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Teachers thoughts and. deci ions'are the focus of sgudieq (urrently

.v,'f”

under way at Michtgan State Univ rsity '8 Institute‘for Research on Teach—

’

_1ng (IRT) The IRT.was founded i% April 1976/wijp/a/$3.6 million grant from
the~National Institute'of Educatinn. ‘That granf has since been renewed,
-——extending'IRT’s~work—throughvSept ber~i98%%~»Fundiag~is also. received from

other agencies and foundations. .4he Institute has maJor projects 1nvest1gating
teacher decision-making, including studies of reading diagnosis and remedlation,

_claSsroom management strategies, instruetion-in the areas of language arts,

reading, and mathematics, teacherleducation, teacher planning, effects of

external pressures on teachers' decisions, socio—culturaiffactors, and

Ve . . &
teachers' petrceptions of student ffect.“ Researchers }rohimany differentv
discipiines cooperate in iRT rese'rch. In additinn. publieischool teachers
work at IRT as half-time collaborators im research, helpingito design and
'dplan studies, collect data, and analyze results. ‘The Institute publishes
.research reports, conference'proceedings, occasional papers, ‘and a freé
‘quarterly newslettér.for practitioners. For more information. or tofbe placed
on the IRT maiiing list please write to : The IRT Editor, 25? Erickson.iMSU.

East Lansing, Michigan 48824.
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v

" “.When teachers make judgmenrs~on content emphasis. for their -

. - L . /
external factors. Judgments on content emphasis, however, also.’
> ’ ’ ] . e ’ . . &

-reflect the commitments that teachers have to content, their attitudes
N - . : . \ " a .

. , -

.. toward teaching certain areas—of the curriculum, and-teacher's assess- .

ment’ of their owﬁ;compef%nce in teaching .these areas. In looking at ° -

the effects of -internal factors.or“thé-séhool?day;;three qﬁgétions

' were coﬁsidered. ‘First, ﬁﬁat relationship, if any, is there between

.
‘e -

an internal factor and “the actual choices téachéfé make with regard tb
. time and content? Second, what is the content profile for the‘whbie

'day, given certgin iesponse\leVeis on internal factors? Third,‘if“

v

time allocations iﬁ_the schoql'day‘affect each other, are there con- .

Sistent";rade—off patperﬁé between content areAg? The data aﬁaiyzedi
. . . . W

.
question-
.

naires adm%higtered.to teachers in the same é;udy. Thevfindings!show

stem from an pbservational study of six classrooms and,from

clear adeinteresting batterﬁs of association among (subject matter

'speéific) variables such as attitude and compe tence énd time allocations
! v o ]

. in the school déy., : ‘ . L -

\
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The School Day and Cbntent Commitments

Margret Buchmann and William ‘H. Schmidt2 ‘ b o v S

»

When teachers make judgments on content emphasis for their classrooms,

external,' factors

_;r.'

they are influenced by socdal and institutional, or

(Lundgren, l972 l977' Floden, Porter, Schmidt,~Freeman, &"thwille, in

press, Porter, Schwille, Floden, Freeman, Knappen, Kuhs, & Schmidb

B J
: But judgments on"content emphasis may ay also. reflect the commit~ R

press9
ments that teachers haVe té content, their attitudes toward teachlng

" agsessment ’their own:

certain areas of the curticulum, and teachers'
competence in teaching these areas. How do these internal’fa

) - influence what'is taught during the school day? This is the question

that motivated our research. ‘ ‘ 3
- . F .

Human ‘behavior has multiple determinan /6 that are rooted both in the

“w

person and in the dituation. As Mischel (1977) puts it,

@

One of the mos% impressive——and obvious——lessons from the, history
of personality measurement is the recognition that complext human
. behavior tends to be'influenced by many determinants and reflects
the almost. insbparable and continuous interactioﬁ%of a host of
s ~' _ variables both in the person and in the situation. (p. 246))
.6 ’
Dewey (l93l) already recognized that even context—oriented inquiries

p)
have to be selective. Since there exists one’ line of research that focuses

r’
on the influence of external factors ‘on teachers content choices, we have

€ 2

' Y
concentrated our inquiry on the'influence-of factors related to the teachnr

(3

-

Y 1Paper presented at the apgnual meeting of the American Educational
& Research Association, Boston,/Q%?O
Margret Buchmann is a senior researcher with.the Language ArLS‘Project

~ ’ ;
and an assistant professor of teacher education. William H. Schmidt is
co-coordinator of the Language Arts Project and a professor of*educational;¥

v

psychology. .:

6 -




wy . i

.. - ‘asa person.‘ We havgnconsideﬁed téachersu phenomenolbgy of subject .

A » )
\ -b

matter " " and the influence of thoughts and feelings specific to content

.

: areaa on what~§iej::ght.,ffhis“research on 1nterna1 factors represents
. N ' . ", :
‘a partial pictu procegses that lead. to teacher decisions about )
e C e . o l. . I

content; it is complementary to res arch on the influence of external

factors.'

The Significance of Content Commitments g /

>

fferent "personal realities" (Greene, 1 \h'é) 'Part of a teacher s

-

and telling examples of teacher content commitments can be drawn-

™ . . 4

from the empirical work of Carew and Lightfoot‘?l979).' These researchers

.- . -

reject} the view of.the teacher "as‘an automaton manufacturing a standard-’
<£:odUCt" (p..232). They conclude that the four teachers they

-

ized chi

- obserVed varied~strikingly‘in their valuing of academic, personal, and

" social development ;{fducatlonal obJectives" (p. 235). Their four case

studies indicate that teaghers' content commitments and their view of
themselves, children, andiharents have influence on what is taught.

\

In the classroom f Ms. Allen, a teacher who believed in the

»

supreme importance of reading for her pupils, Carew and Lightfoot found.

for instance, ;1

) P TN .

- That 85 percent of Ms, Allen & interactions with her first

graders ‘took.place in\hcademic contexts, 75 perce specifically
in reading—activity cohtexts, and 66 percent in s ll reading
groups. The'academic, orientation of Ms. Allen's clasg and her
management efficiency are algo ipdicated by the finding that
70 percent of ‘her interactiops with individual children had an
academic task as their topic and omly 18 percent wer® focused
on procedural matters. (qarew & Lightfoot, 1979, p. 121)

\
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Ms Allen I3 content commitment had a thematic nature. 'She believed'that'

-
by

the personal and social growth of young pupils crysbalize around. the

» -

‘momentous achievement of learning to read Pride in. self and a sense

of competence ﬂere educational goals f 24 this teacher .} But she approached
. N . H . ‘!‘

‘these goals thtougggihe\medium of anw"academicdvcontent-commitment.

Acaderiic content commitments are the focus of this study. As

’ .o '
s

mentioned above, therée are other important‘ed4cat10nal goals. But
. L \ : . S

‘ . ; . s :
] commitments to areas of the curriculum such as mathematics, readiné,
science, ané.social studies have implications for the distribution i' - //‘

' of opportunities to learn. ;hus, these teacher commitments are . -

relevant to the isdue of equality of opportunit&_for academic-achieve-

ment in ¢lassrooms. .

§</“/ o e \ '
' . Internal Factors and the School Day . o
. / '* C

In ‘looking at the effects of internal factors on the school day,
- we had three questions 14 mind. First,‘whatJrelationship, if any, is -

there between an internal factor and the actual choices teachers make

¢

with regard to time and content? Second, what is the < nnten- To.

S v
Q),' for thq hole dav given rar‘ntln regp: vess on internal factors?
Ihird, if time allocations in the school 8ay affect each other, are

there consistent {3adé—off patterns between content areas?

We asked these questions -onsidering three'variables related to

! . >

%  teachers asxpersons: judgments of content .emphasis specific to the
\ ~ AY

teacher's'current classroom, the attitude of the teacher toward teaching

a content area, and the teacher's assessment of hig or her own competence

‘. f - i >

in teaching this area. . -




The data we employed stem from an observational study of six class-
" Fooms (Roehler, Schmidt & Buchmann, l979) and from questionnaires

< administered to.teachers=in the same study. For the actual time allo--

cations we used the average amount of time. allocated to a certain content
to the typical child on a typical day'in each classroom. This is our ’\

basic datum The fabE@s contain minutes of time allocated to content,

averaged over all teachers who responded at the same levél to questions -

\ ' . ‘ L

_ about content emphasis, ‘content~specific attitudes, and perceptions of _“

competence. The questionsaare detailed below. :.
A
¢

" Content Emphasis . ) _ : -

| | | N )
Judgments on the degree of emphasis that should be given to an . /Z:

academic area will reflect a teacher's larger content commitments. We -

~ ) ; , - : )
asked teachers how much emphlasis they felt 'should be given in their
a . ) v . a

[y - ' - - -

current classrooms to mathematics,'social studies, soience::and reading-.J

v

This ecogologically oriented approach (Gibbs, 1979) taKes the context-

4
5
1

ual constraints of the scen=s: '~ i which the tezci e~ is immersed‘exﬁlicitly
= , ' :
into account. Data »n }uiywenzs abour content emp: - =15 for matnemuz‘ﬂs,'
%
socia. studies, science, language arts, and reading and average daily .
/ - _ . . <
time allocafion% are summarized in.Table 1. . . o s

Content emphasis in mathematics.; We found a clear relationship S
» . ¥ - )
between the amount of emphasisjteachera think should be placed on mathe-

2
- ' matiés and‘the amount of time they allocate o mathematics in their

» ) -

classrooms. .Those teachers who felt a,great deal- of -emphasis’' should be

given to mathematics (Response Level 1) spent the most amount of actual
. a N

.
-

¥ -
3We have defined content emphasis as a Judgment variable and not as

a measure of the degree of c¢ontent coverage as Porter and his collaborators

(Porter et al.,-in bress) have don&. 'These researchers see content emphasis

as being manifested in pgrt by time, whereas we think that teachers' Judg-~

ment on contert emphasis In a given clabksroom inf&uences the allocation of

time. to content. . : i RN

'
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""e S » Tablel‘.'v o . - _
I o . " The” Relationship of Content Emphasis ‘ e
to.. To Time Allocations in All Subject Matter Areas’ - .

’ ' ) ‘ : - o Degree of Emphasis . - -
Content Subject Matter |l o A Great More Than Average Below
Emphasis b _Areas Deal = Average . "Aver_age

) | S ‘/{ ) ) g
Mathematics Lgnguage Arts . 40.62. 40.65 64.44 -

- © . Reading = . 72,72 " s0.470 2081 -
P MatRematics coy T2 31.08 - .31:37 ¢ - ——-
. . h Science _ - -5.62 ©23.38 - 1.69. —
. Socia]l .Studies .~ 2,047 - -18.73  36.82 - ~-
other! . . 60,21 - 45.09 © 76.41 @ =
U & L e L B
Social: .. Languagd® Arts - - 34,92 - 64,77 ', 47,70 42,84
© Studies . Readihg ' 75.09 . . 40.13°  40.48 °  79.79
L I ' Mathematics- . 28,21 _ 36.27 "31.46 61.20
’ . Science ‘ 47.05 13.51  4.50 - 9.02
. Social Studies J31.11 . 16.85  16.38 ¢ 0. -
v ' Other s ,2& 44 . 38.70 69.82 . 61.49
a, .\ ( . ., . . N

. ' . ; 3 ' : 3
Science ¢ Language Arts, ‘3’4 92 - 50.14 -
Co ~“Reading L y 75.09 , - -~ . 48,39 S

Mathematics 28.21 —— .. 38.37 Fo-
. ... Seience \ 47.05 b= .o 7.21 - —=
D BN . Social Studies -31.,11 - - - 13.20 : -
- \ ., " 0Orher ! . 22,44 --: ¢ 61,93 " -
. *_g R . . ) . ‘ - ’ . ' 3 . 3
Redding, ¢ apnguage Arts . 46.57 ,49.68 . - S -
i -xeading - : 55.44’,_ 47.65 ¢ - C -
' '+ Mathematics ' ! - 40,12 .29.79 . \\ . : --
[" . Sciente ,; - . - 8.59, 24,37 , © —-- T e
’ Social ‘Studies o L 7.29 , 33.97 .  ~-- =
Other, ' { 58.31 C49732 7 L - -
i f ‘ \ f ' ' R
1o 5 art) crafts.! b
.~ Other subJect matter includes ;nus’ic, art, crafts,g(l physical educ tion
2Figures given ave the average amounts of time spent i.n each® subJect matter

area- by the typical child on the typical day . w

3N0 teachf.rs rated the content in this gatggory pf'empha:sis.
e S - - ‘ N
v . ‘\; , ‘ "
\ , ’ '
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T time in mathematicsbper pupil on a typical day. For the, teachers who

%aiseakselected either of the othe two response 1 els——more s
Ve T : { ‘}? . 9” A '
/{ C (Response Level 2) and average (Respdhse Level 3)-—the

-

H

: v
spent in mathematics were not distinguishable.a But the amount of time<;;

» Al he

v
g allocated in classrooms where,the teachers felt a great deal of emphasis {

- }1 should be placed On matheggtics was over 50/*more time per pupil than in "

3

. . ; »/b\
. : the other classrooms. . -, Zir _ ‘

‘ As response levels of the variable declined differences in content
-y -
patte;ns for the whole school day wene revealed We. identified a)clear
. = T
: and consistent trade—off pattern in the case . of social studies and mathe— _'

. * ’ H

*matics. ~ The trade~off pattern between social studies and mathematics .-

-

v apgroximated an. "either—or relationship. That is to say, time allocated
_to fathematics appeared to affect time allocated to Bocial studies and
B l )
vice versa: the more mathematics, the less social studies.' For the
R

one teacheg who felt that social studies should‘?eeeive below average

emphasis, no time was devoted to social studies, but 60 minutes each day .

were allocated to mathematics.é _ >‘ 3 i
' . - . 1y -
5
ok Content emphasis in social studies. Teachers who felg,that social

v studies sQBuld be emphasized a;great 9éal in their classrooms allocated:

\': - )
’

the gest amounts of pupil time-to that area. There were no appreci—

/ . - —

able ifferences between the amount of time allocated</y those teachers

. Vot
who felt that_an average or more than average{amount of emphasig,shOuld
LY . ’

o ¢ - i - - Lo

. : : . \ <
4A similar pattern emerged in science.’ The'teacher who felt a great /
deal of emphasis shoyld be placed on scien spent almost seven times as
much, time on science than did the teachers who felt that science should
receive an average amount of emphasis. The actual magnitude of this
ifference, however, may eflect a pattern idiosyncfatic ‘to the teacher
with the high response level. ; .

7n
1
-—
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_;_be given. However, the teachers ‘who regarded average (or more than

)]
Ve .

»

average) emphasis of social studies as”, propriate allocated’ 50.

]

1ess time on the average than did th hggfeltAthat a great

2 ?

e o~ . - .. ' N, T Lo
ﬁ}_deal of emphasis should. be placed‘q socia? studies.

% ¢ ‘ 4

. f’ Content emphaSis in neadidg Teacﬁers regprd reading as a central

part of the eTEmentary gphool CUrriCUlum In our study,lteachers feit

. . ,r

that reading should receive either a great deal of emp is-or more
1than average emphasis. None of the teachers responded that reading .
'should receive average or 1ess than average emphasis in their class—

rooms. Some diffetences in time alloCation were associated with the -

3

two levels of response. Teachers who felt less emphasis should be

)- giaced on reading tended to provide about 167 1ess time per pupil e
_-b than teachers who'felt that reading should receive a ‘great deal of:

2 » ‘ e 7 . .
emphasis. -~ ‘ ' . P

t

| | /.
There was-a pattern of give 4nd take betwden 1anguage'arts5’ and
: | 3 4
rhgding. -That is to say, as time dallocations to language, arts went. up,
? - . J . +§
s .time allocations to reading went down, and conversely In whatever

.

faShion time was distributed between language arts and reading, thg sum

of both areas tended to be abput 100 minutes of the schodl day. The_

3 LI I

overall amount of. tipe pupi1s~spent in 1anguage—re1ated activities,

. hence stayed about thﬁﬁsame.: This makes the trade—of% pattern less

) B D -~ ¢ . ! o
); . /'. . ) o . ay
s Wicant than the pattern we discussed for thHe case of mathematlcs
and'social studies. : Ly
. & - . .
. 5. : s

“Bur data thus suggegt that teachers' judgment on the emphasis *
\ A Epew gment | ¢ .
7. . . T M) : ._ T N
that differdrt content-areas sfpould receive in their &lassrooms are
~ L T . -t T

’
v

v’ N . . . )
t — . v .. f'v

- ,SLanguage Arts comprises skill areas such ‘as spelling,‘i&formationj
gathering, ora communication, and writing. . 2

voo. i .

1

Q d . Lo ' ~ S -
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e 'predictiVe of what teachers w:l.ll aotually do in their classrooms.v This’
” '-'was Porn out for all the areas of the elementary school curriculdm th}

, we examined. On the basis of the cases over which we averaged ‘We can o
-\ say thaI thé more emphasis teachers feel should be given to an area, 7

a 2 .

)

the jore time in’ the school day will be allocated to that area. X:\\\\_
:\' To eXamine :the 1nfluen¢é of two other intexnal factors we looked
" at the variation of time allocations associated with different response
levels for the variables of enjoyment and competence.in teaching the. -
. areas of langumge arts, reading, mathematics, social studies, ;Eh
sciehce. ‘_ . ~ i' : |
| R o ' : . _‘ - L —
/?”T’ Attitude Toward Qontent Area . ' T B 4r

The data presented in Table’Z-show the average amount of time % .

~ allocated for the typical pupil on a typical\day in each of the class-

P rooms for different responses to the question of enjoyment The T

»

o levels of-respénse wvere: "I thoroughly enjoy teachingvthis curricular
;ﬁéﬁﬂ' rea"; "I enjoy teaching it for the most part"; "I don't particularly
‘E;;py 1t ; and "I don't enjoy teaching this curricular area at all".
It is noteworthy ‘that dﬁly the two higher respoﬁse levels Were d

By

hfsen by the six teachers for the areas of reading and language arts.
As can'%e seen in Table 2, the more teachers enjoy to teach réading

and language arts, the more time they tend to allocate to these areas.

~~For mathematics and social studies, teachers also responded at v

the level of "no- particular enjoyment." In the case of science alone =

teachers stated that they did not enjoy teaching this currichar

w
)
?

area at all.

b
¢




q
e R Table 2 .
o ’ The Relatibnship of Teacher. Enjoyment "
,To I;me Allgegations in All Subject MatterJAreas

Y : .y‘ .
AN N a
. . . \ o Degree of Enjoyment
“ Area of . Subject Matter, o - ° For Most . - Not
.. 'Enjoyment Areas ( Thoroughly Part Particularlzrf Not At All
~ ) S S
Reading Language Arts .- . 39.% . Salk .- -—
Reading 63. . - -~ )
Mathematics : - - ¥
‘ Science . - LT
Social ‘Studies - -
Other? 52. 0% - -
Language Language Arts "49.45 / 38.39 -3 -3
Arts Reading . B 50.28 - 65.65 -— -~
Mathematics 37.16 34,24 ' - ‘ -=
Science 16417 2,23 , - -
Social Studies " 18.60 4,09 ) - -—
Other | 54.63 58.93 - -
Mathematics Language Arts . 38.72 . 40,26 64.61 ——j
. ¥ Reading 73.15 36.20 30.17 -
_ Mathematics 41,22 28.77 33.82 : -
Y . Science : 19.43 9.58 N 1 7.60 " =
T Social Studies 11.43 ° 8.24 . 26.84. -
Other .- L 47,62 74,13 57.56 -
. : . J
Social Language Arts 36.66 52.35 © 53,81 3
Studies . . Reading 4 70.37 28.20 59,96 C——
v Mathematics © 31:23 30.07 L
. Science 24.64 5.64 11.27 -
it Social Studies 17.60 22,53 ' 8.43 -
‘ - Other ’ ' 40.69 75.27 . 50.10 -
' v . .
Science Lgﬁgtage Arts . 34.92 41.55 51.58 ‘ 64 .44
* 'Reading 75.09 57.99 52.89 20.21
Mathematics 28.21 44,99 35.26 31.37
Science 47.05 9.30 7.87 1.69
Social Studies' 31.11 4,12 10.47 36.82
Other 22,44 67.81 48,82 76.41

-
1Other subject\matter 1ng1udes music, art, crafts, and physical education.

2Figures given are the average ‘amounts of time spent in each subject matter area
by the typical child on the typicdl day.

3No teachers rated their enjoyment of the content at this level.
“ o
\\\ s .

-
N

£
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Enjoyment in.feaChingvmathematics and soclal studies. 'Téaghegs‘
. . - y ,
who said that they thoroughly enjoyed teaching mathematics provided

about 40% more time per pupil for mathematics than teachers respohding

at either of the other two response levédls. The pattern was not so

cleér for social studies. ‘However, the time provided-by teachers who
AN

were more positively oriented toward social,studiesi.‘p clearly more

than that provided by teachers whu :idn't o~ -‘~ul "ly enjoy teaching

3

social studies.

t

The "disjunctive" relationship betwten mathematics and social
studies also obtained for the attitude variable. Teachers who thor-
oughly enjoyed teaching mathematics gave gﬁout 40 minutes a day to

mathematics- and only 11 minutes tousocial studies,;’This;relationship

-held also for the teachers who stated that they‘did not particularly

4

 enjoy teadching social studies: they allocated eight minutes to socifal

studies, and neatly 50-minutes to mathematics.

Enjoyment in teaching science. Pupils in classrooms where the
teachers did not ehjoylteaching science at all wére taught the least
amount of science time of all the pupils we observed: an average of two
minutes per day. Pupils who received the most science time--nearly 50
mﬁhutes per day--were in classes where their teachers responded at the
higher response level. Teachers who'thoroughly enjoyed teaching science
spent more time on science than teachers in any of the other categories.

What we have argued earlier about the relationship of content
emphasis as g judgment variable to actual time allocations can be re- .
capitulated.for the attitude variable:v When levels of enjoyment in

4

teaching a content area go up, time allocations follow suit. For the

| N
4o
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. third .internal factor under'considerati?ézirélatioﬂbhips dppear to be -

12

lessnﬁredictable and more COmplex‘

'Competence in Teaching Content Area—

We asked teachers to indicate to us how difficult they found

teaching academic areas of the elementary schooi curricuilum. The

.. response 1evels were (1) "I find it very difficult to teach in this R
i - N . 12 /

~area", (2) somewhat difficult, (3) rather easy, and (4) very easy.

Table 3 summarizes the dat A i@ allocations to content areas in

‘ o

the school day associafiiiEwil} ¢ different response levels.

That none of our teache .ﬂfound reading, language arts, mathematics
science, and sqcial studies very difficult to teach may not be sur-
prising. It is more interesting that teachers do not seem to neces-

sarily spend less time on a subject just because they find it difficult
¢ . ) N , .
to teach. In other words, the amount of time allocated to an area of

the elementary school curriculum follows neither simply nor directly

from the degrees of difficulty that teachers judge they have'in teaching N\

LY

.
-

) that area. .
o . .
These results can be interpreted in two ways. First, attitude and

o - Pperceived competence may vary independently. For example, a teacher may

love to teach mathematics. But because of, say, an understanding of

v

the complexities of mathematics and high standards in terms of student
outcomes, the teacher may find teaching mathematics quite difficult.
On the other hand; a teacher may find a content area €48y TO teach ana
thoroughly boring, hence not enjoyable to teach.

Second, a perceived level of difficulty in teaching a content area .

v

can be counter-balanced by professionalism in teachers. Though it is

- . @

b
()




Table 3

The Relationship of Teacher Competence
To Time Allocations in All Subject Matter ‘Areas

. - £ ¢ D
. ' * i ' Degree of Difficulty
Area of Subject Matter Very Somewhat Fairly Very
Competence Areas Difficult Difficult . Easy ' Easy
¢1&~Language Arts , Language Arts . -3 34.922 . 47.81 53.64,
- Reading ‘ - C 75.09 - 47.32 50.00
Mathematics - © 28,21 33.09 46.29
Science - 47.05 8.44 5.36 .
' Social Studies - 31.11 9.72 18.41
‘Other! ) - 22,44 57.25  58.95
Social Language Artg ——3 40,25 45,23 54.44
Studies . Re s 36. 1+ . 65.17  20.21
. ‘ B . — 28,77 39.98  31.37
' = Bhce, : - G, 33 17.95 1.69
i Social Studies - ) 8.24 13.01 36.82
_.Other . - 74,13 - 45,39  76.41
Reading . Language Arts - - 46.03 52.35 42,84
N Reading" , == 50.29 -~ 28.20 79.79
Mathematics -~ 32.90 30.07 51.20
Science - © 20.93 5.64 9.02
Social Studies - 17.35 22.53 0
Other . - 40,02 75.27 61.49
Mathematics .Language Artg . 64.44 37.36 . 53.81
- - Reading -— 20.21 58.98 59.96
: Mathematics : - 31.37 30.41  48.74
Science .- 1.69 -~ 19.62 11,26
Social Studies - - 36.82 - 14.48 8.43
Other i - 76.41 51.83 50.10
Science ' Language Arts 3 44,59 54,44 42,84
) Reading - ~ © 5426 20.21 79.79
Mathematics - 31.87 31.37 61.20;\u
- Science - 18.09 1.69 9.02
Social Studies - ¢ 15.07 . 36,82 0

Other | - 48.55 75.41 61,49

lOther subject matter includes music, art, crafté, and physical education.

2Figures given are the average amounts ‘of time spent in each- subject atter
area by the typical child on the typical day. : /7
+ W
.3N0 teachers rated the diffigulty of teaching the content at this level.
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1 ; tembting fo avoid gubject matteré whicL ate difficult to teach, oﬁligations
- to ;éach may be felt reéardless of personél difficg%tieg. It is oné:of the
« hallmarks of a professjional that the céll of duty 1s attended to, and'Fnat

temptations particular to the exercise of one's profession are recognized

(ﬁntz; 1980).

: 4 .
Responsibility in Content Decisions

v

The road from diépositions to acts is fagy from smooth.” That is to
say, what teachers think and feel about subject matters and of their

" competence to teach in theﬁ*‘!il not invariably trgpsl..re into the ‘

A
4 A - (

allocation of time to content in the schoo] day. Sarason (1971) uses

When we listen to a symphony we are set’ to pick out and respond
to the melodic theme, and it 1s all too easy to forget that the
way we hear the theme i very much determined by literally scores ' .

. of instruments that are not Playing that theme biit nevertheless

. are part of the whole. If we look .at_ teacher characteristics

t in this way we can learn mdch-—just as we can gnjoy-the melodic
themes 1in a symphony--but just as the melody 18 not a symphony,
teacher characterdstics are but one aspect of a more complicated
( orchestration of factors. (p. 173) '

¥In this dynamic cdnfigura;ion,'the'personal_reality of teéchers matters.

Part of this personal reality {5 teachers' relations--commitment, attitude,
\ L .

competence--to an area of that curriculum.
During the school day, teachers can be a law unto themselves, favoring

-

certain areas of the curriculum at their discrefion. But professional

. ) : \ .

discretion 1is not arbitrariness. Personal whim and fancy must be bounded .
by an impersonal conception of duties. .Teacheré' Judgments of the curri-

cular emphases appropriate for their classrooms. aré, in principle, ‘just-

ifiable acts. Justifiable are those acts for which good reasons can be

b
C~
4
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given. -In light of their significance for individual and societ&,
good reasons are required for decisions on ed@cational content;

Decisiogs that confront educators are notoriously varied, complex
and ff¥-reaching in importance, but none.outweighs in difficulty
-or significance those decisions governing selection of cdnﬁent. N
We do.not, moreover, congider it a matter of indifference gr whim
Just what the educator chooses to teach . . . We try to convince
others;-we .present ordered arguments, we appeal to custom and
principle; we point to relevant consequences and implicit commit-
.ments. In short, we consider decisiogs on edutational content to
be responsible or justifiable acts with public sighificance.
(Scheffler, 1977, p. 497) ’”

What shall we favor in the, elementary school curriculum, soéial
studies or mathematics? This question was implicit in the judgments
and time allocagig;s of the teachers we studied: How does one weiéh the
importange of mathemaﬁitﬁl knowledge that gives éﬁ’individuai access tol
many occupations ok high status against the social significance of

awareness and understanding in a diverse culture? asﬁgrs are making

decisions in thé face of this and other ethical ailemmgs.

14
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