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/
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Abstracet .

Thirtyltwo first grade students in eight Title I classrooms

were observed as they completed seatwork assignments. Observations

focused on the stydents' immediate responses, such as attention,

performance on the assigndent, and reported anderstanding of the

-
task. Twe working hvpotheses are presented zbout the nature of
students' coenitive processing while doing seatwork., First, it is
hypothesized that ranv students ittend =ore <loselv to content

coveXdfe thal _ontaent ~aster., Tethaps becanse of the teachers’

emphasis on procedural directinns ang lack nf emphasis on content-

related purposcs of seatwork. Second, the co~bination of the

enphasis of comtent co:ar&éc and difficult assignsents may create

a condition in wnich lew achievers develop stratesies to corplete

work without éeveloplng strategies tpat help them Eﬂake sense of

thetr workt. Thesec two hepotheses will be test;d in further data y
’ 2

analysiss ¢
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STUDENT RESPONSES TO SEATWORK: . IMPLICATIONS FOR
THE* STUDY OF STL‘DENTS'_COGNITIVE_PROCESSING1

‘%

/ :

y N
S Linda M. Andersonz'3

'
- ‘.

~ LY
»

'This paper reports work in progress on the IRT Student Responses
to Classroom Instructien Project. Although dats collection {s not yet

completed, 3nalvses "to date hdave suzgested mome patterns of student

"
’

responses trat ma- e llnked to students’ trinking as they deal with

their dall. seatwor: g-sio-n~ents,
Ot-er resear.r Yas gire 07 favestizated students’ coriitive pro-

cesses b asring students spe_ 1fi» questions about their thinkiny about

]
-

particular inatructional wvenis Mar«, “ote 1, Morine=Dershimer, Note 2,
’

~y
Peterson, Braver~ain, Buss, & Swing, hote 3 Winne, Note 4. Such studies
*r

represent an important step toward appl.ing coznitive theories of learning
to the studv of Instruction. Hrwever, hefore the results of such studies

can be widel: applied to classfoom practice, this increasing knowledge

-

about students’ cogdltive processes must be merged with tnowledge of

the varied classronm contests In whiMch that cognitive processing OLCurs,

s Pl

lrhys paper wac originallv titled "E-amining Students' Cognitions
About Teaching lsing Prucess Measures. ' It was presented In a svmposiun,
“Students’ Cognitive Processing During Teaching,” at the Annual Meeting
of the American Fducational Research Association, Los Angeles, April, 1981,

. ‘Linda M Anderson (nurdinites the Student Responses to (Classroom
[nstru tiog Project and co-cnordinates the Conceptions of Reading Project.
She 1s also an assistant professor in MSU''s Department of Student Teaching
and Profesaiona] Development. 4

Sldeas discussed in this piper prew out of research done with Jan
Alleman~-Brooks,; Nancvy Brubaker, and terald Duffvy, and the tontent of
this paper reflects the contributicns of all members of the research
team. The "we' reterred to in the text includes the whole tean,
1lthough. the author assumes responsibility for any errors in or weaknesses
of this paper. Discusstons with Phyllis Blumenfeld and Jere Brophy were
also verv helpful, T
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1“2, MosT reseir -t mm o teschite et locls as used long-terT 0utlcnre
. 3
o v
MEASIeS 38 TatuTiafr i, A e eent tests). In this studs, we
havse Thcased on st dent-' 2ail  rvesponses==both beha.ioral and
cneritd e==as {~~eliite indicators -9 anstrbot] nal <frects. A
1

L3510 3%~ u~Dt,on Lnder! tine the studs was that learning from class-

a

w

ranm instructisn can ocour most readily when stadents respend to
-
instructinnal stimuld in a cnpnitively ictive and penerallv succegs-

ful ARG - Thus, we wanted to learn -ore about {nstructional

. Fa

Cante4ts that auppert active and successful student responses. Our

first step toward this goil has heen to describe patterns of student |

.
N LY

responses {n sipht firstzgrade classroops,

n
In partionlar, SE wahted to loak at the responses of students

tn Mweatweork assignments that vouall. invelve reading, and writing

that a7« »1 'en to students te b carriad out independently, witnout

continge ns tea her supervisien.  Our interést in ceatwork was hased
A the prrvasieness of this tormat in rlvment,ﬁrv lassrooms, One
.

Feoent gtudy deternined that olementary students spend up to 707 of

* Fi tl‘

)

/
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their sllotted Instructional time dolny weatwork (Flsher, Filbv, Marliive, -

Cahen, Dishaw, Moor, & Berliner, Note 3}, In spite of this, little
1s known about what students do and think as thev perforn sedtworkt
(Rosenshine, 19830}.

Ir afH4iion to our interest In szxtudr? and how students respond
to amd learn from it, we were alsn jntefested 1n "ord-10 00 vouny
childred in prri-ar erades wWhe wege learngng Yiw ta road and totdo
cidSor O™ W_Ty, N ,

« Therefore, 4 3tud. wis destyned to desiribe wavs in which fairst-

crade stulents rosmondad to ans doalt wath seatwork and other TorTs

c - ~r
2t reading nstruction, The st.ient responses 2f Togt 1nts rest '

were the appar-nt Ticus of tne students’ attention, the nature of
the stidents? in.olvevent with instructionzl sti~uli fe.g., how

do the, approa ™ 1 writtsn gssign@ent), initiztive titen b, the
\

students to s:ebk help when thev were confysed or unable te answer
v

something correctl, e level af surcess on dally seatworhk assiyn-

weats, and student perciptions of how and whv thev were doing daily

Y
seatwork tasks.

Meth ol [ o

1

we Mse vaen ondurting obhsercations in slyht tirstevrade  lassrooms

In foor Titls T sihools i1 =]l stern {t., Obser-ations begyan in
s
Detohe 1, lﬁﬂd, and will rontinue through April, 1981 All ¢ Jassrnoms

ire selt-contiined and taupght by one tyacher, although <ome of the teachers
¢ »

i

3len have tlde s tor part ot the dav.  Ten teachers were approqached

.

and asks Dory partdodipste dn the *tud., ind e iyht of them readily agreed.
With{in « & h of the se o Lpht o lasos s, tour students hdive besn

selectad g tareet students tor ohservation 4 male and female Wigh

’

FRIC } ﬂ
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achiever and 1 male and female low aChlever In order to select target
students, wWe asked teachers to identifyv those students thev consldered ¢

to be in the highest achleving third and the lowest achleving third of

. thelr class. From these two ¢‘treme groups, within each class, we
- -~

randoml, selected one bov and vne girl for whom we had written parental

permlission. Uur original sdample of 32 tareet student. has been reduced

L]
slizhtl., By student ~ohility and aba.ences,

’
y

Bv the e¢nd of the studv, we will ﬁave conducted five threwe-
hour observations of edach student over a si-<-month peried. During
cach visit to the _lassroo~, the observer focuses on twn target
students who have 1 similar schedule. This means that we usually
focus on students from the same reading grnup‘ﬁnd thus se¢e cither
the two hlgh achlevers or two low achieversion a given dav. (Student
absen_ss and reading group transfers have led to orcasicnal schedule

alterszions.)

»

Observers note detall«® descriptions of what the target students
are dolng throughout the session. The tvpical procedure is to pay
verv close attention to one child for about 10 minutes and then
switch to the other child. This time sampling approach is used
fle<iblv, sc that we sormetimes spend more time with one child in
order to see, for eiample, the end of a particular assignment or
the end of an interaction with the teacher.

While observing, the observer describes what the child {s doing,

what (s)he sefms to be attending to, how seatwork 1s approached,
what the student does when 7-1he encounters a problem, and how success-
ful the student 1s. The observational recerd also includes ag much
Information as possible about the instructiconal stimuli present at
the wlven moment, Coples of the seatwork are obtained or described

o ‘

ERIC - \
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\
in detail. Teacher e planiticns of assign=ents are audio-recorded.
After an cbservation is completed, the observer tapes a detailed
narrative record of ‘the morring's observation that includes times.’
A .
Also noted after the observation is the completed performance of the
child on assisned worl that dav and anv teacher feedbachk on that
WOTrK.
L
The resultinz datas provide a detalled record of what the child
did mn 3 minute~to=minute basis. For o« 1vnle,
9.31 J. 1o~ bhack it the hoard und writes te {copving
orsast o anl tern Lnbs gqronnd sere and then
wElbes L., All 1t ome, withonr looedng at the
hrard for 30y latrter. Then, bre wlancos over
K
roward Y., tead e, hut does not interact with
et,  tShe 15 reaiine aloud, to herself, about
-
threy foet rrom 7))
g9 5 He ores Fyop to his writing and writes without
di-tra-tion., “irt ‘hi/d {(the <lashes indlcate
where he looked np it the hoard while he was
. copadne) and then laoks up at . {sitting across
the table trom hiv) 48 the teacher 1. » laberating
L}
on f fact 1n the story that S5, has just read.
{Tre teacher reads with Individual <tudents at
this tahle I. has heen called to that table
te do his seatwork after the teacher saw him
talkineg to 4 tr1end at bl dest.) T looks up
it the board and then writes @ /old, {the

sla-hes tndfc ste where he looked up it the

board while he was copyinag,

ERIC |

s "
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9:53 He moves to the ne.t line and writes Tod;g 15
all at onte and then looks up at the girl who has
come to the teacher for help, and continues to
look at her, until
9-54 the teacher stands up and announces that all
student 3 fhuuld du to thelr seats and get readv
to line up It i+ time for libraky  The Leafher
beriny to pass out library broks to the students
P
. to r=tima, 1, wat hes her ic this and then
Pe tve» h1s pdper on the roading table (unfinished)
miootnes gp a3 hls name {e c311.d. .
Thee dhoetvational Lata oo supplerentoed with informal conversations
with student- ib ot work done thit rorning, conversations to tap the
student's qnderstinding of how nd why {(=)he did the woerk. For
e<ample, the child ~14ht he s-ked "How did vou «no. to cheose this word
fnstead of that word”™' or to "Show me how to 4o phis page." Nuestions
designed to elicit the (hild's understandings of the purpose of the work
are "What ar¢ vou learning aboutl when wou deo this work?" and "Whv do
vou think vour teacher wanted vou to do this page®

The ¢ fpghr teachers have alsn been 1nterviewed both formally and

informally to determine their perspectives on seatworhk and its use,

Data Analysis®to Date

At present {April, 1981), the project staff are still collecting
data, but we have been meeting repularly throughout the year to identify
patterns ol tudent responses,  Our shared Impressions have led us té
ask the gquestions posed earlier abouf students’ understanding of the
content-re lated purposes of asslynments and {ts effect on thelir thinking

a9 thev work Of partlcular dnterest to us as researchers (and of

\



special concern to us as parents, teachers, and teacher educators) are
. patterns of student responses. suggesting that some seatwork for some
- students is not percelved in neaningful wavs$. gt least, the meaning- <
fulness apparently perceived bv the students is not what we might expect

.

-~ from an adult perspcgt{vu. .
Certainly it 1s not reasonable to expect that the perspectives

of six- and seven-year-olds should 4lways match those of adults.

However, we think that the discrepancies {(between 1ntended and xeal

student understanding) are 1mportant to (onsider as we egamine

studenta' thinking in (lassroom sertings.

x Resulls

Student [nderstandings of the Content-Related Purposes of Seatwork

One pattern f student responses suggfests that manv of our target
students, bnath low achievers and high achlevers, may believe that the
most lmportant aspect of deing thelr seatwork 1s simplv to pet 1t done,

We began to form this impressicon as we observed students’ behavior
w@ile doing svapwork. The followling are esamples of behavier that,
when vcrurring repeatedly for the same Séudent, Indicated to us that N

<

students were primarily econcerned wfth rpetting thelr wotk finished.

1. Frequent questions to peers about "How fdar are you?"
and frequent-statements of “"I'm almbst done-=-just .

(N1

two more” or "I1'm ahead of vou.

e

Upon completing the last {tem on a page, lmmediatelvy
. turning {t {n or moving on to the next page without
anv {ndication of (heching or reviewling,

3, Completion of work f< accompaniled by expressions of
relief (e.g., a long sigh and "There!"™ as student
{« stacking papers, or, as one student was overs-
heard saving to himselt, "There! I didn't understand
Aty but T got it done.™)

E TC 3
\.....“
R




These hehaviors by themselves do not necessarlly mean that students .

- are not alse attendiny tg the (ontent-relited purpuses of the work, but

. »

our "on-the-spot"” f{nterviews with the students have supported the

{mpressions based on behavioral ohscrvations. This, an Interyview with

1+ male high achreser, Is one o ample:
Researcher. Tell rme about this work vou're doing (as
student is 2or-ing {n ~atn .orkbook).
L r

Student Thi< 1s mv math, 1" almost done with A

unitl  Only two more 0ooes, {Said with

* . " " L _ 1
oottt oente 4 Tunitt o ds oa related set ot
Uler~ w0 T m3th wonrrbonre, In this . 1'1‘;':\,

students are o wordk throurh thelr math work—
hone, One unit 3t a4 time. When a unit 1s
completed, they can take the entire set of
pages hone, and the teacher announces this to

the nther students, who usuallv applaud.)
Rescarcher What was this nnit abour”?
student. Well, when (t'< done [ gél rao take it home. .

Researcher'  Whit were vou learning about when vou did

this unit?

”

Student:  (hrief pause, slightlv puzzled expression)
' Oh, [ lrarned-how to work hard,
Or consider this excthanpge, whirh has wicurred with several students.
Researihers What are vou learning ibout when vou do
this page?
. Student (shrugs) I don't know,

Rewearchers Why did the teacher gfve vou thig pape

to Jdp?
L]
O . 1/ N
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(f Studunt This 1o pust vur work (said as At the
T ’
- question seemed verv odd, to the stipdent).
. . ;
. 4

Some students answer similar questions in terms of broad skill
]

H "
areas: "IJm'learning te read better' or "I'm learning.how to write,

k]
However, we have less often received an answ ,&Qﬁt describes

¥ -

£ . ¥
specific skills belng practiced or specific concepts belng applied.
L

* Tnis _is in spfte of the fact that.many'(perhaps the majority) of,
. . .
* LS
k the Seatwork assignments for reading and math have been designed
[ *
N to emphasize a particular sﬁ}ll

Enr ewample, a sorhbe o sATe listed tlve sentences that each
* .

‘ in dnded words ening 10 ~ ot 1. o0, "Tunk oyt for the hot pﬁt”)
' PN :
Sfudents were to ipdleate a pioture that 1llustrated the gentence fe.g.,
- - ..
' ta thoose & borling por instead of a steaming pie r a roasting frank-
- M -
¢ furter) Ahen asked, "What ape ven learning about when vou do this page?"
. \
a student responddl, "How to read-thewe sentences and draw circles around

the rizht picture " )Thzre efs nu indication during this couvgrsation

s .
that the student revognized the oimilaritv among the sentedces or the

‘spec {f{  purpose of thi page

.

Taken all  togethir,”the hehavioral and student interview data *

L4
suggest that while daing seatwork, these Firstfgr?de gtudents-perceei?

-

irpose in terms yf doing the work and progressing through a book

rather than understanding the specific (ontent-gglatei purposes of

assignments At thils polnt, we are not siyving that this [s elther

v

desirabl:_g; undesirable, <implv rhat this seems to be a prevalent
pattern We have hepun to refer te it A ol "content ‘coverage" orien-

ltatinﬁ that can be vontrasted to a "content mastery" orfentat ion,
L)
. .

.

Q < 1. ,
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We can onlv spewulite about reasons for this pattern of student

"rcsponbe. Certalnly, the ape amlgdevelopmental level of the children’

i L]

o should be taken 1nto account, 1in that one would not erpect a first-
grader to give answers that would suggest a grand scheme for organ-

1zing reading <kills, or tc have a firm set of concepts for thinking

+ . .
about their own learning processes.

*

* .
However, cur ovbservaticns of the teachers and thelr presentations
-

L
of assignments have led us to consider an additional hvpothesis.
- N r

We think that students' perceptlons of the purposes of seatwork may
[

be gelated to the information that thevy recel.e from teachers about
!

their wyrk., Alrhoush svetematls analvsis has not been carried out

vet, the impre<saions of the observers at this point aje that very

few teacther presentatinns indlule specific statemefits about Uziﬁh“\

content-related purposes of assignments. Instead they consist mostly

of procedural stategentq,f(e.g., "Read the sentences and circle the
.\._‘/, ,

picture that goes with each one.") In additinn, teacher feedback

following completion of work often consists of statements about the

(orrec tness of answers and directions for what to do next, but not

f? reminders about thosdUhamse of the page or the content that has
h * 'y~ & Mf
v

heen encountered Byt student., /

We do not know at this point 1f student percepti??s would be

»

different 1f teachers made mure statements to students about content-
- ,
related purposes, nor do we know 1f different patterns of student

perceptions of purpose would affect students’ coghltive: processing

while tarrving out their qeatd&rk. However, our observations and

-

conversdations with students have «onvinced us that questions about

’

student<' perceptlons of purpose should be considered by researchers
in examininy students' thinking during instruction and teachers'

Q .
E l(jfeffO(tq-on‘that thinking. ‘
!,
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Low Achievers' Strategles for Cb_tnLleting_Iﬁicsllt Work

Related to the pattern of gtudent responses that Indicates atten-

tion to content coverage and getting finighed (which seems to be present

s

for both high and low achieving students), we have also become Interested
fn another pattern uf student @fsponse@ that {s mést evident among " -
thekiow:achieving students. This pattern ofséesponses to seatwork
1s cvne In which students successfully develop and use strategles that

N 4
contribute toc content (uverage, but that do not ntecessarilv contribute
to contedt master. or, Lerhaps wore important, o comprehensdon monitoring
and ~ther learnin.e-teo-learn sk1lle, ’

. wWe think tals pattern Jdevelops whep twe conditions Are present.
First, low achlevers (or anv-one, but {t happens most frequently to them)
are glven work that s ont easv enough for them to do gquicklv, auto- A\‘*//
maticall,, and with a (lear sense of whether thev are correct Second,

"

these assignments®tare pgiven lo 3 setting where working independentlv
anid fi;ishzng in the time allotted is valued and encouraged by the.
teac her Our present hvpothesis‘is that when these two conditions are
frequent, students do not 1%arn to ask whether their work mahes sense
tuo them Howevser, they develop other strategies that allow them to
get the answer and zet finished

This hvpnthesis will be tested(xhrough svstematic analvses of
the data later this vear The follewing are examples of incidents
that have led us to formulate the hvpotheqiq:

Sally (a low-achleving target <tudent) i< warking on an

assignment that requires her to éfopy sentences off the

board, read them, and draw pirturee to illthrgte that

she understands theme{¢ g., "The preen car ts coming down ~1

the road') She coples a sentence correctly, looking at

I

L



~

the board trequently, pprarine to copv it letter by,

+
letter (rather than in words or phrases, is {s usuallv

done bv hizher athievers). When tinished with a sen-

tence, she' locks at her nefphbor's paper or asks a friend,

it
"Whagedo we draw here®™  The friend zinswers, "a green
4 S )
‘1

cary,” and Sally draws it. When th® oboerver ashed Sallv
*

.

to read the sentences, she could not However, she
was ible t . omPlete the paner in tnis fashion and
“ v

thas 2o to lune b ind Fecesy,

Roomorg Taw-q frvine rarcet student,, flong with all
cther students i the o lass, 1« to spend his 30 minutes
of sllotted ooatwnrk time compasing a storv about
-
. "Mv Famils.” (The tescher his begun to use one morning

Ve

a week for rrestive writing ascignments: this is the

L]
second weebk.)  She yrites on the board some words that
thev mizht want %e use in writiny a story about "My

Familv,”™ although she emphasizes that spelling "does

not ro;nt.”‘\FonJ%Fiteq the following story by himself:
Yo can b: ry brother.
tou can be my puppy.
I llke mv pup,
I 1lke mv father
I 1ike mv mother.
I am happy.
. When the obwsrver asked him to read his <torv to her, he

hes{t yted an the word my (because his y was not clearly

a v oand he read it as a r). He did neot attempt to read

El{l\C / . I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



the words brother, puppy4, pup, father, or mother,

instead he stared at each of them for several seconds

and then asked what thev were After thev finished
%

readidg his storv, the observer asked him how he

¥new to write the word father where he wrote 1t

.

1

He pointed to the board and said, "I got 1t off there.’

L]

Ron had uysed his understanding of sentence structure and functions
.

of varibus words to .reate an acZeptable product (It was later marked
"anod""bv the teacner, a.tnnuen he was nnt oae nf five students who
were asked fosread trelr stories to the class 1 However, his
inabilit* tn read ~hat te had written sufzested to us that the act of
writing the stors 1?& hase heen, driven bv the need to get it done
rather than 4n Interest in communicating his thoughts about his
family This is post hogeunnjecture, ~f coérse, but the incldent Is

-

consistent witr other obsersations of Ron in which he behaved in ways

that kept the teacher "off his case” and minipized contacts with her,
academi. nr ntherwise g;;ﬁis work was frequently difficult for him,
hit he always got it finished, usuallv with some incorrect answers.

fonversatifns «ith him frequently revealed a lack of concepts or skills .

that were presumably necessarv for the work gilven to hin

—N

-

Sean (a lnw—achieyin%.tdrget student) 1Is in a class where
students do "individualized" work  This means that all
students proceed through the same reading and math books,
but they "move at their own pace,” according to the teacher,
The pace seemed to be determined bv how long It took

each student to get through a page and get the teacher's

v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

attentlon tor checking, rather than additional time spent |

in special In-tructiom Durdng 1 recent observation, r

Sean was assigzned 3 page frow hfs readin& workbook that

emphasized words ending {o -ak (<.g , cake, mahe, take).

There were .- sentenees tn read and ={- plctures to
matih to them The observer zssed Sean to tell her about

t'e pade Wwhile Pe was delng {t He realilw agreed and

bu;)ﬁlf&idinl 11~4d, He read rost nf the —3ke words as

ca¥_, and mewt 57 0 d senter es 413 ot mare sense due

-

L treglent ~io 4L~ we w0, e AL et seer dis-
turgzz*k. tre 4« I ~r -t Y b sentences, ind he
sulerly drew lines ¢ wriate rr pl-ture he thcugnt went
~1th 1t " ‘Tw‘ntded t'rough tre s{r sentences, gottings

thrse _ rre t despite his misreading. The first -~ne that
A

wads  Nrrect was the pl oture -losest to the sentence
»

{On fhe ne«t 1s5-{gntfent, Scan ~waq alsc nbserved using a

sim{lar "proxim{t " principle t. determine how to find

o N
the orrect rhedce ) The }ast sentence was done

.

v
corrertl, without Sean even reading the sentence because

u -
. rd

15 he . vnlalned, ”The;e's nnly nne plcture left, so that's
tne answer ' Coincidentallv, {t was the right one
Throughout this session, Sean did not Indicate that he was
aware that he was making erroxs nor did he demonstrate any
concern that what he read was nonsense. As soon as he drew

the line hetween the last sentence and plcture, he fmmediately

turned to the next page of his workbook and continued.

L)
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Such Incidents have led us to hypothesize that one refult of

a combination of inappropriate ({i.e., difficult)?assignments and

the emphasis on finishing work mav be that students come to define

success on seatwork in termslof corpletion instead of wnderstanding.

This way of defining success mav occur for Meh achievers as well .

as low achievers, hut is pore litelv to be detrimental to low

I& achievers  High acnievers are usuallv worring at a higher level
it

of success than are l-w aeblevers and thus are probably galning
¢ .
more frem the practice appoPwunities afforded by s¢atwerh, that is,

Loy ar gt loger R 11—, - diioset 7 omagA L srillz Y Tt geers
Move dikel  trar otos o4, 3 ere itompared to low achievers) come

LG exfe t trelr” readlo, Scatw T U ™agke gense tn tner, because it is

- q
MOTe Ity 4ssumilahlie or 2t tueir "indepenient level U This in turn

/
may naﬂ: it -{rc el megn e, 70 (10 adantive learning-t--learn

skille a4 try \(\qt,nuc t*r uen a2 hael when snnething does not
~ [

. L ¢ N v
v Tare SENSe 8 seems contuding, 1t i< an unusyal event to a high
1a

achleser snd therer re more sallent an? likely te trigeer action to

~ -
red i 1fusior el e add messssars {uformation 2 This hirhlizhting

LY L)
“It is the cbservers' impression at this point (to be tested
svstematicallv) that assignrents glven to low achievers are more
often difftcult for theém than assignments given to high achievers.
Thus the statement that high achlevers are more often successful is
' meant to reflect the level of difficulty relative to the child's
ability, not the absolute ability per se. Glven optimal matching of
asslgnments and students, high and low achlevers cquld be equally ‘
succeesful on thelr assignments, although overall differences In
lewels of achlevement could bé malintained. .

SAgaln, it is Importgnt to reallze that this assertion Is not
. bised entirily on the aptitude J{fferen vs hetween high and low achievers’ N
Talthourh thase are influential as well) The point here 1s that the
historv of a student's ¢xperiences with school tasks can influence
his/her vxpeflitlugﬁ that assighments, text, Instruction, and the
ke, can and should make sense, 3nd these expectations in turn will

- influenre a student's responses to ditfi ult material
\‘ w
P e 1.,

e —————
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of une petod mheonderst padiny . e s Furoner thee deve lopment of
metatognitie skills, wnlcn could 211 In fntormation-sceeking to reduce
vonju-lon, even thPugh rorzal inatruction seldom is focused on the
develapment % su. . sellls. .

On tre ther rand, 1w 1 R ders, who o we T p.€ seen more often
WEItH gesdgrme mto Tt Soem Qb Lt Far v Lo s e less 1ibel. to

1

Pt T DRIl W ve T MY 3 Mar. DOt 1., Semse 1w onot sredictahle,
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2T et 2me 5 Dot AT st an nltl.s sk1lls that allew students
. *
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{1 Jusion
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IS

*Thus, % tie sresent *gme, the thirkin, ot the Stodent Responss

Proect rescaribets 1s that ws should he asking twe related questions
abtut students' Cupnitise processing while carrving out seatwork
assienrent s, ond ahont the contet In whifrh the assiynments 4Ty riveg,
Flrse, d: the stadeats peried s comtent-telated purposes of the work,
ind how (Te thelr e r\q'pé fone Intluen ed by the te sstur's presenta-
tions and <tsndaria for work completion”  secondly, how does student
/ .

oy
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£l
understinding of Seatwork purpgses Interact with the comprehens ibility

of that worr to the student to affect the strategles used in completing

the assignment, and how might this Iinteraction over time contribute
to the development "of various metacognitive or "learning-to-learn”

.

sxills? ,

.
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