropologists ard\concerned with {lluminating the social. context of the

transmissian and its implication for other social arrangements ﬁg\gocieCy.

It is apparent that the one cannot, or rather should not, operate without

the other; the interests of both cultural and social anthropologists are
complementary.

[4

. The preliminary intention of this chapter is to sét the #htellectual
- scene for a discussion of the issues and debates surrounding the notion’

of ciﬁss and educational achievement. In ordgr to do this,.it 1 be '

necegsary to review.agg;nventory of concepts as they relate to theory and

to epistemology. JFraequently, the principal protagonists in the debates
/ - adhere to and expound different theories of kmowledge. Their theories -
and conceépts may be darived from, and rooted in, distinct and very often
incompatible assumptions about knowledge and reality. Hence, it is often
- difficult to weigh the relative values of arguments if and when the
-basic assymptions are not the same. In its minimal sense, a theory 1is
here taken to be a body of interconnected propositions that "serve to
map out the problem area and thus, prepare the ground for its empirical
. investigation by appropriate methods" (Nadel, 1957/1969, p. 1). )

A second feature of the preliminary intention is to introduce
the historical protagonists who have expanded, interpreted, and operated
the concepts and characteristics of the sides of the debate.
A
Social scientists use theg{ﬁes and concepts to help them grasp,
y order, analyze, and understand the nature of the societies, cultures,
and sociocultural formations with which they are confronted. Each *
. . society has specific features or attributes that may differ from or
/ résemble those of other- socleties. As Nadel (1903—1956), an eminent
social anthropologist, put ¢ "Sodieties are made up of people; -
societies have bousidaries, p le g@ither belong to them or not; and
. people belong to a society in virtue of rules under which they stand
and which impose on then regular, determinate ways of acting towards

t




-

: 3.3

K _ :

ana in regard cg§dﬁe another" (Nadel, 1957/1969, p. 8). Put simply, -
societies are bounded units whose members are ‘governed by rules. Of
course, the unit set out by these criter§a 1is arbitrarily defined, but
nonetheless {t 18 a 3tarting point for distinguishing or apprehending
social differences. Firth (1961) observed that "1f society is taken to.
be an organized set of individuals with a given way of life, culture is
that way of life. 1If soclety is taken to be an aggregate of social
relations, then culture 1s the context of those relations" Y{p. 27).

A more usual definition of culture, howeder, i8 the one expouﬁded »
by Tylor (1838~1917), a British social anthropologist. In his book,
The Origins of Culture (1871/1958), he made the observation thit "culture
e » o 18 ‘ac complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art,
morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by
man as a member of society" (p. 1). Many of the founding figures of.
contemporary social sciences, such as Marx (1818-1883), Emile Durkheim
(1858-1917), and,Weber (1864~1920), expqunded theordes of society and
culture and the manner in which they are Wtructured and change.: Their
arguments concerning social stratification and society inform many of the
current views of class, and their theories are preeminent in debates both
within and outside academia. The intellectual traditions that they have
established affect the orientations of .scholars and practitioners to
social problems.' For that matter, their theories help to deffine the
nature of social problems and the manner of their solution.

-

By now it should be clear that in this chapter human diversiry
refers to social properties distributed within populations, and these

.social properties form the basis fdr’distlnguishing populations and

arranging them into strata. Modern complex 'societies in particular are d

‘internally differentiated or stratified, and one of the principal bases

of stratification is class. Marx expounded a theory of class that is
accepted by many educators and social scientists. Though these scholags
are usually grouped together and labelled "Marxists," there are often
disagreements among them as to Marx’s definition of class. This is
understandable since there is ambiguity in Marx’s treatment of social
class. Two modes of treating class may be distinguished in a Marxist
position. The first is the objective classification of an aggregate of
people with reference to their similar relation to the means of production.
For Marx, much of human HWistory is rooted in the class struggle. As he

and Engels put it in the Communfst Manifesto, "The history of allthitherto
existing society is the history of class ‘struggle” (1872/1965, p.145).
Higtorical movement, is thus based upon the'struggle between the exploiters
and the exploited. “Under a capitalist mode of production, the two
principal and potentially antagonistic protagonists are the boufgeoisie,
"the owners of the means of social production and employers of wage

*

labor,"” and the proletariat, "the modern wage laborers who, having no
means of production of their own, are reduced to selling their labour
4 “y . at
- ‘ (
N
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; pover in order to live" (1872/1965, p. 45). Though the bourgeoisie and
' the proletariat constitute the two principal social clagses in a capitadiist
productive mode, therg may also be petty bourgeois (Marx & Engels,
1872/1965) and peasants (Marx, 1852/1975). Marx’s understanding of
& - history and of society is not a static one, but progressive and dialectical;
1 movement in history and society is seen to be rooted in the mode of
production and the nature of contradictions and struggle that contradigtiouns
. produce. ' This leads to Marx’s second view of clasgdM t is one based in
. ‘ struggle that gives rise to a subjective but, egseutial ment in.the
concept of class; namely, class consciousness. Hobsbawm, & British
- social historian, observed that "class in ‘the full sense only comes into
) existence at the historical moment when classes begin to acquire
consciousness of themselves as such": (1972, p. 6). Thds view of
consciousness as an essentlal component of class'is shared not only by
A Hobshawm, but also..by the late Oliver Cox in his profournd analysis of
American society and the historical position.of minorities (specifically
blacks or Negroes) within it (Cox, 1970). 1In gross terms, classes form a
set of interrelated strata formuldted in relation to the’'mode of production
fand based in consciousness. It is this consciousness, this supjective
\ ‘ component, that makes class. an active force in history. Consciousness,
however, is not given. For.some Marxists it arises from struggle, and it
. 1s struggle that makes fot classes and class.conscitusness. Thompson,
a social historian, 1is the prineipal exponent of the notion of classes as
emergent; that 1is, as the contingenc\autcome of struggle rather than as
the starting point of analysis. In his view it is struggle tha¢t- groduces
classes. ‘En a recent article, Thompson (1978) made the: following statement

Class in its heuristic usage, is inseparable from the .
~ notioy of "class struggle." In my view, far too '
much theoretical attention (much of it plainly
"ahistorical) has been paid to "class," and far too !
little to "class struggle.” Indeed, class struggle
i{s the prior, as well as the more undversal concepte.
To put it bluntly: classes do not exist as separate
entities, look around, find an enemy class and then ’
start to struggle, Qn the contrary, people find
themselves in a society structured in determined
ways {(crucialiy, but not exclusively, in productive
relations), they identify points bf antagonistic )
4 ' inCerest, chgy;commence to, struggle around these ot
A issues and in the process of struggling they : ~ f?
\ ? ] \ discover themselves as classes, they come to know

{

this discovery as class consciousness. Class and

class consciousness are always the last, not the 9 ]
' first, stages in the real historieal process.' '
, (p. 149) ’
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This mode of class analysis acknowledges the concinéency of class,  ’

but it 1s one that 1is not usually countenanced by empirical sociologists
concerned with the relationshlp between class and educationmal achievement.
Rather, such sociologists'assume class and, one may suggest, in doing so 4
negqte the dialectical perspective of historical process. Bowles and
Gintis (1976), working within the tradition of Marxist sociological
analysis, offered the followipg statement on class:

A class is a group of -1individuals who relate to
‘the production process’'in similar ways. A class
structure emerges naturally from the institutions
of U.Sf Capitalism. Ptroperty relations &re an
essential aspect of class; no less important are
the relations of control. Considering the class
structure in the hroadest ‘outline, capitalists own

" and control the means of production.. Workers;\
conversely, do not own the products of their labor, - .
nor do they own or congrol the tools, buildings, / ' )
and facilities of the,ﬁ%odoggiye process. (p. 67) .

: - ' ’

Class, as Bowles and Gintis used the term, is expressed concretely in the
relation of groups and in their performance in an educational situation. .
They observed that ''classes are important because individu in U.S.
society do not relate to each other as individuals alpre, but as groups.
That 1is, class {s 3 social coneept, andhclasaes‘are defined only through
how they relate to other classes" (1976, p.s67). For ‘these authors,
classes are given and not in the making through- struggle. The assumed
concreteness of class makes ‘it easier to apprehend, quantify, and use in
discoveting significant correlations, particularly those of class ' -
and educational)attainment.

!

Social scientiats employ dichotoméus categories to sort oyt and
organize facts, knowing full well that their d%chotomy may be arbitrary
and subgequently discarded. Categories are used to provide order, much
like scaffolding in the construction. of a paradigm. Once the scaffolding
is discarded it Xs hoped. that the paradigm will be able to stand bn its
own, that is, that it will possess some degree of ewxplanatory power. In
an attempt to represent aspects of the Weberian and Durkheimian traditions
pertinent to this chapter, such a dichotomy will be introduced to classify
and order, so as to present as succinctly as possible these two further
traditions. '

Two framea of analytical reference may here be distifiguished:
methodological individualism (see Ahmed, 1976, p. 3; A. Cohen, 1974, p.
40; apd Wallerstein, 1977, p. 5 and methodological holism. The former
derives much of its sociological inapiration from Weber and emphasizes
social action and the actor as at the center of the analysis. The

R
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individual, though a membex of- society, retains a certain autonomy and

“through his actions may confront and affect’ gociety and his position

within 1t. He has choices and makes decisions to improve or maximize his

‘chances. The individual is thought of as an active agent in history and -

society, manipulating and reordering social arrangements to better his
position. He operates in an'inStrumental world that alldws*considerable X
freedom to the individual, yet it is a world not devoid of constraints. . .

This orientation toward "action theory" and the individual’ as| an active
agent repreSented a significant swing of the pendulum away from the

theoretical emphasis of both Marx and Durkheim, specifically their

- A
assigning of primacy to the mode of production or to’ soctety itseif. . ‘

Weber elaborated a complex set of propositions related to class and
status. Since a detailed exposition of his theory would be inapgropriate °
here, an adumbrated view of his formulations will be presented.- Weber,
like Marx, recugnized classes. For him, class was objective’and intimately
related to the market,na situation involving speculative economic action -
oriented towards acquiring profit through competition. This market
situation presupposed an economy based on the use of money. A class
consisted of an aggregation of individuals who ogcupied a similar position
in relation to ‘the market situation. In a complex exposition Weber”
presented his view of class as follows: -

In our terminology, "classes' are not gommunities

they merely represent possible, and frequent, bases .
for communal action. We may speak of a "class" when , '

(1) a number of peopla have in common a specific T

causal’ component of their life chances, in so far as

(2) this component is represented exclusively by"

economic interests in the possession of goods and

opportunities for commodity or Labour Markets.
(1957, p. 64 *

2

"V Class is here viewed as a petential group or a quasi éroup, an’ aggregation

of  individuals standing in a particular relation ‘to the market and

-governed by its principles. Their potential as a group 1s realized

through ‘common economictnterests. ' The relationship of class situarion
to market situation means that class divisions can be as minutely graded. -
as economic positions. Although Weber did distinguish .several classes .

(1947, pp. 424~425), the ownership or nonownership af property is

'v historically the most significant criterion. There 1is, then, an objective

nogton in Weber’s concept of class and class situation that is intimately
related to the market situation. Though class refers to an aggregate of |

individuals and not to a self-conceived community, it was nonetheless -
thought by Weber to influence the actions of fndividuals and groups.

Status accounts for that component of gubjective recognition of shared
similarities: a style of life, education, and the acquisition of .

yoo




h

, ,
: . .‘ M . .
* “ ' ) “
' L
. o S \
A a
A P )
.

”

-

. y T e ' :
‘corresponding modes .of life, or,prestige of birth, or of an occupation’

.. (Weber, 1947, 'p. 428). . . -

!

LI

LS

" Giddens, a haéiakxthgoriét, observed that ! r
-The status situation of an individual refers to the

evaluationg which others make 'of hHim or his social

positiom, thus attributing to him some form of

(positive or negative) social prestige or esteem.
- A statys group is a number of individuals who share L N
p e the same status situation. . Status groups, unlike !

' classes, 'are almost always conscious of thedir '
¢ common~position. (1971, p. 161) - T
: C e T

The extreme extension of status groups closure is represented by castes
[ .

in a system of castes. ’ ,‘ ¢ N\

R Three igpportant elements émerge from this brief discussion of Weber.

The first element is -an objettive dimension of class in relation to the
economic properties of the market, the second element is a subjective

. recognition. of shared commonali§ies, and the final element is the

recognition that ind{ividuals occuypy positions within a social system.

~ The ‘three elements are ‘significant in the social séiences! particularly
in the evaluation of class. .Theyeform a point of &e[grture for analyzding
intraclass relatious, status, and roles. Inm his ;hiéfy of action, Weber:
also allowed for anothes, less formal strand in soc: lqgical analysis--
the individual 8s gn active agent. This strand has found its adherents’
in network analysis, for example, and in the "big man" theory of history
and society. ' v - e

€

-~ -

, Distinguished-sobial scientists such as Warner, Merton, gﬂd*Blau <
have followed, extended, and .revised the Weberian tradition within
> sociplogy. They belong to the mainstream of sociologicdal thought, and
through- their analysis of social class, status -and rolg, andy formal
organizations, they have coatributed significantly to 'the advancement of

Weber’s positions. . , .

’ Warner was a social anthropologist who, after studying an indigneous§
Australian population, turped his attention to the analysis of his own
sotlety, the United States. ‘He was a ploneer of American community

. studies and of systems of (social stratif?dacion. s was a view that
never excluded the imdividual ‘as actor and agent of change. In his i
analysis of 'a New England city (Yankee City) afid a small midwestern town
(Jonesville), Warner (1969) rejected a Marxist "approach to glass.
Accgrding to Blau and Duncan, Warner was undware of Weber’s conceptual
scheme, but he nonetheless came to the same conclusionj namely, that
individuals were differentiated into various;preitige strata on other

- .
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fcriteria than striatly economic ones (Blau & Duncan, 1967). Warner
/developed his own conceptual scheme for class analysis, o6ne which was to
. provide a touchstone for subsequent studies of class inthe United
States. . - : <«

" For Warner, social class is "two or re orders of people who are
believed to be, and are acccrdingly ranked by the members of the community,
in socially superior and inferiof positions" (1969, p. 36). He sought to
combine both,an objectivé and a subjective approach to class analysis.

In the former, the investigator ranks the population into classes according

to stipulated criteria, while in the-latter situation it is the people of
the community who do the ranking. The subjectivé assessment of class' was
Tormalized in the method of Evaluated Participation. This method assumed
that the memb‘ks of g community could, for instance, ‘rank their fellows
according to social reputation and institutional membership. The
total configuration of Evaluated Participation represented an individual’s
f&nking on the subjec¢tive scale. The objective assessment of class was-
formalized in the Indexpof Status Characteristlcs that is supposed to
distinguish the S0cibetonomic levels bf the. community. Four criteria-.
were assoclated with this index: occupation, source of income, House
type, and dwelling areq. These subjective and objective indices were
supposed to provide an accurate evaluation of the class structure of a
community (Warner, Meeker, & Eells, 1949). The classes identified by °*
Sgrnet and his associates were not closed. Yankee City (Newburyport,
ssachusetts), for example, was viewed as an ppen society in which the
social mobility of its 8ix classes’ was possible. >

Merton, a sociclogist in the Weberian tradition, has contributed

important concepts to the analysis of social structure (or structures)
and education. He elaborated two concepts, status and role, that may be

attributed to Linton, an anthropologist. For Linton (1936), status was
an individual’s social position in a social system and role was -the
acting out of that position according to the expectatipons attributed to
it by members of the society. ' Status mediated between the individual and
* society and transformed the individual into a somewhat predictable social
actor. A society could be reduced to an inventory of interconnected and
interdependent statuses and roles. Statuses were more enduring than the
individuals who passed through them. Linton’s/view of statuses and
roles, however, was too simplistic and mechangcal, and could provide only
a gross approximation of the behavioral realify. Merton’s concept of
role set introducéd a more accurate way of apprehending the diversity =

_ constituent in the behdvioral stream of human interactions.{ By role set

he means, that "complement of role relationships which persons have by
-virtue of occupying a particular social status” (Merton, 1961, p. 369).
This important concept needs further explication. As Merton himselfs

indicated, the status of teacher "has its distinctive role set), relating
.the teacher to his pupils, to colleagues, the school principal and

-
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superintendent” and so on (1961, p. 369). The behavior of the individual
occupying the status of teacher assumes a degree of predictability. The

diversity within his behavioral stream 1is intimately rélatgg to his

perception of- his audience and theirfsocial attributes. .Thus a teagher °
may behave in one way toward his pupils and in another way toward their
parknts. But there may not necessarily be, a consistency 'in the teacher’s
behavior toward either pupils or their parents. The factor of the

sociceconomic backgrounds of both the teacher and the pargnts may intrude
into the interaction and redefine thg relationship of tescher to pupil.

More specifically, a middle-class teacher maw behave a very different

way toward & middle—class parent than toward a loweryclass parent. This
picture may be rendered more complex through the infroduction of other

variables such as the race, ethnicity, and religioh of the teacher and

the parent. The nocio§épf role set encompasses fhis complexity .and.
permits a powerful explanatory formulation of situational interaction to

emerge. Though there is this recognizable complexity, there remains a

" certain simple elegance in the formulation; the status is still that of

teacher with an.accompanying inventory of behaviors within the role set.
Variables such as class, race, and ethnicity trigger particular responses
meédiated by categorical or cultural expectations that may be shared or
understood, but neither agreed upon nor accppted by those invelved in the
particular interaction} As far as the teacher/pupil relationship is .
concerned, however, there {s a transfer effect in that children are often
perceived as bearing the social attributes of their paremts. The
children of lower-class black parents ‘in the”United States will be
treated in a particular manner by a middle-class white teacher who.
operates in categorical terms. A modified bghavior will be .exsended

to the parents, mediated through the cultural prism of ascriptive »
attributes such as age‘and sex., Again the picture 1is complex, and
brings to the fore the diverse égtétminants of behavior'ingéifial
situations. This complexity based upon diveP%ity, of cour affects
the situatiogs and conditions of learning. Clags, though an important

.determinant, constitutes only one.

.~

It should be apparent that status and role transform and fracture ,
the individual into a ‘series of social components. Some social sciéntists
assule that statuses and rode sets are given, although they recognize
behavioral variation within situationally and Categorically stipulated
limitg. All teachers do not behave in the same way under the’ same
conditions.” There i{s room for maneuver, and the possibility of the
individual‘s creating his own nétwork of social relationships. From the
egocentric perspective, the individual may seem to generate new gocial
arrangements and to effect sogial change. But as Karabel and Halsey
(1977) point out, relationships that are objectively indeterminate for
the individual may be anything but random when perceived from the
perspective of social structure. ' ’

’ \
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The argument above leads directly into a discussion of methodological

holism. This position assumes the priority of soclety; {.e., that.
individuals are born into a matrix of interacting and largely fixed

social patterns and positions (Ahmed, 1976). Methodological individualism
emphasizes the individual as an autonomous agent in society, whereas

So cryptic a phrasing demands further explicatiog, and here we may turn
to Durkheim. . -

Durkheim a French sociologist, was at one point in his academic

- career a professor pedagogy. In his book, Moral Education, he made

the astute observation chat "a science of education is not. impossible; _
but education itself is not that science"” (1973, p. 1). Durkheim found

that education was. an- apprcpriate fiel® of activity for elaborating (or
demonstrating) the essential significance of “one of his most basic

concepts, tie "social fact" (Durkheim, 1958). According to him, social -

facts were tQ be treated as things. Their importance was that they
mediated between society and the individual and made the indiwidual

a4 social being. - Social facts were external to the individual, were
generalized in society, and imposed constraints on human behavior
(Durkheim, 1958). The basic opposigion lay between society, on the one
hand, and the individual on the other; that which made th® individual
social was his partaking of things social. It is here that one may
observe the Durkiteim who 18 not the father of structural functionalism,
but the stepchild of Hegelian dialectics.

4

'Durkheim attributed /primacy to society, and one of "its principal

"institutions for socializing the individudl Was education. In Western

socléties the formal organization vf education in school systems meant
that schools became the principal purveyors of social facts. Thus, as’

formal institutions, they were-Tinked with other institutions in

determining the structure of society and the attitudes, values, and =

behavior of «he public.

)

The educational arrangements of a society require close scrutiny.
The educational system may be looked at from a number .of perspectiives.
For example, it may be treated as one of the principal channels of social
mobility or as a mechanism by which existjng class arrangements are
maintained and preserved. Individual tobility, upward or downward, may -
occur through academic achievement, but dissolution of the class structure
{s not likely to occur. That is, one could interppet education ip
radical or conservative terms, a point that will pecome apparent in this

chapter. P

Educaticn should not be narrowly conceived or definef,'since
it i{s one of the fundamental aspects of the human species. It occurs
under numerous conditions. in a multitude of places. Cremin (1977)

i
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- methodological holism dtresses the autonomy of society in-the individual.
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' defined it as "the deliberate, systematic, and sustained effort to ’
transmit, evoke, or acquire knowledge, attiCuJes, values, skills, or .
sensibilities, as well as any outcomes of that effort™ (p. viii). 1In
- "~ '+ these terms, e@yration 1 eminently social and is a part of the historjcal
ﬁrocess‘thac binds individuals anhd transforms them; it fg superorgénic.a
" S@ broad a view of education encompasses a wide field, only a few facets’
of which wil] be trgated here. ' The methodological holism of the Marxist
agd‘Durkheimian.traditions, the primacy of productive modes and of
~ soclety, and the meghodological individualism of the Weberian, tradition
. .. (as exemplified” in action theory) pervade the study of the ‘relation of

"socioeconomic status and educational attainment. It {s clear that the
. separation is artificial, and that both peéxspectives are essential to the

attempt to apprehend this complex social intercomnection. ~’

The precedfng section has attempted to outline some of the majgr
7+ theoretical issues underlying concepts of class and status. As used by
Y// many socdiplogists of -education, however,“the .term class or socioeconomic
status id often loosely uséd to classify children within the educational

* system. In much of the literature, the term socioceconomic status is <
- d preferred to class. The former term is considered a more neutral one.
2, Users of the terms do pot necessarily adhere to different theoretical -

positions. British writers tend to use the term class, and Americans
pﬁéfer socio¥conomic status. Whether they are in fact describing
. different entities 1is dubious. ,h It may be that in some instances. -

o socloeconomic status 1s .used in an attempt to grasp a more refired
concept. In'Britain, sociological allocation to classes is often
based on occupatiom glones Sociceconomic status, as the name implies,
often involves. a combinati®n of factors; namely, occupation, ingode, and
educational level. It thérefore allows for greater flexibility than a
classification based solely upon occupation. The adequacy of the indices

t used to determine socioceconomic status may be questioned. Depending upon
the views of the researcher, the ‘term permits a greater or lesser degree
of refinement. In the section of this chapter that considexs some of the
literature relating to the relationships between educational achievement =
and socloeconomic status or class, the two terms will be‘&§ediincerchangeably,‘
L. since this is how they are in fact used by many writers. When the
- British sociolinguist Bermstein uses the term lower working~class children,
~. there 1s go reason to suppose that he is using a basically different
category from that of an Aherican writer who uses the term low SES
student (SES = socioeconomic status), even though the twd writers may
adhere to vastly different theories of the nature of society. '

s -

There have been attempts by some researchers to examine the dimensions

of stratification more closely, and although some of these efforts may be
criticized as leading to methodological empjricism, they deserveyattention.

Numerous measures  of social stratification have been developed, most of
Epem based on single variables such as occup%fion, education, and income.

»
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. Some scales, such as Hollinghead’s two~factor index. of social pesition
) (combining-occupation and education) and Warner, Meeker, and Eells’
. °.. index of status characteristics (combining occupation, source of

‘income, t¥pe of houge, and neighborhood) are based on several variables.
As Stricker (1978) pointed out, these indexes have been criticized for
ignoring certain dimensions of stratification. In addition, there has

& been debate over whether the indexes are applicable to American blacks,
since the social structures of blacks and whites may differ (Stricker,
1978, p. 2). Stricker (1978) claimed that his research Bhowd ‘that not
all the indexes are unifotml? applicable to blacks (p. 6). He maintained

~ . that” stratification is more complex than much current conceptualization
‘ ~ has anticipated.

=

P -
» An example of the complexity that may be achieved by attempts at
" multidimensional analyses of social .stratification is provided by the
e tables included in Stricker’s (1976) article, "Dimensions of Social
Stratification for Whites and Blacks." More than one hundred and
fifty variables relevant to social stratification are listed. , (Examples
of relevant variables are buying behavior, type of punishment used
towards children, the number of rooms in the house.) While some may
welcome complexity of thipf order for leading us "to' greater scientific
accuracy in medsuring sta us, others may criticize it on the grounds that
classes cannot be reduced to these terms. According to Giddens (1971),
Marx maintdined that "class must not be identiffed with either source of
income or functional positdon ‘in the divisiom of labor. These criteria
would yield a large plurality of classes" (p. 37). In addition, such
methodological empiricism would obscure the dynamics.of the. relationship
K between classes, a relationship that conStitutes a vital moving force in
- histcry. : 4

. Socioeconomic status, or class, is,a variable that may be seen to
e relate to many other.aspects of human experience. The relationship of
thHe socioeconomic status category to thé dimensions of human diversity 1s

' extremely compléx &eading ‘to numgrous theories and disaé?iements over
cause and effect. There are thosd for whom socioeconomic status is the
decisive factor governing dther aspects of human diversity such as
cognitive style, health and nutritional status, identity, language and
dialect, and motivatibd and aspiration. This relationship between
socloeconomic status.@nd.some of the aspects of human diversity mentioned
above will be discussed more fully later in this chapter, when their
combined effect on educational performance will be 213cussed.‘

+

"- The relationship between socioeconomic status and HQ?{Eh and
. nutritional status is perhaps more striking, or rather-gore understandable,
than the re.ationship between sccioeconomic status and educational
achievement, and has béen explored by, among others, Birch and Gussow
(1970). They claimed that poverty contributes to educaticnal failure,
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not simply becalge poor children are culturally disadvantaged, but
because their health and Jutritional status is inadequate to allow for
' their maximum mental development and foxgthe realization of their -
educational potential.* From the moment ofigheir birth, and even before,
pooT children are at greater risk of deficient -development.  Birch and
. - Gussow stressed that society should concern itself withy "tHe full range
' of factors contributing to educational failure, among which the health of
( the child is a varfable of potential primary importance" (1970, p. 9). .
- ‘They sproduce eyidence that there are corrélations between children’s ]
socioeconomic status and their expogure to physiological hazards that.are
relevant to education. For example, the incidence of low birth weight
(recognized to be frequently associated with neurological and physical
. defects) is higher among the podr. Moreover, Birch and Gussow cited an

‘ , interesting Scottish study (Illsley, 1967) that demonstrates that the 1Q
v scores of the prematurely born in the *dwest classes are more depressed

s - than fhe IQ scores of the prematurely born in the upper'classes. The
‘ a suggest that a favorable postnatal environment can serve to compensate
handicaps associated with prematurity. They also offer striking
, peflence, of, te complex interaction ‘among physiological conditf{on, mental
: .ability, and social class. . Whereas premature birth may ‘be viewed as
‘posing a threat to any child*s intellectual development, it is only among
the poorer cla%ses,chat the threat is fully realized. Other researchers
have confirmed the' view that prematurity presents a greater hazard in
some sdcioeconomic groups than it ddes in.others (Drillien, 1964).

f. . Douglas (1960), L&J&'ﬂ*?ttempc to fully equate the background variables §. . °
relative to achievement in a study of the academic performance of premature
- children, identified three .groups of significant variables--social and .
. educational background of parents, maternal care and management, and
interest of parents in school progress. Although Douglas found that all
. of these factors have an effect on school performanc#; he demonsgtrated -
that prematurity presents a greater risk to children from a poor g
environment. " ‘

The womplex interaction of biological Fnd social factors is also
demonstrated by statistics on. the prenatal deaths of multiparous women.
Although all grand multiparae are at risk compared with women who have
had fewer children, the risk increases mafked?y for lower-class women.
Similarly, the risk of producing a é?i;lborn child is high%r for the
lowest socioeconomic groups. - : ‘ ‘

Much of the data cited by Birch and Gussow comes from British
sources. In order to gain as clear a picture as possible of the complex
relationship between socioeconomic, physiological, and intellectual
status, it is helpful to examine data on class-related conditions that
are relatively unclouded by factors of race and ethnicity. For exanple,
it {s known that black babies born in the U.S. are smaller at birth, on
the average, than are white babies. This might appear to be an ethnic

»
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or racial phenomenon rather than.a class one, but ia a relatively

_ethnically homogeneous population such as that studied by Drillien

(1964) in Aberde'®en, the distribution of underweight babies is qufte

clearly related to socioeconomic status. reover, as Birch and Gussow
poiated out, the U.S. stattscical material{ is in some instancks inadequate.
Whereas there is rather abundant material on the relationship between
height, social status, and reproductive performance in Great Britain, im
tne(ﬁn ed States very few data are available. Birch and Gussow attributed"
' optacles to adequate research 1in the United States to the fact that
ethnldity is confounded with social class in this country.. Birch and
Gussow .also maintained that interclass movement is freer here than in, .
say, Britain (1970, ,p. 121), although they did not offer any data

to support this assértion- $%

ary ae

el .

Birch and Gussow quoted several sources that demonstrate a correlation
becween malnutrition among chi;dren, lower IQ scores, and poor academic
performance. They cautioned  against assuming that malnutrition direccfy
affects either nervous system development or intellectual growth since
"malnutrition in man does not occur in isolation from other important
hiologic and social circumstances” (1970, p. 194). Similarly, "intel lectual
development dees not take place in relation to some artificially isolated
segment of the enviromment--the verbal environment, the social environmment,
the cognicive environment--but in relation to the child’s total enviromment,-,
physical as well as physiological, and prenatal as well as postnatal”
(1970, p. 266). Birch and Gussow went on to say that "the environments
in which disadvantaged children develop from conception on are far less
supportive to growth and health than are those of children who are not,
disadvantaged" (1970, p. 266). While they admitted that intervention
at any point in the cycle linking poverty and educational failure may
serve to break the chain, they caution that such intervention will only
have a limited effect.

~*

In the preceding paragraphs, a correlation has been assumed between
poverty, poor nutritional status, and low socioeconomic status, even
though, theore:ically, low socioeconomic status need not necessarily )
imply poverty and malnutrition. In practice, however, even in countries
that are generally affluent, low socibeconomic status ddts tend to expose
people to greater health and nutritional hazards.

* N L}

Adélysis of those factors that affect individual success qr failure
in educational competition has come to occupy a major place in educational
fésearch, the more so since educational achievement is popularly viewed
(rightly or wrongly) as a necessary precufsor to advancement in a °
theoretically open society. The greater the lmportance attgched to
education as a factor in 'social mobility, the greater the attention paid
to reasons for, or correlates of, educational failure. One factor which
seems generally to be accepEed‘as affecting academic achievement is

-
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socldeconomic status. Academic achievement is here tsed to cover

a4 number &f separate, though related, areas’ of achievemeat, including
performance on IQ and achievemedt tests, school success (gradesY, and
entrance to higher education. It 1s gererally accepted that children.
from lower socioeconomic groups do leds well in all thege areas than do
their counterparts from highér‘socioeconomic groups. The relatiomship
between class and academic achlevement svas particularly noticeable in the
‘United Kingdom during tfe period in which the "eleven-plus' examination
was used tb direct children into different types of secondary schools.
Aléhough, theoretically,’ admission to grammar schools (the English

~

equivalent of academically oriented high schools) was Qren to any child
succeeded in the selection examination, in practice, W childis class

position strongly affected his or her chances of gaining admission to a
selective high school (Floud & Halsey, 1957). The English example is
chosen because it demonstrates so clearly a correlation between social |,
class and educational opportunity in a predcmina%ﬁly ethnically homogeneous
society. Similar findings have been demonsfratgd in other European
countries where children are admitted to second;‘/.schools on a selective
basis (Girard, 1961). Although there is ample evidence that social class
determines educational achievement in the United States as well, the
plcture here has been blurred by factors such as race and ethnicity, and

by the lack of a selection procedure such as the English eléven~plus o
examination. :

Although there is widespread agreement on the existence of a
~sociceconomic status/academic achievement correlation, there ds ‘
considerable controversy over the reasons for thg correlation. As Rossi
(1961) has pointed out, "while . . . studies . . . unifbrmly find
socloeconomic status‘Playing a role in achievement, it is not entirely
clear how it does so"” (p. 269). Numerous explanations.have been put

- forward and, at the risk of oversimplifying, it would'seem that most of .
these explanations for the socioeconomic status/academic achievement
correlation fall into four broad categories. Briefly, these are:

l. a genetic argument,

. ‘2. a tultural-argument, »
3+ an argument positing unequal educational treatment,
and ‘ ’

4. an explanation of educational differences as part of
class analysis. ’

-1« The first explanation posits the genetic inferiority of lower
socloeconomic groups. Proponents of this position maintain that certain
groups have low status because they are genetically inferior. The
assumptions are made that social mobility 1is open to anyoge with the .
requisite talents and that natural endowment is reflected in privilege.
For advocates of genetic theory, sych as Jensen (1969), Herfnstein (1971,

-~
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1973), and Eysenck (1971), talent is believed to be inherited and society
is, believed to reward genetically inherited abilities. It inevitably
Eollous that boosting scholastic achievement by more than a small degree
is impossible through compensatory educational methods (Jensen, 1969).
arxument, those children frem- low socloeconomic groups
whb perform poorly ig school do “so largely because they lack the genetic
ability to perform otherwise. , Jensen does not ignore social factors
altogether, but he ffels that genetic endowment 1is the decisive -factor.
Herrnstein (1971) afgues that coatemporary polfical and social policies
will lead increasingly to the establishment of a "virtuaPly hereditary
meritocracy.” Arguments along these fines have also been produced to
demonstrate the intellectual inferioricy of certain ethnic or racial
groups. According to opponents of this argument, it is almost impossible
to determine the relative shares of enviromment and heredity in measured
intelligence (despite ‘statements made by Jensen to the contrary).. Sigce,
as, Bowles and Gintis (1972) have pointed out, one of the basic premises
of the\ganetic inferiority argument——chat intelligence (is automatically
rewarded with privilege-~is demonstrably false, the value of explanacions
based on this argument would appear to be slight.

-

2. Another explanatioh of the socioeconomic stdtus/achievement
correlation is one that concencrates on the different culitural environments
of children.from various socioeconoﬁ%e groups, and the effect that these
cultural factors may have on school performance. One problem here is N,
that the term culturé is often used:  loosely, and the supposed class
cultural differences‘range from vague concepts such as motivation, to
more cfesely defined distinctions such as variations in speech patterns.
Much attention has been patd to language use as the '"means by which the
diverse influences of the sociocultural environment are synthesized and
reinforced" \(Bernstein, 1961).. Based upon his observations of lower

‘working~class and middle~class children in Britain; Bernstein (1961)

suggested that '"the middle-class child and the lower working-class child ‘
are oriented to different orders of learning as a result of the implications
of their forms of language use' (p. 307). Bermstein maiptained that the

~overall class structure of society penetrates the structure of life

_experiences within the famfly, and therefore, middle-class children apd
working-class children undergo different socializing experiences.
Accordingly, the mass of the population has been "socialized into knowledge
at the level of context-tied operations,’ whereas only a small, privileged

“minority has been "socialized into knowledge at the level of the meta-

languages of control and innovation" (Berustein, 1977, p. 477). ‘He went
on to postulate the existence of two orders of meaning, one universalistic
and the other pa:ticularistic- Children, according to Bernstein, are
socialized toward speech codes that control access to either relatively
context~tied. or relatively context-independent meanings. The elaborated
codes, typical of middle~class speech, free speech from its evoking’
social structure, and have their basis in articulated symbols. Restricted

~
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codés, on the othexg hand; are more tied to a local social structure.

‘Both working-class and middle-~class childten may in-fact possess similar

vocabularies and share the sgme linguistic rule system, but they,
nevertheless, may use language differently in specific contexts.

The educational i{mplications are that a working-class child will be

at a relative disadvdantage {n school, since schools are predicated

upon elaborated codes and the working~class child is accustoméd to

the regtricted code. Bernstein argued that "linguistic performance

1s basic to educational success" (1961, p. 29L), a position which

he has termed linguistic determinmism. Some characteristics of British
working-class speech that Bernstein (199l) noted are-an inability to hold
a formal subject through a speech seq ce, thus facilitating a"dislocated
informational context; frequent use of scatqpents where the reason and

the conclusion are compounded to produce a categoric utterance; and a
simplicity of sentence construction, use of conjunctions, adjegigves, and

‘adverbs. It is also a "language of implicit meaning” (Bernstein 1961).

Bernstein also used the somewhat confusing term public language te

denote the supposedly more context-based language characteristic of the
working class; he contrasted it with what he termed formal language,
where meaning is classified and made expligit. In an article published
in 1&77, Bernstein illustrated the difference between the two types of ..
lané‘ggé with two stories constructed by a sociologist ang.the London
Institute of Education through analysis.of the speech of middle-class and
uoEEinthlass five-year-old children. All the children were shown the _
same series of pictures and asked to tell a story abeut them. It was
found that the middle-class children tended to tell a story that would |
bet 1 elligible even to someone who had not seen the series ofspictures,
the ‘working~class children, on the other hand, told stories that were

puch more closely tied to the context of each picture. According to

Bernstein, given that Linguistic performance is basic to educational
success and that grossly different environments affect aspects of language
structure and yocabulary, it follows that children from different classes
will not perform at the same level inm school. Not only will z working-
class child experience difficulty in the, formal language arts, expected
by teachers in schools, he or she will also encounter difficulties in
mathematics beyond the mechanical understanding and manipulation of
numbers. The child will also be at a disadvantage in dealing with any
verbal problem requiring logical ordering before the use of arithmetical
operations. Befnstein further stated that these same sociolinguistic
factors are responsible for the poorer performances of working-class
children on IQ/tests. Bernstein emphasized the narrow limits of time,
place, and specjfic context of working-class otrientations. that lead to a
discordance between working-class outlook and that of the schodls
(Bernstein, 1977). <Closely related to the arguments put forward by
Bernste re those~that relate school failure among' ldwer-class children
to qualitative intellectual differences in these children, caused by
deficiencies in the culture in wFich they are beiny raised. e culture
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of poverty argument, which postulate§ a deficient intellectual enviromment
for .lowdr-class children, has, in various forms, attracted considerable
attention. Whereas British studies of class cultura¥ differénces relevant
to educational opportunity have largely focused on linguistic patterns,
\ studies in the United States that have utilized the conception of a
o, culture of poverty have had important implications for educational .- .
g research and governmert policy. Formulated by Lewis (1966), the notion
is, as Westergaard and Resler (1975) pointed out, a variant of commonly
held stereotypes about the poor, who are believed to be maintaining the ~
very conditions that consign them to failure. The alleged deficiencies
of lower~class life that are thought to have relevance for the.educational
performance of lower-class children inclide a lack of verbal™interaction
between mother and child and among family members in general, a lack of
interest in-intellectual ‘activity for its own sake, a lack of parental
- ‘idvolvement in the schools, and a lack of _emphasis on reading. According
to Riessman (1962), a pragmatic intellectualism Prevails among the *
culturally deprived. All\these deficiencies combine to lock. the lower-
class child into a self-perpetuating cycle of educational failure and
poverty. It _is assumed that if the deficiengies could be corrected, the
lower-class child could be expecced to improve his pemformance in school.
Various researchers have attempted,to demonstrate a correlation
between social class and methods of socialization, the assumption
being that children in different socioeconomic groups-are raised differently.
Zigler (1970) summarized many of the findings of these researchers and
described much of the material as "contradictory and too inconsistent
"(pe 93). Zigler himself favored what he terms a develoggenCal approach
to social class differences, an approach tha; has been strongly influenced
by the work of Piaget and that is an attempt “fo understand some of the
‘ i effects of phe sociological variable of social class membership in terms
. of the psyﬁéological variable of personal development level” (p. 101)»
The assumption is made that lower-class children are developmentally
younger than middie-class children of the same chronological age.
According to Zigler, proponents of this developmental approach have
purposely avoided speculation concerning the causes of the developmental
differences petween middle~ and lower-class children. One may question
Ve whether the approach really contributes anything of significance to a
discussion of ‘class behavioral differences. Explanations of lower~class
‘behavior in®terms of a culture of poverty argument have been criticized
for leading to the formation of a caricature of working-class life and
\ for failing to grasp the roots of the problems df poverty and equcational
failure.

‘ Drucker (1971) and others criticized thgse who maintain that working-
class language is inadequate for conceptual development. In particular,

\\\ Drucker opposed the view that lower-class children can only think in

concrete terms, that abstract cbpncepts are too difficult for them to
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grasp, and that working—class children’s thought is organized primarily

in terms of sensory features of the world.. Drucker relates such attempts
to cgtegorize working-class ‘language as inadequate to early stereotypes

,about the thought processes of primitive peoples. Drucker did not deny .
.that lower-class®and uppeg-class children often tend to give predigtably

different answers to varioys test questions, but he demied that these
differences reflect "differences in level Qf conceptualizing and abstracting
aﬁility, or ig the capacity for the adaptive use of'thought" (Drucker,
1971 p. 42). He maintained instead that the differences reflect "an
arbitrary dichotomy which has been imposed by a particular theory and a
particular social system upon a mass of data which lends itself to many
interpretations and differentiations" (p. 42). Leeds (1971) pointed out
that the apathy, the inability to defer gratifitation, and the orientation .
towards the present-—all characteristics supposedly~found among the
poor--may he seen as practical responses to certain social situations.

In fact, they are characteristics shown by most people under certain.
circumstances. e '

-

Any consideration of the cultural aspects of poverty must also take
into account the effects of the actual physical conditions of poverty.
It has jeen demonstrated by Pasamanick (1969), among others, that a .
dé?ecpivevdiet may affect a child’s ability to respond appropriately in a

school ‘situation. Furthermore, overcrowding and inadequate living
conditions in general will have a disadvantageous effect on the academic )

.performdpce of poor children. ' However, there is a vast difference

between acknowledging the harmful ‘effects of lower-class living on
children’s academic performance and ascribing gll these harmfu% effects

to the self-perpetuating culture of the poor. ~ P
In .the Urtited States, an accep?hncé of the theory of cultural .
deprivation of lower-class children has helped to initiate compensatory

education programs such as Head Start. All of these programs associated’
with the "war on poverty" have been criticized for attemptirg to cope

‘with a massive problem by combating the culture of the poor, rather than .

by altering the fundathental arrangements of society (Valentine, 1971).
Programs such as ‘Head Start are intended to help alleviate the culture
clash experienced by lower~class children when they enter school where
the outlook and aspirations are those supposedly more familiar to middle-
class children. Studies of the effects of ‘the educational impdct of Head

Start programs show somewhat ambiguous results.,~A&cording to Bronfenbrenner

(Note 1), an initial gain in performance as measured by IQ scores tends
to disappear after the first two or three years of elementary schooling.

Of course, this fact in itself does not necessarily demonstrate the

futility of compensatory eéucation, éinge it could simply mean that
the compensatory program did not last long .enough. Moreover, Zigler
(1978) maintained that adherents of the "fad®sout” notion have "ignqgred

a relatively large and consistent body of evidence“which indicates

.{' "
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that the benefits of participating in a preschool intervention progrfam

" have much gieater aiaying powver than currently popular views vould ‘
have ys believe'" (p 12). \ N,

™ 3. The third set of explanatfbna for the comrelation between
-socioeconomic 2lass position and educational attaimment centers around
the theory that lower~class children receive inferior treatment from the
educational establishment, that they are more likely to have inadequately
trained teachers, to be placed in crowded classrooms, and to ‘have_less
mdney spent on their education than are middle-class children. Although
bodh the Colemart Report in the Upited States (1966) and the Plowden

port in' England (1967) concluded that family background was more
decisive than school characteristics in. determining success or failure
among school children, and thus gave support to the belief that explanations
of .achool failure should be given in cultural terms, it is nonetheless
possible, as Karahel and ‘-Hatsey (1977) have pointed out, thdt all schools

may inhibit the academic performance of poor childreri. Leacock (1969)
maintained that the*reaaon many lewer-class children fail to achieve in

school 1is that their’ teachers, consciously or unconsciously, project a
basically nonsupportive attitude towards them. From the observations of
pupil-teacher interaction in city schools‘ Leacock concludedsthat

lower stqtus rolesywere being structured for these children. According

to Leacock, the loWw expectations held by teachers for lower-class children :
create a self-fulfilling prophecy, since children tend to perform according
to the expectations held for them.. Support ‘for this theory of ge.self-
fuffillingdprophecy ‘came from Roaenthal and Jacobson (1968). The research -
carried out by Rosenthal: and Jacobsen involved administering a test to

500 children in an elementary school. The teachers were then informed

. that a small number of children had been diagnosed as‘aﬁing likely to

show academic improvement durihg fhe following year, en the c¢hildren
were tested at the end of the next year, it was found that the children
for whom the teachers had high expectations had in fact improved’
academically, even though there hdd beem no factual basis for the original
determination of their duccess. Other researchers have also demonstrated
-the influence of standardized tests of intelligence and achievement on
teachers’ expectations and have documeated,«along with Leacock, that
teachers expect less of lower-class childrem thap they do of middle-class
children. Rist (1977) suggested that research on the self-fulfilling
prophecy be incorporated into £he wider field of labeling theory, and.
stated that the analysis of teacher expectations produces results which
are similar to those found in the study:of deviance.

Althdugh Leacock recognized that the condition of poverty itself
creates scholastic difficulties for many children, she nonetheless
thought that the schools se only to aggravate these difficultles.
Arguments similar to Leacock’s have been offered by Levy (1969) and Rist
(1973) and have® been popularized by writers such as Kohn (1967) and Kozol
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(1966). Rist’s account of teaching methods in a St, Louis school
demonstrated the complex relationship between the attitudes and behavior
of teachérs, and the class positions of .the children. What emerges from

« his account is thgt’ the poorest,children do in fact enter school with
more limited vocabularies and general knowledge than the children’ from
more affluent home§. But, according to Rist, 4t is nbt so much the .
tnadequacies of @ children but the sindifference with which they are

-7 treated that 1is sponsible for their poor academic performance.

: Ogbu (1978) has presented an argument which may be seed to be L
related to ﬁhd&e put forward by Leacock n Levy, even though his
theoretical framework is different from th . He suggested‘ghat -

. performance in school 18 diréctly rdlated to fufﬁre expectations; .
black children perfofm (on the.average) less well than white children -
« since they .lack what Ogbu terms "incentive motivation." Using data from
" Great Britain, New Zealand, India, "Japan, and Israel, as well as the
United States, he argues that whenever a group possesses low cast®) status
- and has limited job opportunities, its children will perceive the o
" limitationg imposed upon their advancement, and will, accordingly, fail
to develop competitive skills. In order to teinforce his position, Ogbu’
\ . points out that black females in thé United States, whose job opportunities
. are less limited than those of elack males, perform better in school than
their male counterparts. It would seem that the chief differerce
. o between Leacock’s argument and that of Ogbu is that the former relates
school failure to low teacher expectation, while the latter relates it to

" the *students’ owyn low expectations of their -future chance of success in a
. racist society. . ' ] '

4 .
4e Explanatiens of lower—class school failure in terms of unequal
treatment in school are often pamt of a wider anmalysis of the educational’
system as a means of maintadining class differences. Those who hold this
view of education maintain that as long as society remains divided along
class lines, leet-claSS children must, of necessity, perform poorly in
school. Levy (1969) atgued that -

. ' When ghetto education fatls to accomplish Ats

public goals . . . people blame the inadequacy

of the education if they are liberals, and the
‘inferiority of the children if they are conservative.
Few educational ideologies focus on the political
task of ghetto schools. (p, xidii)

. This task, according to Levy, is to fail to train their children for

middle-class life. 'The more the educational system is popularly viewed
ag providing a channel for social mobility, the more likely it is,

according to this argument, that personal failure will be accepted with
resignation. It would seem that acceptance of failure as ‘the fault of

-
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the {ndividual might bé more likel} to occur in lower-class~childrén of
the samg racial or ethnic.group as 'the middle and upper classes; ere
racial and e:hnic distinctions serve to blur class distinctions, one
might expect that individuals ig an underprivileged group ‘might be
less willing to blame themselves for scholastic failure, and more
likely to blame a society that relegates those groups to a subordinate

status. But in the view\pf ‘writers such as Clark (1960), the schools by

internalizing failure help to legitimize inequality in a society which
should theoretically be equal. S

v -

“ As viewed by scholars such as Bowles gnd Gintis, it °is fruitless to’
» attempt to analyze educational systems without first considering social
¢ relations of production. Along with Althusser, who has termed schools
"ideological state apparatuses,” they regard the educational system as
.serying to reproduce divisi n of labor in a capitalist society. Bowles .
(1971) stated~that ' iniqualities inl education are « . . geen ag part of
the evils of caMtalist society, and likelpTru persistl-fs long, as capitalism
survives" (p. 137 Bowles regarded the separation of the worker from ‘
control over production and the resulting social division of labor
between the controlld®s and the controlled as a crucial element in,
shaping the role of schooling in capitalist society. Viewed in this
light, :education 1s seen as a mechanism that helps to insure social .
control and political stability. By determining the positions of children
¥~ithin the class system, education serves to legitimize the social

structure. Bowles pointed out that children from the 90th pefhentile in
the class distribution (sodial class being defined by the income,
occupation, and educational level of the parents) may be expected

& to receive over four_and one-half more years of schooling than children -
from the 10th percentile. Moreover, "according to Bowles, those children-
who remain in school (or college) longer receive an increasingly larger
annual public subsidy. - ’

Bowles also argued that the social division of labor gives rise to
distinet class subcultures, with different values, personality traits,

expectations, and childrearing practices, all of which affect children’s
responsiveness to a school situation. Since the social class differences

in [scholastic achievement are greater than would be accounted for by

differences in fiﬁancial resources alone (Coleman, 1966),. Bowles (1977)
maintained that . . r .

Class differences in-the total effect of schooling
are + « . due primarily to differences in . . .
. class subculture. The educational system serves
less to change the results of the primary
§:ialization in the home than to ratify them
¥d. render -them in adult form. The complementary ~
relationship between family socialization and schools

N .

: 120




-

‘\ T, 3.23 B
. é

N .

serves to reproduce patterns of class culture from

generation to generation. (p. 147)

I
-

This afgument may appeér to be élpsely‘fela:ed to those of Coleman (1966)

and of Bernstein, and to adherents of the culture of poverty theory, even
though Bowles” basic ideological fram®work is quite different, if not
frod'aernstein‘s, at least from' most American proponents of .a theory of
cultural deprivation. The implications for policy are very different.

_ Those who accept a culture of poverty explanation for the school failure

of lower~-class children usually believe that compensatory programs such
as Head Start can help to remedy the situation; Marxists such as Bowles
are more pessimistic. In his view, as long as society remains divided

‘along class lines, lower-class children must inevitably perform poorly in

gchool, and no amount of intervention, short of rearranging the economic

structure of society, canghélp them to any significant degree. -

In view of the fact that inequalities of educational opportunity

‘and performance have been deﬁengttated to exist in socialist countries
‘such as_ the Soviet Union, it is probably'more_accuratg, as Bowles

and Gintis have in fact pointed out, to relate educational inequality
to a hierarchical division of labor, which exists in the Soviet Union as

well as 1in capitalist countries, rather than simply to capitalism. It is

obviously a simpler matter to abolish capitalism than it is to eliminate
a labor hierarchy. .

-/ Although the explanation of educational inequality offered by,

writers such as”Bowles and Gintis is satisfying in its apparent"
comprehensiveness, on closer examination .it possesses many of the
drawbacks common to other explanations of the problem. Although most
writers on the subject would acknowledge that it is possible for some
lowet-clags children to achieve, and some writers will even say that the
class system needs to allow some upward mobility as a "safety valve" for
class discontent, few of the arguments presented in any way help to
explain indiyidual successes or faillures. Obviously, socioceconomic
gtatus must be considered in conjunction with other factors, such as
individual differerices in personality and learning style. Marjoribanks
(1972) has demonstrated that the learning enviromment of the home

can affect.a child’s performance on dertain mental ability scores.

He identified eight environmental forces|and examined their effect

on test scores. His results show that vérbal, number, and reasoning
abilities are the most influenced by the enviromnmental forces he has
isolated, and that spatial ability is the least affected. It may be that

- personality characteristics that contribute to academic success in one

socloeconomic group are not necessarily those that would guarantee
success in an individusl from another socioceconomic group. Individual

differences in verbal and cognitive style presumably interact with
socloeconomic and other factors to affect any one individual’s chances of
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academic success or failure. A discussion of individual verbal and
cognitive styles is outside the scope of this chapter, but it may be

v. relevant to consider research that seeks to explain the relationship
between these individual differences and class distfnctions .in the
- educational system. According go Witkin (1965), individuals may possess ]

. one of two basic types of cognifive style: field-dependedt and field- .

Qndepeﬁdent.r A field-dependent individual, Witkin maintains, 1is one

whose cognitive and perceptual processes are poorly differentiated
.. and articulated. A field~independent individual has a greater ability

to abstract important features from surrounding detail; he apparently

-also possesses a greater sense of his own separation from the outside
world and thus is better at sorting problems requiring the isolation of

/

-

> essential elements. Witkin claims that there is no significant correlation
! between these two basic types Pf cognitive styles and socioeconomic, v

status. '

Drucker (1971) has illustrated the range of stylistic and personal,g
responseés that children may demonstrate inest situations. He maintai
that these responses are associated with certain class-~bound styles.
Furthermore, he stated that in some circumstances different styles may“iga_
"become maladaptive, and lead to functional failure for quite different |
reasons” (p. 53). Drucker cited the different responses he obtained from
children to whom he was administering a test of number conservation. , , -
Development of the concept qf conservation is generally considered to .
demonstrate a certain level of conceptual maturity, and some researchers
have found that lower-class children tend to do less well in tests of
number conservation than do adults. Drucker, however, pointed out
that the individual, as well as the class-bound differences in children’s’
-responses to the tests, must be considered in any interpretation of k
findings based on the tests, and emphasized that conv@ntional techniques
of testing and measurement have yielded distorted impressions of ability&

Lacey (1970) studied an English selective high school and attempted
to Seek out the reasons why working-class boys did not achieve as well as ) N
middle-class boys. What is impressive about his study was that he was ‘ K\
aware that sociceconomic class is only one of many variables determining ~
educational sugcess. By contrast, school studies such as those by ’
Leagock, Lévyézxnd Rist appear sadly one-dimensional. 'Lacey is congefned
to discover th€ factors leading not ¥nly to working-class failure, but to
working~class success, and, ian turn, to both success and faiﬁpre of
1 middle-class boys. In the school studied, cases of middle~cXass high
‘ achievers with a ikh level of parental encouragement were fairly commdn,
as were cases of working-class low achievers with a low level of parental
encouragement. However, these cases by no means exhausted all the ,
posaibilities, and cases of working-class high achievers wi'th low parental |,
encouragement and of middle-class low achievers with high parental -
encouragement also occurred though admittedly with less frequency. Lacey

o
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viewed the boys and their parents as competing teams in the educational
process, with the boy "filling the role of competitor and the parents

that of coach" (p. 125). Lacey isolated three types of resources of the
family teams--psychological, social, and cultural. Although the family” a‘
social position is only one of the factors inflyencing aghievement, it

! not always. be possible to isolate it from the psychological and
:iztakai\fesources of a family. - , oy

Une of the cases given by Lacey, that of a working~class high
machiever with a low level of parental encouragement, is interesting in
‘ axhat it demonstrates yet another set of factors leading to- achievement; -
~namely, encouragement and gupport from the teachers. In the particular
cave described, the boy is able to achieve in spite of an apparently -
disadvantaged home background and 4an uncooperative father. The support
and encouragement from the sghool, combined with the boy”s own high
intelligence, ability, and pSsychological “strength to withstand the
ambivalence between his school culture and that of his peer and neighborhood
cultures, all served to contribute to high achievement in this pdrticular
N - ‘boy“s case: Howéver, as Lacey pointed out, it would not have been.
' ) surprising--{n fact, it would have been more usual--if the boy had joined
'the antigroup culture within the school, to which many of the working-class
‘ boys were predisposed. On .two occasions the boy was on the threshhold of
N : 'deterioration, but fortunately never fully embarked on tQe path that -
.’ “Lacey outlined as "bad behavior == punishment and damaged reputation "
X + =——pe]ow mOtivAtiON =g poor work === and no homework =~—m more punishment
. —p eventually inability to do the work" (p. 143), a path that many of .
9 . the working-class boys follo&ed.

; Lacey made the point that middle-~clasg parents are able to demonstrate
o " their support in more éffective ways an are the working-class parents.
‘ He cited instances of middle-class parents exerting successful pressure
on the school to place thedr_son in an advanced class, demonstrating the
ability of "articulate, ambitious, middle+class parents” to "manipulate
the ideology of the school" (p. 76). In the school which Lacey studied,
‘streaming (tracking) of pupils was practiced, and the parents were
b concerned less with the diagnostic and pedagogic aspects of the process
s [ than they were with its associated subcultural effects. Whereas both
- working-class-and middle~class parents were likely td have fears about
the socially undesirable consequences of a boy’s being placed in a low
strean (track), the middle-class parents tended to be more aware that any
objections they had should be expressed to teachers in purely educational
£ terms. The working~class parents tended to be less sophisticated and to
~ state openly their reasons for not wanting a boy to be placed in a partic- .~
ular class, thus Eailing to convince the tea;hers of the reasonableness \\\
of the arguments. In general there appears to have been a greater
willingness on the part of the teachers to ltssen to middle-class

. ’ )
i . . e

In’ discussing the value of support and encouragemcnt from parents, - §§»
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parents who were able to manipulate the ideologies accepted H% the "

teachers. "Their status in the general social structure . . . helped to
make this manipulation acceptable” (p. 136). - )

... 2 Instances that did not conform to the established correlation
0 between academic achievement and social class, i.e., a working—class boy
e from a lgrge family succeeding in school, or an upper-middle class boy
from a smaller family failing, highlighted an important point. for Lacey:

There is a degree of autonomy in the system of "'\h‘
social relatioms in the clas$room which can
transcend external factors and even differences
of intelligence. Bxternal factors, such as social
clags, and intelligence have to be fed through the -
_ intermgl system of relations within the classroom.
L 1f the 'possessor of advantages in the external
system fails to feed them in correctly (some factor
in the internal system might interyene) they can be
misunderstood or even ignored. On the other hand,
positive rewards can come from skill in manipulating
“{nternal relations; ‘they can make up for lack of
external advantages and even intelligence, as
i measured by an IQ test. (p. 56)

nr"

Lacey gLaonstgkted_;hac differentiation and polarization occurred as
students mov through the school, and "the resulting pro- and anti-school
s+ subcultures ;gre also linked to class differentiation” {p. 187). By
differentiation, Lacey meant the gseparation and ranking of students
actording to a multiple set of ‘eriteria that makes up the normative,
academically oriented, value system of the school. It is a process which
‘{8 carried out mainly by the teachers, whereas the polarization process
o occurs within the student body itself, and includes the formation of an
* antigroup culture. Students may join‘ﬁuch a group because they are doing
poorly academically, and once in the group their work will tend to
deteriorate even further. '
3 A .
Lacey contrasted his model of the school with the idea of the
deferred gratification pattern, which has been suggested as characteristic v
of middle-class behavior, and an absence of which may be considered to o
contribute toward a culture of poverty. Lacey found very little evidence
[ {n the school he studied that deferred gratification in any way determined
success. Instead, he observed students competing for a flow of short-term
gratifications and he agreed with Rodman (1963) that the working giass
- has probably internalized achievement norms similar 'to those of the
middle class, but, owing to their position in & stsatified society, are ‘
satisfied (and rationally so) with less actual achievement. . ,/{7




-status and IQ. Obviously, if differences in IQ-‘scores
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Considerable attention has been given here to Lacey’s work because

it 1s one of the few studies that seeks to give more than a simplistic
account of the relationship between academic achjevement and other

factors. Although recognizing that, on the whole, working-class children

do not perform as w&ll as middle~class children, Lacey provides a model
that nonetheless a¢dounts .for the ;successful working—class child, as well
as the middle-clasgs failure. Rather than degying the importanciaof
class as a determinant of 'educational achievement, Lacey emphas1 es

the complexity of the relagionships among cldss, individual personality
charactéristics, and the sdcial system of the school.’

¢

Tﬁe'complexity'of factors determining educational achievement is (‘
also stressed in the report of a.study of high~ and low—achieving black

low SES children that was carried out by Shipman, Boroson, Bridgeman,
Gant, and ‘Mikovsky (1976). They concluded .that a multiplicity of positive

" and negative factors were responsibleg for the academic performance of the

children studied. "It is not a particular parent, teacher, or child’s
attitude, attribute, or behavior, or a particular .social setting, but the
cumulative effects of their multiple interactions” (p. 50) that determine
success or failure, and "for different children, different clusters

of variables appear to be differentially effective, suggesting the |

need for multidimensional assessment of individuals and their environments”

i,(p. 531). Shipman et al. suggested that a child’s cognitive gains are

likely to be largest when there is support "in the total ecology of the
child" (p. 52). . ’
* . ) . . AN
Rossi (1961) has attempted to ‘set out determinants of achievement
(including ‘socioeconomic status), that can be relatdd to differences
among students, teachers, schools, and communities. He maintained that
the most important variable in determining educational achievement is the "
IQ of the student, since variations in IQ levels accounted for between
40% and 60% of variations in levels of achievement. Part of the remaining
variation may be attributed to other factors, such as socioeconomic
status, achievement motive, teachers’ characteristics, educational

- practices, and community diffeg:sces in academic achievement. Rossi did

not consider the implications n his statements about IQ of the fact’
that research wodid establish a relationship between sg;:oeconomic

y be attribuated,
to whatever. degree, to differences in socioeconomic status, then the role

of socloeconomic status in determining achievement would be greater than
Rossi implies. * .

Rossi pointed out that regional differences within the United States
are related to differences in educational achievemedt, with students in
the north scoring higher than those in the south. Here again, the
gocioecononmic differences between regions may account for much of the
discrepancy betveen north and south. -
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Sewell (1971) carried out a longitudinal study of approximately
9,000 high school students in Wisconsin in order to examine inequalities
in opportunities for higher education amd to establish significant
variables. It was demonstrated that ‘

When we divide one cohort into quarters ranging
- from low to high on an index based on a weighted
, -combination of our indicators of socioeconomic
statusy we estimate that a high SES student has ‘ '
almost 2.5 times as much chance as a low SES

studant of cantinuing in some kind of post-
high school education. He has an almost 4:1

advantage in access .to college, a 6:1 advantage

in college graduation, and a 9:1 advantage in

graduate or profes$iona1 education’. (p. 795)

. Y ‘

The above-mentioned indicators of socioceconomic status are parental -
income, father’s and mother’s educational attainment, and father’s
occupation. Each of the four socioeconomic background variables was
found to ltave approximately equal effigct on educational attaimment, add
taken together, accounted-for 187 of the total variance {in years of
post-high school educational asttainment. Although Sewell’s study
demonstrated that socioeconomic gtatus plays an important part in
inequality in higher education, it also showed that its role is far from
simple and dird‘ﬁ. "Its effects tehd to be mediated by largely psychological
factors, which in turn also have independent influences on the processes
of educational attainment” (Sewell, 1971, p. 800). Included among
these social psychological factors are the development pf cognitive

skills, academic performance, the influence Qf significant others,
and educational and occupationdl aspira:ions?\\‘\
Vs

‘D. Cohen (1972) made the similar point that

ability and ‘status combined explain somewhat less
than half the actual variation in college attendance.
+As in the case of curriculum placement, we must turn

to other factors—-motivation, luck,. discrimination,
chance, and family encouragement or the lack of 1it--
‘to find likely explanations. (p. 55)

~ Cohe ’s’ use of the term luck as a variable in educational achievement
Is similar to Jencks's use of the term to explain a major source ofh
incmné\iﬁequality; and has been criticized by Karabel and Halsey (1977).

The‘identificatiod of unexplained variance with “luck’
seems a peculiar one for a sociologist, but it is a
logical result_of Jencks’s decision to gather data only

. | T @
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about individuals. Yet as Bourdon (1974) has argued

in a review of Jencks, relationships that are.

objectively indeterminate for the individual may be .
* anything but random when viewed from the perspective of '

soctal structure. (p. 24) e ! o

An 1lluminating stud§ of the factors governing academic success
among members of an underprivileged group--in this case black Americans—-
was carried out in the 1960s by H. Bond (1972), He studied the origins
of and edycation received by black Ph.D.’s and.found that academic
success -wAs not distributed at random throughout the black population,
but was Kighly gorrelated with 'the type of eh}ly schooling received. The
religiously motivated missionary schqlars of the lower south, according
to Bond, "established and sustained in the students §er higher levels of
self-expectancy than their‘accustomed milieu demanded of them" {p. 121).

, That is to say, those children fortunate enough to live mnear these

" "~ scholars did better than those who did not, and the type of schooling
received was crucial. This may seem a commonplace observation, but
*it’is one which may need to be stressed in a climate of pessimism
about the efficacy of schooling and in view of analyses of black academic
. failure such as that by Ogbu. Bond, did not, however, attribute success -

to supe§ior schools .alone, but also to the intangibles of high expectancy,
. aspiration, motivation, and attainment among teachers and in families:

‘ In fact, Bond’s conclusions-may be regarded as representing a synthesis

. of the views of many other.writers on 'education, correcting the one-

sidedness that is often a feature of -educational writing. Bond’s
work is valuable in that he recognized the common disadvantages shared by
all black Americans, but he did not regard them as representigg a solid,
undifferentiated hass, and was sensitive the differences ﬁ%ﬁt account
for achievement, or the lack of it. Moreovkr, he demonstrated the-
necessary interdependence of family ) community, and school ,in-producing
academic achievement add social mobility. Thus, it is neither the family
nbr the school that effectively produces a successful pattern of education,
but the two in combination as part of the total fabric of social and
educational life.

The fact that there are variables other than socioeconomic status

. that daetermine academic achievement should surprise no one, but it
appears somaetimes that the recognition of these other factors leads to a

‘tendency to dismiss the importance of class ‘in education. Ravitch
(1978), for instance, duoted Featherman 'as noting that the Sewell study
found "only 18 percent of all the edugacional differences in his sample
to be associated with class factors per se" (p. 114). Leaving aside the
question of whether this is a truly representative statement of Sewell’s
findings, there are many who wauldfnuescion the use of the term "only" in
the quoted sentence. It would seem that the ideological stance of the
interpreter affects Qﬁe degree to which he ascribes/importance to the

-
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variablg¥ of class. For somé, it is intolerable that 18% of all educational

. ,differences should be associated with social class; for others, it is
insignificant.
If there is one outstanding conclusion to be reached after this +

somewhat cursory review of some of the literature pertaining to the
relationship between ‘class and educational attainment, it is that
socioceconomic status is only one of many aspects of human diversity that
contributq to educational achievement. 11t 1s, however, an extremely
important aspect, one which should never be overlooked in evaluating the
most appropriate educational treatment for any particular individual. It
is equally clear from the literature that the exact nature of the
relationship between socioeconomic status and educational achievement has
not been fully researched, since different researchers have tended to
concentrate on one aspect of the relationship to the exclusion of others.
\\\ There has been a:tendency to attribute everything to cultural deprivation,
or to poor schools, or to attitudes of teachers, or to the children’s low
expectations, or simply to the evils of a class system in general, 'All
these factors undoubtedly play a part, but their relative significance is

not clear. It {s apparent that there is ample .room for further research
\ in this area.

In order to assess the most effective educational approach for any
given individual, it would be desirable to develop a framework within
which all the factors relevant to educational performance could be
included. In order to be a useful tool, gl of the status and functional

) categories included would have to be very precise and sharply defined.
. At present, socloeconomic status {s certainly not precife and sharply
: defined. As the earlier part of this chapter has demonstrated, the
) concept of class had different meanings for different theorists. Moreover,
it 18 by no means clear that the usual measures used to determine socio-
economic status (father®s occupation, parents’ education, father’s
income) do in fact adequately characterjize status. Karabel and Halsey
(1977) cited Muller’s study of a German town in which unmeasured family
residual affects accounted for an additional 24% of the variance in the
. ‘ case of occupational statuses of brothers. ~Karabel and Halsey remarked:
"What this finding strongly suggests is that these are elements in family
background that though they are important in the determination of adult
status, are not captured by the usual techniques" (Karabel & Halsey,
pe 24).& They also pointed out that Bowles also suspected that the usual
methods of measuring the effects of socioceconomic status systematically
underestimate thgm. Bowles suggested that ®the transmission of personality
attributes, determined:in part by parental position in the hierarchy of
work relations, is an important camponent of family background' (cited in
Karabel & Halséy&€1977 p. 24). The fact that the measures of socioceconomic
status have yet to be fully and clearly defined may or may not aacount

for difficulties in comparing class status between different ethnic g

o | | | A
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groups. Tor example, Ogbu (1978) claimed that class status cannot

explain why blacks as a group do not perform as well as whites, especially
where the two groups have comparable class characteristics. But Rist

(1973) quoted findings by Cohen, Pettigrew, and Riley to the effect that v

"when controls for. the influence of social class were imposed, the impact
of racial differences became nearly nonexistent” (c@ted in Rist, 1973,
)p. 16). This statement and Ogbu’s are so ‘contradictory, that it is
obvious that they are not using’ the same type of conceptual schemes. If
cne accepts the view that classes are emergent, and not fixed, then the
comparison between, say, the black lower class, and the white lower class,
becomes specious.’ What then may become significant is differential

3
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- Y CHAPTER 4

The Pedagogical Relevance of Sex Differentiation

» .

/ Nancy Bordier - . 2

Sex Differentiation and Educational bpportunity

. . 7 \\ ] ' YA
Sex differences have always been the object of Curiosity enJ: at
least within some cirtles, contention. Genetic/biologicel differences

between males and females, as well as $Social differences in the roles

. they play, have been used, for example by, protagonists in what has been

termed "the war between the sexes" as evidence of the alleged superiority
(or inferioeicy) of one iﬁﬁwas oppcsed to the other.

- Recently, debate about sex differences has becote for'e acrimenious
than in the past. This is due,.at least in part, to changed in women’s
roles within the family and in economic, political, -and social life, and
to challenges of the traditional notions about what men’s roles should
be~—within the family, as well as In their relationships with women in
economic, political, and social spheres. *As the protigonists seek. not
only to inform but to persuade on the basis of scientific argument,
contending viewpoints about their social -roles Bring up basic questions
about whether there are important sex differences--genetically,
blologically, and behaviorally--and whether these differenegs are

functional for individuals Yhemselves and for society. Most people agree

that the roles of the two- sexes have differed in the past, but many
people are questioning whether these differences are as extensive as
popular images hold them to be. Furthefmore, many people are quesgioning
whether real and apparent differences are inevitable or desirable,
whether they will continue in the future, and, if choice exists, whetheﬂ§
they should continue to exist. Can one say that sex-differentiated role

‘are inevitable because genetic/biological differences can be shown to

determine them? Of because cultural values and socialization processes
determine them? Or because genetic/bilological and cultural phenomena

interact in predetermining ways?
-

)
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Clearly, some groups and individuals tend to call attention to
differences that appear to be stable and apparently universal, especially
those differences that they wish to attribute to geneticdbiological

' factors. (See, for example, Tiger, 1970.) For insofar as these attributes
are valued and socially utilized in different - ways, individuals possessing
‘them can be ranked differently in socletal stratification systems, and can
be conferred different status and prerogatives.A

Still other groups seem equally determined to contest rigid :
characterizations of sex differenceg. (See Mead, 1949/1970.) They point
to the variable contribution of both genecic/bfggogical and cultural

& factors in-influencing-behavior. The lack of stability and frequency in
T the appearance of assertedly sex-linked traits As. thought to weaken
. attempts to. assign':raic'differences to the th{sexes. The variations
v are thought to suggest greater relativity of percegived sex differences,
’ as well as greater mutability in these differences, through either
natural processes or deliberate intervention.

‘ Some groups even concend that the search for sex differences‘per se
{s a sex-biased attempt to justify and create sex-role development and
. hence limit the: developmental pbtential of both sexes (Safilios-Rothschild, ~
" 1978). These groups appedar to have a more fluid view of human developmental
$ passibilities than others, insofar as the latters’ perceptions of the
future projects sex-biased q;visions of labor regardless -of whether the
two sexes have opposing, complementary, or identical roles.

In these opposing perspectives, consequently, one can see very ‘5Ji
different images, hopes, and fears for the future. One group of
protagonists seems to be preoccupied with ascertairning whether future
dtvisions of labor should find women developing qualities and skills so
that they behave more like men in the marketplace, or whether they should
‘ continue to be ‘homebound and community-bound as progenitors and organizers
» " of consumption; wiether men should develop qualities and skills so that
. they behave more like women in the home and community, or whether they .
. should continue éo be absorbed in the -marketplace (Ross’, 1976). The last '
group mentioned, However, shows little inclination to limit {its vision of
the future to a projection of sex-blased perspectives on the past and

present. , ' /
* £

-

B

Therefore, sex differences continue to attract attention and
contention, because many pgpple have a vested interest in using an
understanding of such differences to justify erosion of them through
either natural or contrived processes. This degree of partisanship does
not necessaﬁé}x}provide a fruitful context for scientific inguity. Yet
systematic e nation of the nature of sex differences is urgently

a . egeeded particularly with respect to their variability and malleability,
since it 1s clear that perceptions. of these differemnces and the extent to - -
. . . ) ] ‘
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‘ | 137




4.3 ' \

[
.

-

which they are manipulable aifect the way {ndividuals are treated.
Expectations as to what behaviors are appropriate for each sex, as well

as what behaviors ‘are possible and desirable, affect the way individuals *
develop within societal institutions. Real and imdgined sex differences,

as well ag similarities, do affect individuat~and institutional management

of human-developmental processes, and the realization of humag patential.

A sqcilety seeking to maximize human development'requires as much knowledge

ds possible of all those factors found to. affect developmental possibilities.
Sex differencel and similarities must be scientifically examined, as well

as the extent of the yariations in the stability and frequency of their
appearances and theirgixtses--particularly those that are subject to

human and institutional dontrol. )

——

Al

The pedagogical relevance of sex differences derives its theoretical
and practical significance from this framework of analysis. Clarification
of sex differences, similarities, variations, and mutability is required
to counteract conceptual and empirical distortions concerning sex-role
differentiation. This task 1s of particular signifitance in the context
of the argumnq;f:ade by .g¥owing numbers of groups and individuals that
alleged sex di 'erences have been used in unfoundigifscgseotyped ways as
the basis for allocating statuses and roles among -Males and females
in such'a’way as to restrict the developmental possibilities of both
sexes, particularly females. (See Fishel & Pottker; 1977.), Status:
allocations are®said to reflect arbitrary bias, based on stereptyped
notions that attribute genetic/biological as well as culturally-acquired,
behavioral differences to males and females in such a way as to deny
either or both full access to the statuses and opportunities that they
are capdble of assuming. These groups and individuals allege that
sex-differentiated role allocations reflect unfounded beliefs about
genetic/blological and culturally-induced differences as well'as arbitrary
social practices, which act.as self-fulfilling prophecies, channeling the -
development of both males and females into stereotyped patterns narrower
than the full range of qualities, needs, and abilities they may possess
or be capable of developing. They claim that the development of both
sexas is constricted by these expectations lasofar as they are embedded
in pervasive cultural values and structured developmental processes
‘propagated by formative societal {nstitutions, of which the school is a
prime example. . '

Restriction and constriction of males’ and females’ development by
the school is evidenced by sex differential in academic achievement and
in access to occupational status and opportunity, Sexual stereotyping
of schooling outcomes is documented by 1975 data from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Relative equity in early school
years between the twd sexes is superseded by sex differentials in major
subject areas. Members of each sex,tend to ‘devedop specializations in
different areas and to outperform the opposite sex in that area. (Howaver,



4-"‘ ) £

- -

f
i

females’ leads are eventually lost, and males’ leads are_ retained.)
Though aptitude test scores of young boys and girls tend ndt to show
significant sex differences, even- on tests of “nathematical reasoning and.
spatial relations significant sex differentials emerge (Boocock, 1976,
' Chapter 5). Males and females perform equally in mathematics, science, .
. "social studies, and citizenship until the onset of adolescence. However,
by age 13, female performance in these areas begins to dec}ine, never to
vtecover. In middle elementary school years, females begin to outachieve
males in reading, writing, literature, and tests of verbal ability.
, However, by age 9, their performance begins to decline until by age 26-35
they lag behind males. Sex-typing of achievement in different subject
. areas precedas sex differentials in future educational opportunities. In
the nation’s vocational education programs, 71% 'of the 136 instructional
areas have at least 757 of -their students of one sex or the other.
"Fethales predominate in those programs providing preparation for the
P : lower-paying occupations’ (Matthews & McQune, Note !, p. 3). Almost
‘ one-half of the fnstructional areas have'90% of one sex or the other.
Furthermore, in the past, a higher percentage of boys than girls of
equal ability tehded to enroll in the college preparatory track of
high schocl. Males tend to win moxe merit scholarships, receive greater
amounts of ftnancial assistance for higher education, have lower grade
point averages than women entering college, and complete more years of

college and postgraduate study. -

~ In the labor market, sex stereotyped, constructive develgp&ent has
' also been documented. According to the 1978 Sstatistical Report of the
Natiomal Center for Educational Statistics, males tend to occupy
disproportionate pumbers of blue collar jobs, compared to females, and
females a disproportionate number of white collar Jobs, compared to .
males. Additional sex differentiation within occupational categories has
been noted, as specific jobs comprising theydifferent categories have
been shown to be sex~typed. According to census data, women are much
less likgly than men to be in the major, high status white collar
 occupational group, "managers and administrators . . . " (Wolf & Fligstein,
1979, p. 236).  Even in the social sector professions where women tend to
be overrepresented in proportion to their total number in comparison to
men, the occupants of the higher-level supervisory positions in these
professions tend to ovérrepresent men, in proportion to their total
number. Id:general, even when women have .the same educatdonal and :
occupational status, Ehey are much less likely than men to be in positions
of authority.-

' These data indicate that males and females have developed dissimilar
abilitiep, skills, and interests that equip them inequitably to attain
access t§ aducational and occupational opportunitias and status. For
many groyps in society, the responsibility for these diverse, and in some
spheres inequitable,.patterns of sex-role development lies with, such
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formative institutions as the schools. So éOnvincing have their arguments
been that legislation such as Title IX of the Education Amendments of

1972 has been passqﬂ mandating the prohibition of arbitrary bias in the
allocation of educational oﬁbortunities to the' two sexes. The legislations
contain numerous assumptions regarding sex differences, some of which are
supported’ by existing ‘scientific evidence and some of which have not

begun to  be explored. One of these assumptions is that existing sex

dif ferences can be environmentglly panipulated, and that.enough is known
about the nature of sex differences, including their variability, mutability,
and -malleability, as well as about educatiowdl processes, so that schools
can {nstitutionally manage the developmept of males and females in order
to. reduce and eliminate arbitrary and individually undesirable sex
differentiation of behaviors. Yet it is not clear that this assumption
can be supported on the basis of existing evidence. It can-be seen from _
a passing glance at the literature that inquiry into. sex differentiation
is at a rudimentary stage, not to mention inquiry into the processes’ for
deliberately managing 1it. ) :

, Studies in biology and psychology, for example, indicate that some
scholars have tended to focus an differences distinguishing the two
sexes, others on similarities linking them, and others on variations
within and between both sexes (Chafetz, 1978). Others focus on what
seems t6 be genetically determined and hence appears to exert a fairly -
stable influence; others focus on what 1is environmentally induced and
hence vdriable according to external conditions (Block, 1976). Yet
others have focused attention on the reciprocal influence of biological ..
functioning and enviromment, seeing behavior and roles -as thg variable
and highly unpredictable outcome of ‘the interplay of both. (See, for
exampléﬁ,ﬂaccoby & Jacklin, 1974, Chapters 6 and 7.)

Thus the subject of sex differences prompts questions such as the
following: Are there important differences? Are they,, should they, will
- they be, more important than similarities in determining behavior to
+ justify their serving as the basis of sex-differentiated role allocation?
. To what extent are differences mutable or immutable, controllable or

uncontrollable, and what cayses th:E to be so? Since we muSt assume
tibre will be thosé who wil?ﬁattempt to manipulate them, ‘partjcularly in
the school:setting, among those differences that are malleab y 8ccording
"to whose definitions of needs and desires will they be manipulated? How
can/will school administrative and pedagogical processes integrate and
manage these preferences into school decision-making implementations and
evaluation?

This question is particulasly significant {n the context of the
schools and of the societal debate about sex-biased patterns of role
allocation. Some groups are already seeking to use the schoolsg to
influence the socializatién of the.two sexes .so that past patterns of

L]
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sex~differentiated role allocationg, inside and outside the school, are
weakened and eliminated (Fishel & Pottker, 1977). Yet these groups are
not necessarily in agreement abeut which sex, belonging to which social
class or to which racial or ethnic group, is most in need of exceptional
institutional support to attain this objective, nor how the roles to
which they are to be allocated must be redesigned to eliminate previous
bias. . '
’ . N

For example, national and international studies show .that female
‘students of equal aptitude as male students, when both are of niddT€- or
upper-class socioeconomic status, tend not to utilize school resources
and opportunities to the same extent as their male peers (Poignant ‘T973
Purves & Levine, 1975). Subsequently, inequities in educational achievement
as well as other factors, combine to constrict access to adult roles in
economic spheres. On the other hand, it has been pointed out tha many
males, particularly lowet socioeconomic status blacks in this counfry,
fail to develop their scholastic aptitudes as well as ‘their black fhot to
mention white) female peers, underutilizing their educa®fonal opportunities
in comparison, and also constricting their access to adult roles {Boocock,
1972).

Further divergence is app&E;g; with respect.to the qualities and sex
 roles that &ifferent groups thinR—schools should encourage males and
females to develop. Some think the schools should work to encourage
girls to take on instrumentall role attributes more closely resembling
those thought to be characteristic of boys, wheyeas others think boys =~
should he encouraged to become more expressive many girls are thought

- to be. (See Kaplan & Bean, 1976,  Part I.) Othe s think that both sexes
should be encouraged to develop as f;éely as possible both of these
sex—typed qualities, choosing those most compatible with their individual
needs and desires_ (Greenberg, 1978)., Codcretely, these diverging

ideas have been expressed in such queries as, "Should girls take more
shop, should boys take home economics, or should both, could both, be
more individually self-determining, developing those qualities and
abilities that,most f£fit their needs and desires, irrespective of the<§ex
label attached to any particular attribute or activity?”

-~

IMales 1in advanced technological socigties have acquired the stereotype
of tending to be independent, competitive, individualistic, dominant,
forceful, etc. Females tend to be characterized as dependent, passive,
sensitive to the needs of other, yielding,' gentle, etc. Such qualities
in males' have been referred to as instrumental, whereas female qualities
have been referred to as expressive.
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_ These divérging perspectives on what_ the school should, not to
mention coyld, do to yeduce alleged sex bias are obviously part of the

&,QQQAetal debate about the.roles of the two sexes in the different spheres

of their lives, and as they relate to each othey. These roles involve
fundamental questions of self-interest whether they are questions of

gender identity (i.e., the acquired feeling an individual has about . ¢
himself /herself or others as a biological gule or female), marital roles,

or the economic, political, and social roles enacted by males and females.
The education of the nation‘s children cannot: Dbe expected to be free

of these issues and controversies regarding sex differences and similarities,
and the inevitability as well as desirability of these differences, not

to mention the questions they raise with respect to social engineering
through the schools. Furthermore, ‘contention about these igsues is
exaggerated by the fact” that these questions are being raised during a
period of economic decline, and growing job insecurity at a time of
increasing saturation of the labor market at all levels when men and

women compete against each other for scarce jobs opportunities. Within .
the context of the ‘schools, disaccord regarding sex differences is

not merely an academic quetion, but one of survival add access to the
educational opportunities through which survival skills and knowledge can

be acquired. Consequently, the educational relevance of sex differentiations
involvds not merely academic or pedagogical questions per se, but fundamental
questions of self-interest and survival, pitting individuals of the same

as well as different sex aghinst each otheér. Issues concerning sex
differences can raise important theoretical and practical questions in

-almost every sphere of human activity, and they-are particularly salient

to the educational enterprise. Beliefs about sex differences as they

are reflected in institutional pelicies, structures, and processes, do

seem to have important consequences for the nurturance of human, developmbntal
processes and the management of learning transactions that are fair for

- both sexes. Concern agg anxiety about whac differences and similarities

nay exist, or can be ‘created or el{minated’ through learning experiences,
are emerging as major preoccupations. At the moment, in the absence of
needed information on which to base desired policies and programs, debate
about sex differences and similarities is pressing the school community
to address issues of this nature and to formulate policies for dealing
with them. It is to the practical problems of policy~making and program
development affecting the socialization of the sexes in school that this
chapter 18 addressed. . :

, Its aim is to bring together and conceptually synthesize information
from rdviews of the literature (for example, Safilios—Rothschild 1978)
concerning those aspects of sex differentiation that have pedagogical
implications. It will explore genetic/biologic as well as cultural
facets' of sex differentiation that appear to influence the optimal

‘utilization of educational resources and opportunities by both sexes. ¢
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Five sectiong follow. The firsc, "Sex Differentiation in Early
Cti1ldhood," examines aspects of sex differentiation that appear. in early
childheod, and from genetic/biologic as well as cultural determinants.

The second section, "Sex Differentiation and Schooling," conceptualizes
manifestations of sex differentiation that -are apparent in the school
setting. The third.section, "Schooling and’ Sexual Stratification,"”
examines the role of the school in contributing to sex differentiation,
particularly as part of larger societal stratification processes. The
fourth section, "The Learning/Teaching Transaction and Sex Differences,"
describes strategies for devising and managing sex~fair classroom practices.
The last section, "The Politics of Pedagogical Design: The Case of Sex !
. Differences and Educational Equity," analyzes the political context , .
within which pedagogical issues pertaining to educational equity in
general and sex equity in particular are currently being #debated.
Current concerns about individual differences, as they relate to questions
of reducing bias toward groups victimized by bias and unfounded stereotypes,’
will be discussed in the context of the pedagogical and political
’ \ implications of principles of educational equity.

_ Sex Differentiation.in Edrly Childhood

Biolgogically- and culturally-induced differences, many of which
appear to have pedagogical implications, have‘been attributed ‘to the two
gsexes from early childhood on. These include psychosexual differentiation,
physical development, and motor activicy, as well as cognitive“deyelopment.

This section explores the literature describing these differences
ahd attempts to attribute them respectively td bjological or cultural
influences, or to combinations of both. It also explores the extent to
which differences do characterize members of each sex and differentiate

‘. the two sexes, and the extent to which some seemingly sex~-linked

: characteristics may be shared by both sexes. It describes generally the
implications these differences and siimilarities may have for equitable
trg}iment of both sexes in educational settings.

Psxéhoseggal Dé?élogment

The nature and origin of behavioral differences, particularly those
associated with reproductive functions, are currently the subject of
controversy because of the implications they have for male and female
roles in procreation, and for sex~-biased divisions of labor in childrearié&
and providing the material requisites for family survival and well-being. - °©
Those who view these differences as biologicaliy-determined tend to view
sex~based divisions of labor as biological, necessities, and even abéolutes,

s ’ ¢
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insofar as they attribute them’to heredity factors, with their deceptively
simple genetic component "of differing chromosomes (Chafetz, 1978, Chapter 1).
Genes and.bilology, as well as sex—~differentiated psychosexual behavior,
aré viewed as highly invariable determinants of traditional "dimorphic”
male and female sex roles in the home and marketplace Other participants
in the debate emphasize the cultural components of tr;§ttional sex roles
in family structures (Mead, 1949/1970). They assert that biological
differences in procreation, nurturance, and protective capability, which
served to differentiate male and female roles into sex-typed activities,

"have lost their raison d“etre in the industrial era. Women are no longer

as vulnerab%fe nor require as much physical protgction during pregnancy,
lactation, and nurturing of dependent children as they did in primitive’
times; nor are they continuously pregnant and caring for helpless vulnerable
children? Furthermore, physical strength for most males and females in
industrialized societies is not required for self-protaction or material
sustenance and survival, either inside the home or at the job. Consequently,
they argue that female roles need not be constricted into predominantly
procreative or nurturant roles, and their spheres of activity can extend
farther out into the community and the marketplace. ,

Similarly, advanced technological societies reduce pressure for male
roles to conform to "bilological necessity" requiring them to physically
protect vulnerable female partners and children, and act as their principal
material resource. Male sex roles can be broadened beyond instrumental
qualities and skills to include nurturant, ‘expressive qualities (Lee &
Stewart, 1976).

. - ‘

* Thus some partisans in the debate accentuate biological determinisms
of sex role differentiation and seem to favor its perpetuation, whereas
others discount the' need for these determiﬁismﬁ in differentiating the

.roles of the sexes (Collins, 1972; Boals, 1974). Again, the debate is
ccrucial to education because of 1its underlying implications for sex-role

soclalization and the development of distinct sex roles based on separate,
even if complementary, roles in procreation and nurturance. If distinctive
roles beyond birth are no longer blologic necessities, then decades of
attention devoted to socializing males and females to acquire distinct,
biologically~primed qualities and skills zn this area may no longer be
primordial, indispensable duties of societal institutions such as family,
school, and polity. :

Diverging viewpoints on this issue arouse strong feelings on all
sides because the nature of male and female roles in the home and
marketplace are involved, and because some people feel that males and
females are fundamentally "biologically” different not only in their
reproductive roles but in their very "essence,” and that something
precious in these fundamental differences may be lost if sex role
identities are diffused, mingled, mixed-up (Goldberg, 1973; Gilder,
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1973). The sexes are considered to be dimorphic, 'opposite,” and their _ //

roles are not to be muddled together, assimilated, or confused by seeming
cultural imperatives that deny biological necessity. .

-

Yet bidlogical aspects-of sex differentiation sow seeds of controversy ) ‘
when they are erected into iron-clad arguments of biological necessity,
and into sex-dichotcmous characterizations of male and female psychosexual
development. The gature of biological functions and variations in these
functions manifested by both males and females. weaken attempts to polarize
them into male-female dichotomies (Money & Ehrhardt, 1972). For example,

' genes may be unambiguously sex dichotomous, but embryos of both sexes

start’ out with the same undifferentiated anatomic genital structures. If
a male Y chromosome is present, it will cause the embryd¢ to develop
testes out of its undifferentiated gonads. The testes will secrete
hormones that block the development of the female sex organs that would

.develop 1if the male hormones were not present. At the same time, thege

hormones cause male fetal tissues to_develop into internal,and external
male sex organs. Consequently, it can be seen an embryo possesses the
potential of developing imto either sex, and which sex it develops into
depends first on whether a male or female chromosome is present, and
second, on the production of varying amounts 6f hormones. Males and
females have several hormones in common, namely, estrogen, pregesterone,
and testosterone, although in significantly different proportions. It is
interesting-that important aspects of male development depend .on the
production of hormones that inhibit what would otherwise be female
developmental ?rocesseé.

L o f

Not only do male and female embryos have the same anatomic genital
structures and share common hormones, but variations in the ways in which
their organisms can evolve suggest that geneti¢ males and females may be
less distinct that previously thought. Variations can be. introduced via
opposing genetic and hormonal functions, one male and the\égher female,
as in the extreme example of the hermaphrodite, leading to ned male
and female primary and secondary sex characteristics. Another l2gs rare
variation involving opposing and genetic hormonal functions is the case .

,of genetic males who develop looking  like females because,as fetuses

theit bodies were insensitive to masculinizing hormones. They are nearly
always raised as girls, marry, and function as sexually normal females.
Similarly, genetic females can be fetally "androgenized"--i.e., receive
in utero abnormal amounts of masculinizing hormones, produced by their
own bodies or introduced through the mother. These girls may develop
external male genital organs, be labelled boys at birth, and grow up as
boys. Or, ‘in the less extreme cases, although the data 1s not .conclusive,

- they may show less complete masculinization and only exhibit tomboyish

behavior. Women so raised, according to Money and Ehrhardt (1972), are
more likely than others to eXpress bisexual or Lésbian feelings. Similarly,
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male fetuses who receive little mqscu;infzing hormone might be more
likely to exhibit homosexual behavior. ‘ ‘o /

Such variations 1in hormonally~linked physiological development
suggest that females, as a result of biological factors, may naturally
exhibit stereotypical "male" developmental patterns affecting behavior,
and males, for the same reason, may exhibit stereotypical '"female"
developmental patterns.

However, i {8 _pnot clear whether these 1n:rasex‘¢ariacions, which

. can also be viewed as intersex commonalities, are due.to.biological

factors alome or to such factors combined with cultural and environmental
influences. . Girls who are "masculinized” at birth and exhibit bisexual

or Lesbian feelings and behavior may do so because of their reaction to
abnormal external genital differentiation. Endocrinologist Jennifer

Bell wrote: "It 43 still not established whether the emotional problems

of these girls are “genetic/biologic’ due to an effect of male hormome in
brain function and differentiation, or ‘socio-cultural’" (Note 2).
Similarly, boys "feminized" at birth might also react to external pathology
as a function of their own unique gender identity and socializing milieu,
independently of the biological fictors that caused the pathology.

. Acknowledging these uncertainties “in attributing such deviances to
genetic/biologic or cultural factors, one must nevertheless recognize in
these reports that psychosexual differentiation is not necessarily sex
dichotomous since individuals of different genetic sex may undergo
similar psychosexual differentiation. Members of one sex can undergo
developmental processes and develop characteristics and traits traditionally
thought to belong to the otrfier sex. aonsequently, the deceptively simple
description of invariable sex differerces to genetic/blologic factors
must be rejected since these factors do not always "differentiate" the
sexes but can link them through shared developmental patterns and
characteristics. Nature and natural pProcesses, then, furnish variations
to physiology and behavior that create cross-sex similarities in sex
differentiation.

' Genetic and bilologic functions that create cross~-sex differences
and similarities in developmental patterns, whether . they are sex-convergent
or sex divergent, interact with psychosocial phenomena to create even
more complex causal patterns. An individual’s psychosexual development
emerges from psychosocial as well as genetic/blologic factors. If the
latter prime certain aspects of an individual’s behavior, as we have
seen, they do so in conjunction with the former, by whom they may also be
overshadowed. For example, both types of factors influyence development
of what has been labeled gender identity (Money & Ehrhardt, 1972),
comprising perseonality predispositions and exXpectations as to appropriate
and preferred behavior in interacting with others of same or different
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s€X.; Gender identity mediates between génétic/hiologic and social
phenomena to influence individuals® behavior, thus linking biology,
culture, and social procsess. Yere again it can be seen that the sex .
dichotomous distinction implied by an individual’s gender or sex label as
traditionally conceived is not as clear—cut as once thought, nor as

variable through an individual’s lifetime. The sex label assigned to
an individual at birth, which was once thoughchﬁgp23;irteversible, is
subject to the vagaries of biological function' \ An individual’s core
gender identity is similarly subject not only to the influence of biological
. function but also sociocultural pressures. Individuals with congruent
genetic, hormonal, and anagtomic sex characteristics have developed a
contrary core gender identity and rgone sex~change surgical operations
and medical treatments (Momey & Ehrhe 1972). Genetic/blological
males, accidentally castrated,/have beey raised as mentally-~healthy,
normally-appearing girls. male with mostly masculine
characteristics but with fe undergoes breast removal surgery.
It seems clear that mixed geretic and Hormonal morphology, as well as
variations in ‘acquired persodality traits, preferences, and behavior
. within each sex and between t two sexes, defy attempts to assign to .
each sex invariable differences Certainly genetic/biologic and culturally-
induced differences exist, which,\as we shall see, can be important to
developmental processes affecting leariing and to the utilization of
educational resources and opportunity. ' But they are not unambiguously
sex differentiated, and the influences of sociocultural factors suggest
that they may be significadtly more malleable and variable within and
between the two sexes than previously thqught.

Variability and malleability in core gender jidentity has interesting
pedagogical implications (which will be explored below) insofar as gender
orientation defining appropriate roles for members of like or different
sex has been found to affect not only sex-role development, but academic
motivation, achievement, and pupil roles. If core gender identity is not
"absolutely and definitively sex dichotomous in the traditional sense, by -
virtue of genetic/biologic or psychosocial necessity, the ideal role of
socializing agents, such as the school, may be less one of arranging the
assimildtion of stereotypical sex roles, but more one of facilitating
individualized sex role develoment qithout a blueprint of the outcome.

Physical Develapment and Motor Activity

Aside from external anatomical genital differentiation, the most
striking visible difference between many es and females 1s physical
size and strength. As mentioned above, sex le differentiation among
parents emerged in primitive times out oi\éhe bilological divisien of
labor between the sexes for proéreation and the contingent necqesity of
providing nurturance as well ‘as’ physical protection and materi
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sustenance for the family. Subsequently, this intrafamily sexual division

of labor was reinforced and extended into other spheres by cultural

processes, resulting in increasingly distinct sex roles. “Biological

factors primed both males and females 'for such roles, and cultural,

factors assured their adoption. Males, unfettered by pregnancy and
) vulnerable children, and by virtue of their protective responsibilities P
- and freedom of movement, developed their anatomical possibilities to the
fullest. Although female physital development was also fostered by
searching for” food and assuring physical protection, females tended to L
concentrate on nurturance activities and to depend on males for physical
protection and support. Continuous technolagical and social change
combined with intrafamilial sexual divisions of labor have increasingly
reduced the salience of female .physical stremgth, prowegss, and independence,
even though females mature physically earlier than males. (In-any terms
of bone age, for example, by sex years of age, girls on the average are
-one year in advance of boys.)

The social significance of such differentiation, according to

such sociologists as Millet (1970), lies in the fact that it contributed
. to-the establishment of dominance Jtructures between males and females

(Millet,. 1970). 1Insofar as female Wurvival and well-being depended og

males’ physical prowess and abili§¥)to control the environment, as well

as extract from it physical necessities, the status of females can be

‘ interpreted as a subordinate one. Biologically and culturally determined
physical dependence led to subordinate status in other spheres whare
males had:' greater-power to control resources and things of value.

of signifiéance for modern sex-role development is the fact that
long after physical prowess has receded in importance, at least in
advanced {ndustrialized societies, fhe sexual division of labor to which
it contributed--both at -home and in the marketplace-~retains {ts cultural
legitimacy, and the dominance/subordinance rela nship between males
and females, it 1s argued, continues to be éupﬁﬁiﬁed by societal agents
of sex role sociwmlization, such as the school. :

Cultural stereotypes continue to accentuate and glorify physical
prowess on the part of males, and derivatively, confer on males dominant
status vis~d-vis females in physical as well as other social relationships.
‘'his is surprising \in view of the’ less of salience of physical strength
and agility for famfly and economic life, as well as the observable
variability and malleability of these traits on the part of males and
females. Males vary greatly in their size, strength, and level and type
of motor activity. So do females. In fact, many males are not bigger,
stronger, and more agile than all females, and not all females are
smaller, weaker, and less agile than all males. Male and female intrasex

. variations, once again, are at varilance with stereotypes and create
coumonalities among some males and females that renader them more similar

o " NG,
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to each other than to their respective sex groups. Pedagogically, these
differences and similarities, which will Be discussed later, render
learning/teaching transactiouns significantly more complex from an
institutional as well as a classroom perspective, requiring more
individualized atteantion to sex-role development Eor males and for
females.

Again, indications are that genetic/biologic as well as psychosocial
factors have combinad to produce important differences, but these differences
are less gex-linked, less constant, and less immutable than previously
thought. Yet popular images linget on as cultural stereotypes. Males
are considered by males and females to be bigger, stronger, and more
active than females even though a significant proportion of them are not.
Evidence suggests that ‘he developmental possibilities of both sexes are '
influenced by these expectations, and though no significint stable,
reliable differences have been found in pysical and motor characteristics
between males and females in infancy, at the time social play begins :
around 2 1/2 years of age, the former increasingly develop their capabilities
irreversibly to exceed those of the latter. Even if males are biologically
primed. for superior physical development ¢n adolescence, such development .
depends for fruition on culturally-acquired motivations, expectations,
behavior, and opportunities (Tanner, 1968). Similarly, females even if
they are not biologically primed, Ehéoretically are not biologically so -
restricted that significadntly greater physical development than they
achie¥® on the average is impossible. And,yet psychological, cultural
supports that would facilitate such developments have not been available
or utilized. For example, evidence suggests that with chronological age
there is significant sex differentiation in physical aggreasiveness.
Females, however, do not appear to have faewer aggressive feelings or to
be less knowledgeable about ways to express aggressiveness) but rather to
be inhibited from expressing it by "negative socializing experience"
(Maccogy & Jacklin, 1974, p. 234).

‘The influence of soclal-cultural factors is evidenced by findings
that suggest that aggres {venkss may be related to levels of. sex hormones
(Maccoby & Jacklin, 197%), and that these levels are quite variabhle among
males and females (Bell, Note 2). Consequently, one might expect greater
variation within each sex as a result of genetic~biologic variation than
these sex differentiated patterns and popular images portray.

Evidence guggests that one of these influences may derive from
expectations of school authorities. One study indicates that teachers
tend t6 believe that boys and girls differ innately alon§ this dimension
(Safilios-Rothschild, 1978, p. 41). Indications are that the cllture of
the schools may foster sex differentiation in this area, particularly in
physical education, 'whare malea are attributed greater resources in time,
opportunity, money, and status for excelling in athletics. It has not
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been empirically demonstraEea, as a result of methodological limitatcions
of existing data, that males actually do have a greater proclivity for
competitiveness and dominance. I Lan be ccﬁjectured, hMbwever, that
early sex-role socilalization conddcive to 'acting out aggression and

establishing dominance relationships contribute to the tendency of males

.to develop instrumental adﬁ&;rrole attributes. The school, insofar as it
‘accommodates or facilitates learning experiences leading to sex-role

development of this nature, cbuld be considered an agent of sex
differentiation chapneling male and female development into these
stereotypical models. Some people might consider this desirable,

and génetic/biologic factors, as well as psycho-social factors predispose
1t, but there is little evidence to support the progositions that it {is
necessary or inevitable, and conside le evidence to suggest it 1is
arbitrary and limiting of human devel pment possibilities,

) : . )
Cognitive Development '

Much attention has been focused -on the possible existence of
biologically-determined sex-linked differences in cognitive development,
namely verbal and visual-spatial ability (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974;
Sherman, 19785 Such differences are highly relevant pedagogically
because of the tendency for males and females.to develop distinct
specializations and to follow curricular tracks centered around subjects

‘related to mathematics and science versus languﬁg arts and literature

(Matthews & McCune, Note ). This specialization tracking 1s of consequence
for further educational and occupational achievement ard opportunity, so
that it may be construed as a factor limiting the developmental potential
of both sexes. Should genetic/biological determinisms underlie such sex
{ation, it would be less difficult to prove these limitatfons

d malleable. ‘

|
thesis of the literature (Sherman, 1978) concludes that
verbal skill may be sex-preferred for more females than!males. I
ghggest that this sex preference is likely to be asociated with accelerated
maturation of females, as compared with boys, with its resultant verbal
precosity stemming from left-hemisphege versus right hemisphere preference.
However, Sherman characterizes these sex-related differences in cognition °
as "trivial and fragile." The development by many females of left~hemisphere
preference, if -1t 1s a result of early maturation, may predispose them to
reinforce this preference, but {t does .not mean the right hemisphere does
not or canmot develop. As for males, if later development predisposes-’
many of them to right-hemisphere preference, thus facilitating the
development of visual-spatial skills, the underlying biological and
social causes do not per se automatically preclude development of the

hemisphere not preferged. Biology in this instance, even 1if it does

prime sex-differentiated cognitive development in early childhood, does



4.16 ” ~

, . - : ] o .

. » ’ ., - " ¢ .

’ ’ not make 1ts perpetuation.or agcentuation inevitable--unless, of course,
‘it ts compountled by sdciocultural influences reinforcing it. The cognitive
functions biologically-elicited must be socially-learned and reinforced . o

" in order to be behaviorally expressed. Theoretically, such influences B ’
can introduce a wide range of variations, and this seems.to be the case
with respect to verbal and visual-spatial abilities. Verbal skill may be_
sex~preferred for more females than males, but that also means that nany
females and males may resemble each other more by sharing superior verbal
abilifies or visual spatial abilities than many members of their own sex

\—_Ado. ' : , LY

Whether or not they come to recognize these shared traits, feel

A%omfartabie with them, ‘and mike deliberate decisions as to how they want

- them to develop will depend very much on their schooling. Depending
. on whether pedagogical practice "teaches to sex," in terms of stereotypes
; of their special inclinations or disinclinations, or "teaches to strength"

4 ) ~zar "teaches to weakness," sex differentiation will be heightened or

weakened, and individual autodetermination affirmed or denied. Neither.
biological nor psychosocial necessity can be invoked as a blue print of
- desirable or feasible cutcomes. o’

-
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“Implications

R
r deséribed genetic/biologic and culturally
.induced aspects of sex diffirentiation, apparent from early childhood in
psychosexual, physical, and jotor, as well as cognitive development. It
has been suggested that even \where genetic/bilologic factors contribute
to sex-linked differences, theéy are not constant among all members. of
* that sex but.rather variable.  Furthermore, traits that are sex-linked
are not thereby sex+exclusivepafor they can be found among memﬁers of the ‘
~other sex as well, even if amo smaller proportion of its members. In
addition, traitdifferences from ndigidual to individual tend to be
rather small. Consejuently, differences that exist at early Fhildhood
. appear too small to lend themselves to significantly differentiated
‘patterns of development in the areas described, either within each sex or
between the sexes, unless reinfprced and accentuated by sociocultural
.processes. Pedagogically, these differences appear too significant- per
se to limit developmental possibilities, unless reinforced 'and accentuated
by external influences. , ‘

This section has so

And yet, small differences emerging in early childhood become part
, of .an obviouns pattern of increasing sex differentiation of behavior and
y achlevement 'within the school, even though these trait differences have
not been shoun to-have any educationally significant or limiting effect.
There 1s nothing to indicate that psychosexual, physical-motor, or
cognitive differences, whether they are genetic/biologic or cultural in »
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origin, should significantly affect ability to learn. The differences
are not so large as to greatly handicap or favor school performance for
the majority of school children. Even wera it possible, from a scientific
point of view, to establish conclusively that some traits are invariably
more characteristic of one sex thdn the other as a result of genetic/biologic
reasons, it may be questioned whether such a finding should be of great
- import for schooling. Educatiopal practice would not be much furthered,
since there would still remain the thorny problems of deciding whether
‘@nd how the school should and could reinforce, merely accommodate, or’
attempt to mollify the differences manifest among students. Principles
of educational equity would allow that optimizing every individual’s
potential for development, according to his/her needs and desires, make
sex—linked traits relevant merely to the diagnosis of instructional
needs, rather than indicative of the end stdates to ‘be attained. '
. r

In contrast to this perspective, a more traditional view would hold
. that, above all, the school should encourage the realization of the
greatest natural potential, and that superior performance should elicit}
greater educational resources and opportunity than less impressive
accomplishment. This viewpoint, however, competes with an approach based
upon principles of equity, insofar as- it would accord priority in the '
allocation of opportunity to those most likely to succeedin developing a
certain trait in‘contrast to those most in need of developing that trait.
Which of these alternatives is chosen will depend on the valye preferences’
of the decisdon makers and on the extent to which information about sex
differences is used as pedagogical information to guide the design of . \
effective instructional treatments, rather than as justification for '
withholding educa:ional resources, or sex-blasing their allocation.

.

ConseQuently, even in the unlikely event that highly invariable sex
differegces should be ultimately iden:ified, it is not clear.that the
results would or should provide any kindsof blueprint showing the schools
how to maximize allocation of their resources in a trade—off between the:
sexes. It would seem more fruitful for, pedagogical and institutional
management to identify differences that have heen found to exist, as well
as all the resources that may be brought to bear to oPtimize the potential
of children of both sexes to develop those traits and capabilities that . »
their individual needs and desires require, regardless of the extent to '
- _which they may or may not manifest certain traits. -

In this light, the pedagogical relevance of genetic-biologie factors
associated with sex differentiation is thought to lie in identifying what
intra~ and intersex differences there are, and how they manifest themselves
in the school setting, what manipulable factors affect them, and what
role the school has played and can play in responding to them in such a
way that they do .not act as self~ ~fulfilling prophecies that channel and
r limir the developmental potential of eitsﬁﬁ sex. The implications of
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such an equity approach will be discussed in-sections that follow. In
anticipation of that discussion, the following sections synthesize

literature that contributes to conceptualizing how sex differentiation in

the areas of development already discussed is manifest in the school -

setting via student roles, peer interactions, and student-institution ‘
interactions. How student-introduced sex differentiation intaracts with

school factors. such as teacher expeccacon, administrative structure, '
institutional policies and programs to affect student development is -
discussed in the following section. ’

Sex Differentiation and Schooling

} ‘ o

The bi}tugically and culturally-induced differences described above
that characterize both sexes from early childhood continue to evolve in ‘
the school setting in function not only of genetic-biologic factors buf
of cultural influences surveyed by primary and secondary groups such as
family and peers. Sex-~differentiated development and learning increase
with chronological age under the combined effect of influences external . &5
and internal to the school. Intraschool transaations thus reflect
éxternal 1nfluences, whose impact 1is felt prior to and during formal
schooling, as well as influences proper to the school (agd the institutions

- that influence the school) that interact and reinforce externally—induced -

differentiations.

B}
e

Although what follows is not intended to be a methodalogical analysis,
it should be noted that it has been obtained from school children
representative of only a few of the many social groups to which distinct
school populations belong, that is, primarily white, middle~class students.
Consequently, it offers little guidance as to the variations in sex-role
differentiation that may characterize school children from differing
social classes, or different ethnic or cultural backgrounds. Preliminary.
evidence (Lee, Note 3; Reid, Note 4), indicating different cultural
values and behavior characterizing some lower~ and middle-class ethnic
minority group females and males as compared with "majority" group
females and males, suggests that similar variations. may be found in the

v ' behavior of the two sexes of these groups in educational lieus.
' Existing evidence is, therefore, not only incomplete butﬁmisleading,
for it fails to capture all the possible intrasex and intersex variations,e
some of which will be described below, that may differ according to
. secial class, and ethnic/racial and cultura®™ group membership.
| -

Student Sex Role

. Sex differences evident in early childhood in core gender identity,

L]
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and in physicaf and cognitive development appear tc be consonant with
increasing sex differentiation of student roles. As described ‘above,
distinct msle/female procreation roles can be interpreted as having lent

themselves to the acquisition of distinct values, aspirations, and RN

interactive styles on the part of both sexes; including relationships
characterized, at least in part, as male-dominant and female-subordinate
i parental as well as social, economic, and political roles.

_ Conceprually, need-dispositions arising out Qf sex-differentiated
core gender identities, based on sexual divisions of labor and reinforced
by sex-differentiated physical and cognitive development, contribute to
sex differentiated student roles. In these, the role attributes of both
gexes are increasingly sex-stereotyped and sex-restricted, and the
options, educational and otherwise, of each sex role are constricted by
the increasing exclusiveness of each others’ roles.

In terms of personal qualities, one interpretation that can be
advanced on the basis of the work of Parsons and Bales (1955); Millett,
£1970); and -Block (1973) 1s that male/female power differentials in
procreative roles are reflected in diverging characteristies, classically
dichotomized as instrumantal versus expressive, which begin to develop

_early in life based on socialization experiences reflecting sexual
divisions of labor within the family. Research has found that as much as
one~third of a given (adult) population of males and females are
significantly sex~-typed (according to their own classification along

"these dimensions). (See Bem, 1976.) Furthermore, it has been found that
parents act similarly to foster instrumental qualitiés in boys and
‘expressive qualities in girls (Block, 1973). In particular, fathers were
found to be more crucial agents in fostering this sex typing than mothers.
This fact raises the issue of whether males may not have a greater stake
in maintaining sex-differentiation that favors the agcendancy of their
own sex. ) : .

In terms of actual behavior, children sex differentiate the content
of their own and dthers roles beginning at age two, learning not only
the psythological characteristics but appropriate behavior patterns
required of the tyo sexes (Fagot & Patterson, 1969; Emmerick, 1973;
Maccoby & Jacklinj 1974). Soon thereafter both boys and girls come to
value the two sexed differently, and to develop distinct sex roles with
power differentials their relationships, manifest in the school
setting in peer interaction and, evidence suggests, increasing measured
aptitude and achievementr differences.

It {s difficult at this point to conceptualize how core gender
identity, personality need-dispositions (such as ingtrumental or expressive
orientations) sex roles, and pupil roles may interact, but there are
indications as to how they are linked. In terms of core gender identity,

-
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boys and girls tend to differentiate content and form of expécted qualities
and behaviors, to evaluate tHe two sexes differently (both sexes developing
a more positive opinion of boys and an increasingly negative image of

gifis, ‘nclud%ng favoring being male over being female), to attribute more
power to male than to female roles, and to develop different aspirations and
achiavement patterns (Looft, 1971; Papalia & Tannent, 1975).

&
-

In terms of physical development and motor activity, the emergence

of stronger tendencies among males than females to engage in physical
aggression is curious. Evidence that females have sex~linked higher
-survival rates at birth, for genetic reasons, tend to be physically more
robust during early months, do not exhibit different activity levels
through two years of age, and develop faste:‘chﬁn boys physically in early
childhood (Maccoby & Jacklin, -1974) - is provocative. Yet sex differences
clearly emerge in aggression at the time of social play and during early

: primary school years (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). These differences are Y
significant insofar as -it may be hypothesized that ‘they contrdbute to the
establishment of male-female dominance/subordinance structures, based on
physical strength and willingness t8 use 1it. Little attention has been
given to the .possibility that .physically-based dominance structures in
early grade school may result in sex~rolé‘differenti%tions that produce
intersex inequalities. in power distribution, in the ability to influence
and control others, and in the utilgzation of learning resourges and
opportunities. -

Yet physically-based dominance structures amggh primates would
suggest that their existence be explored4§s a source of accentuated sex-
role differentifation in the classroom (despite the contrary impression

s provided by contemporary norms that portray strength as having been .
superseéded by other criteria such as knowledge, inter-personal skills,
etc.) (Tanner, 1961).

Taken by {tself, aggressiveness among young males is a cause for
concern because of "ts sex linkage, which biological factors alone do not
appear to justify. Two issues are being raised here. One. 1is that the’
intrasex and intersex variability of physical size, strength, and activity

R fails to maintain itself, and one sex takes far greater advantage of its
developmental potential than the other. The second is that sex- -
differentiated physical dominance structures may undetrlie other dominance

‘structures established on the basis of other criteria. As will be

discussed below, the role of the school would be to manage student
interactions so that (a) potential and actual variations in physical o~
development are unfettered by cultural steretypes and can evolve,

according to individual needs and preferences; and (b) physical differences
do not allow individuals of either sex to limit by social means the
developmental potential of any persons. ‘ '




First, one must ask in what way could sex-typed physical dominance
structures express but also reinforce sex role differeatiation? As has
“been indicated, little evidence 1s available. Yet, on the basis of
personal observations of chdldren, I have noted the influence that
latent, not to mention manifest, threats of physical aggression have on .
peer group relations in preschool as well as kindergarten and first and
second grades. Peer subcultures often include children~-particularly.
males~~of superior physical prowess as integral, if not éen;tal, status
figures. Playground socisl interactions, for example, are often organized
around the stronger and consist of continuing competition to publicly
determine and proclaim the strongest and most agile- Although other
criteria weigh énto the social equation of status determination, physical
prowess is often central. '

. - What is interesting is that it is most frequently males who came to
the fore even though many females$ would have the physical potential to
compete. Yet if one watches theLblayground. girls tend to witldraw from
rough and tumble play and cluster together in one-to-one small group
relationships. 1In the classroom, many boys continue to attract attention
to their physical activities--and even if empirical evidence does not
substantiate sex differences in activity--boys, girls, and teachers tend
to perceive boys as being more active physically, and as a group more.

. likely to prove disruptive.

Within the classroom, peer interactions reflect further sex
differentiation. Members of both sexes tend to sele¢t same-sex friends,
which would reflect a natural bonding . procegs, but as a sex-segregative
phenomenon the process may also function as part of drawing up sides and
accentuating sex diferentiations. Same-sex peers and groupings have been
observed to function within the classroomwywith inquisitional -perseverance
in enforcing traditional sex role norms on the part of the children of
the same and different sex (Fagot & Patterson, 1969). Girls scold boys
for their disruptive, disobedient activities, reflecting internalization
of normative institutional sanctions, and boys tease girls for being
goodie~goodies and teachers’ pets. Both sexes surveil peers of the same
sex for sex-deviant behavior. Evidence to be discussed in the next
sections suggests that imposition of sex-role norms is heightened by . °
traditional classroom structures and pedagogical practices, which pit
boys and girls against each other and accentuate sex differences in
behavior. 1In highly-structured settings, boys are more rambunctious
physically, girls more restrained, obedient, and less likely to engage in
activities traditionally reserved to the other sex. Yet these institutional

. pressures appear more to respond to, and reinforce preexisting sex
\ . differences than to create them.

~ .
. Sex differentiatjions have been found to extend to objects and
subject areas (Levy, 1972). Iséﬁs such as blackboards and erasers

"
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have been given a‘gender label by maleﬁ and females, who tend tb concur
in their sex classification. Academic subjects such a&s reading have also
been perceived as feminine. Such classifications may be significant
ecause they may, not.only réflect differentiation that males and females
make but show the extent to which, and the variety of, the mechanismsg by
which the institutions foster differentiatioh. Members of each sex might
be discouraged from engaging in behaviors and activities that are cross-
. sex labeled, limiting the diversity of quali ies, skills, and knowledge
acquired in school.
. .
*\ The most serious area in which such an occurrence is suggested by
the data is in the area of cognitive development,K and academic achievement.
D;vergeng sex and studdnt roles are certainly of pedagogical concern
insofar as individual qualities and self-~determination are limited by
socialization processes. Sex-based divergencies and limitations in .
if o cognitive development and achievement would be of equally serious import,
especiglly fn the absence of inelectable genetic-biologic determinism,
and if associated with' Cultu:ally~induced differencials Ain self-cancept
'> and aspiration. :
There is evidence that sex-role differentiation in the school
is linked to sex differences in cognitive development and academic
performance--via sex differences in aspiration and motivation, and in
conception -of appropriate gender roles. Relative equity in early school
years in measurements of aptitude arid of academic achievement in major
subject arpas is superseded by significant sex differentials in subject~
matter performance in later years. Members of each sex tend to develop
specializations in different areas and to outperform the opposite sex in
that area--although girls tend to improve throughout school (Boocock,
1972). . f' ’
=
According to Kohlberg (1966, p. 338), aptitude test scores of young
boys and girls tend not to show significant gsex differences, even on
tests of mathematical reasoning and spatial rel&tians (Boocock, 1972,
, . p. 82). Test scorés also indicate that there is substangial overlap
\ between the distribution of scores for the two sexes, superior-or highly
o developed ability (and presumably this holds true for low ability as
well) being about equally ‘distributed among boys and girls, such as |
ge'erally tends tQ be the case with most trait measures.

However, different test scores emerge for males and females with
Py respect to aptitude and specific skill areas as they grow older. Males
tend to do better than females on mathematical reasoning and perception
of visual-spatial relationships. By middle elementary grades, females
will tend to do better than males on tests of verbal fluency; yet they
will lose their lead permanently later on.
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AAter puberty, the overall academic performance of females, previously

superior to that of males, drops o™, never to recover. In major, subject
areas, whereas girls tend to out-achieve boys in reading tests of verbal
fluency in the early years, boys tend to catch up even in this area. In
mathematics and science’ achievement from elementary school on, boys take
- . a significant lead and girls never catch up. It has been shown that more
' boys than girls tend to enroll in the college preparatory track of high
school, that they tend to do better on college entrance examinations, win
: more merit scholarships,. and,go on to complete more years of college and
' 'postgraduate study ({although in the nid-1970‘s, college enrollments
shifted so that more than half wgre females. )

Of particular interest is the relationship between core -gender
identity, aspiration, and achievement. First, females as well as
males express instrumental orientations and needs for achievement.
However, it has beer found that females Wwhose core gender identity
comprises the expectation that they will not be attractive to males if
‘they compete with them to achigve (Safilios-Rothschild, Part &4, p. d1),
tend to be less successful scHolastically than females who reject this
v - stereotype. Furthermore, studies show that 1if aptitude $s held constant,
' males tend to have greater expectations of success than females, and
correlatively, to be higher achievers. Females with lower expectations
' of success also tend to be less successful. Consequently, between
‘ aptitude, aspirations, and achievement, core gender ideuntity prescriptions
of appropriate male/female relationships may be an intervening variable,
depressing achievemenc for females. :

£2

. To complicate matters further, sex differences of this ‘nature have
been found to.interact with cultural values of different ethnic groups
(Boocock, 1972). Intersex differences in aspirations within the same
ethnic group have been found, and members of one sex in that group had
aspirations more similar to those membets of other ethnic groups. In
this case, while statistically, on the average, whites of both sexes were
more likely than