DOCUNENT RESONE

" 'Sb 209 202 S SP 019 149
AUTHOR Bennett, Neville ”
- TITLE Time to Teach: Teaching-Learning Processes in Primary
hools.
" INSTITOTION ichigan State Univ., East Lansing. Inst. for

o Research on Teaching.
~ SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Rducation (ED), Hashington. D.Ce
.. -RBPORT 10 IRT-0P-A3

PUD DATE Jul 81
COBTRACT 400~76~0073
ROTER 80p.

" AYAILABLE PRON Institute for Research. on Teaching, College of .
Bducation, Michigan State University, 252 Erickson
Hall, Bast Lansing, MI 48824 ($3.00). °

- BDRS PRICE Hr01/PC02 Plus Postage.

%~ DBSCRIPTORS #*)Acadenic Achievement; Class Organization;

f #Curriculua Development; Feedback; *Learning
Processes; Persistence: Scheduling; #*studeant
fotivation; *Teacher Behavior: Teacher Effzctiveness;
Teacher Response: *Time Factors (Learning): Time on

- Task

ABSTRACT
A nodel of the teaching-learning process identifies

aad describes varied behavioral dimensioss of the classroom and how
“they relate .o pupil achievement. The model is based on the
. assumption that the total amount of engsged time on a particular
- topic is the scst important deteraminant of achievement and has the
Loonponents of: (1) quantity of schooling:. (2) time allocated to
“onrriculun activities: (3) pupil iavolvement; (&) conteant
-coaprehension: (5) achievement: and (6) feedback. The guaatity of
2 tchooling is defined by length of the school daInand year, and pupil
. attendance. The allotaent of time for subjects the curriculua
- relates to achieveseat levels in such subjects as math, language, and

- readiag. The pattern of time allocation for various subject areas is
; sn isportant consideration vhen planning and implemeating

iastruction. Pupil iavolvement is particularly iaportaat in

* schievenent and consists of attention, task persistence, active
 learning tise, and engagement on task. Coastent and supportive
. fesdback from tha teacher is a factor in iamproving pupil iavolvement,
~ comptehension, ar  schievement. The effectiveness of this model,

" which was derived from empirical research on classrooa teaching and
- learaing, has several implications for effec.ive teaching of
< eurrice ul planning, classroos organization, curriculua organization,
snd feedback. (JD)

SRR PESANRR GBI R R L RARREASR R R RPN R ERR IR REREERRRRE B U ERRRL SRR RS RR kB RRK S %

. Reproductions supplied by BEDRS are the best that can be made
. froa the original document.

PRSRNNERARRB R IRE NN RRRER R AR R P PER AR B R R ISRRABE L AR R L ARE B AR LS R A BEN R X R XL R Y




ED209242

t

Occasional Paper No. 43

’ TIME TO TEACH: TEACHING-LEARNING
PROCESSES IN PRIMARY SCHOOLS

Neville Bennett

. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER {ERIC) :

The document hes been reproduced s
recevad from the person or ofgenizat on
onginatng 1t

1 Mmor chenges have been made 1c Ly T
reproduction quakty

© Powts of view or opuwons stated i thie docy-
ment do not necessarily represent officwe! NIE

Published By Postion or pokey
The Institute for Research on Teaching — ‘o
252 Erickson Hall MATERIAL HAS ag;?mmmom
Michigan State University SN.B
East Lansing, Michigan 48824 « Bennet+
July. 1981 TO THE EDUCA'
INFORMATION CENTRR s CE8

Publication of this work is sponsored by the Institute for Research
on Teaching, College of Education, Michigan State University: -The Institute
for Ressarch on Teaching is funded primarily by the Program for Teaching and
Instruction of the National Institute of Education, United States Department
of Education. The opinions exprassed in this publication do not necessarily
reflect the pozition, policy, or endorsement of the National Institute
of Rducation. (Contract No. 400-76~-0073) °

2

P




. INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON TEACHING

———

Teachers' thoughts and decisions are the focus of studies currently
under way at Hichigap State University's Institute for Research on Teach-

2

ing (IRT). The IRT was founded in April 1976 with a $3.6 million grant from

° «

the National Institute of Education. That grant has since been renewed,
7;xtend1nc IRT's work through September 1981. Funding is also receiveé from *

- other agencies and foundations. The Institute has major projects investigating
teacher decision-making, including studies of~reading diakgosis and_remediation,
cllsSt&on management strategles, instruction in the areas of language arts,
reading, and mathematics, teacher education, teacher planning, effects of
external pressures on teachers' decisions, sogio—cultural factors, and
teachers' perceptions of student affect. Researche{s from many different
disciplines cooﬁerate in IRT research. 1In addition, public school teachers
work at IRT as half-time collaborators in research, helping to design and

plan studies, collect data, and analyze results. The Irstitute publishes
regearch reports, conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a free
quarterly newsletter for practitioners. For more information or to be placed

on the IRT mailing list please write to : The IRT Editor, 252 Erickson, MSU,

East Lansing, Michigan 48824,

Co-Directors: Judith E. Lanier and Lee S. Shulman
Associate Directors: Lawrence W. Lezotte and Andrew C. Portar
Editorial Staff:

Lavrence W. Lezotte, coordinator of Communications/Dissemination

Janat Flegg, IRT editor
Pat Nischan, assistant editor




Abstract

Anhempirical model of teaching-learning processes is presented
to allow a coherent ordering and synthesis of the findings of
_ receﬁt research on teaching from both thg United States and Britain.
Following the review of research findings their implications for
teaching are considered. These include curriculum planning, class-—
room o;ganization, curriculum organization, and feedback. Areas

that might profitably be studied in the future are also delineated.




TIME TO TEACH: TEACHING-LEARNING PROCESSES IN PRIMARY SCﬁOOLS1

Neville Bennett2

»

The path of educational progress more closely resembles the flight of
a butterfly than the flight of a bullet (Jackson, 1968). In the specific
: context of classroom teaching, this has been due in part to the differing
conceptions‘of definitions of "good” teaching, In th;dearlier part of this
century {t was generally felt that teaching was an art, the belief being
" that "a little learning and a way with children sufficed for the teacher"
(Bennett, 1917). Good teachers were born not made, or hed been lucky enough
to stumble on teaching's serrets by chance. This conception was 1later

strongly contested by proponents of the view that teaching was a science.

. They poured scorn on the analogy of teachers as artists and argued that the

content of teacher training resembled the treasured store of traditions * (’
passed on by one witch doctor to another, and that the best corrective to %
_ such shallow speculation and sentimentality was the development of a body .

of scientific knowledge relating to children's learning and effecti#é teacher ‘

behavior, ,

lrhis ﬁhper.was originally published in May 1980 by the Centrz for -
Educational Research and Development at the University of Lancaster,
Langaster, England,

eville Bennett is the profesgir of educational research at the
University of Lancaster and director 'of the Centre for Educational
Research and Development at the University of Lancaster, Lancaster,
England. . .

.




Contemporary thousﬁflsschews both these stances. Teaching is now

seen to embo&y both artistic and sclentific components. The Efacher uses
judgment, insight, and sensitivity within a framewcrk provided by the
rules and concepts of scientific knowledge. A favored analogy is that of
engineer;gg, where, in solving problems, artistry is used in bala?cing .
the claims of competing counsiderations within the context of a strong sci-
entific fourdation. Neither engineering nor teaching arc true sciences}
both use science to achieve useful, practical ends.

This acceptance of a scientific basis for the art of teaéhing requires
the dual development of, firstly, advances towards a science of teaching
and, secondly, the design of relevant training in the practical .art of

teaching. This duality was recognized g/long time ago. William James (1899)

3
i

wrote, R
Knowing science 1s...no guarantee of/ goo. teaching. To advance to
that result, teachers must have an additional endowment altogether,
* . happy tact and ingenuity to tell them what definite things to say
- and do when the pupil is before them. That ingenuity, in meeting
and pursuing the pupil, that tact for the concrete situation, though
they are the alpha and omega of the teacher's art, are things. that
psychology cannot help to explain.

It 18, in fact, to psychology that educators have turned for theories
of learning and child davelopment. But despite psychology's central role f

in the curriculum of teacher training’and the continued proliferation of -
»

books on educational-psychology, it would appear that psychology has had f
;

little impact on teachers' classroom activities. Teachers appear to be ;

-

skeptical nf the value of learning theories, and reasons for this skepti-

i
cism are.not hard to find. Typically these theories have been developed|
frot. highly rontrolled laboratory experiments on the acquisition of.relai

-

tively simple skills among college students and the white rat, whereas ;i -

teaching and learning take place in contexts quite unlike these. Teaching




1s an opportunistic process that takes place in a segting marked by
multidimensionality, simultaneity, and thus unpredictability (Doyle, Note 1).
In restr(cting themselves to laboratory settings, psychologists have seriously
ueglected the social character of learning. - .

Many educators now consider that the only road to a scientific basis
for-teaching 18 to the classroem.

\

Traditional psychological theory cannot be of any significant value
until the iuvestigators of classroom behavior have themselves
-produced significant theoretical explanations of classroom events.
The need is not for further adaptaticn and stretching of old theory
but for the creation of new theory which arises directly from the
natural grain and details of the behavior it is intended to explain. 3
(Nuthall, 1968) ‘ w
In short, the demand is for the identification, description, and under-
standing of the varied behavioral d@mensions of the classroom and how
these behaviors relate to pupil achievement. A small but growing band of
’ educational rese&rchers have accepted this challenge over the past decade,
concentrating in particular on mathematics and language -in the primary
-
(‘school. The task now is to develop models or theories that allow a seaningful
ordering of the findings of these research efforts in order to ascertain
the possibility of generalizationms, implications, and further hypotheses.
What follows is the presentation of a model of teaching-learning processes

i that attempts to fulfill this task.

Thg Model
"No matter how constructed and arrived at every model serves to bring
order of some kind to nature, or rather our understanding of her" (London,
1949). This particular model (see Figure 1) is based on recent empirical
' ]

research on teaching and learning undertaken in ciassrooms. Following a

brief overview of the model as a whole, each element of the model will be
[ N

~Z




considered separately prior to an assessment of its implications for
teaching practice,

The perspective adopted parallels that of Carroll (1963) and Harnisch-
feger and Wiley (1974) who regard the pupils' behaviors and activities as -
central to their learning, and regard the total amount of engaged time on
a particular topic as .he most important determinant of achievement of that
topic. It is recognized that the amount of time different pupils nead to

o

achieve the same level of achievemént on the same topic will vafy enormously.
The teacher, on the dfher ha;d, is seen as tye manager of the attention and:
time of pupils in relation to the educational ends of the classroom (cf, West-
bury, Note 2), In other words the teacher manages the scarce resources of
attention and time.

Quantity of schooling is the total amount of time that the school 1s
open for its stated purposc and i; defined by the length of school day and
school year. The nominal amount may not be the actual amount since the
school may be closed for a number of reasons-—extra holidays, teacher strikeé,

“or building alterations. The actual amount will also be reduced for a
particular pupil by his/her absences. This tim; is allocated\to various
curricular activities, curricular used here fn its-broadest sense to include
administration and transition time between activities asnwell as time ;evoted

o to content. The curriculum emphasis or balance achieved varies f;bm school .
to scﬁool and class to clags. -This element of the model is termed "curricu-
lum allocation,” The amount of time allocated to a given curriculum activity
is, however, unlikely to match the actual amount of time a pupil will spend
on it,

Disruptions, distractions, lack of interest in the task, or poor

persistence are all factorgs likely to reduce the use a pupil makes of the
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Quantity of schooling
a. nominal b. actual

Time allocated to
curriculum activities

Pupil involvement

L
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~

Content comprehended

Topoano o

v

:

Achievement

Figure 1. A model of teaching-learning processes.
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_opportunity to study a given content. The next element, termed "pupil .

»

. v - .
are deducted, the amount of time remaining for teaching variéd from a little ' !

involvement,”

acknowledges ;his.r The underlying Essumption‘here is that
only.the active portion of the time assigned to a task is effectivé for
learning that task. But whether this active portion is athievement-relevant
will depend upon a number of other variabi;s subsumed under "comprehension." Ce
According to this model, achievement~related time is mediatee by a number

of factors, including the aptitude and prior acﬁievement of the pupil,

clarit%??of instructions, task difficulty, ;nd pacing. Thus only that

port}oniof'time during which a pupil is actuallyzcomprehending the task is

effective for its acquisition and thus'gas a direct 116k td~achigvement on

that task. The remaining’element is feedback Pinc;‘this is assumed to

influence boch involvement and comprehension and thereby achievement.’

g [y

Quantity of Schooling

?gé expogure of pupils to schooling depends in the first ihstance on

the nominal quantity‘of schooling defined by length of school day and school »* ©

\yeér. The length of the school year in Britain 18’ fixed at 190 days‘but‘ -

b

?
more flexibility is possible. The gegulations lay down a minimum of three
hours per day for infants and four hours for jﬁniorsn although in practice

N

primary sbhools work for longer hours than these regulatfons réquire.'3 The

*
- .

evidence available indicates marked variations across schools. A study in
Surrey (Hilsum & Cane, 1971), recently replicated in Lanca:hire (Lane, Note -
3), found that the amount of time the schools were oben varied from 22 to

27 hours per week, When lunch times,,bqﬁéksy assemblies, and administration

-

3In the British education system, infants are school children up to age 7, ] ,
and juniors are school children aged 8-11.

-
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. over 19 to 24 hours per week. At the extremes, therefore, some children
| are expose& to schooling for five-hours per week .ore than others, effectively
a gain of one day per week. Over the school year this diffegence amounts to
s8ix school weeks.

These nomina} amounts of time are likely to be differentialiy decreased
by such events as teacher or caretaker strikes, structural repairs, use of
sbho&ls as ﬁqlling stations, ;nd go on. The actual amount of'schooling for

., ‘any ihdiyidual pupil will also‘depehd.an his/ner absences from school. These

difgerencéh are fﬁporiant. A number of str'dies have now related school-day

length to pupil achievement and have fcund positive and significant relation-,

- ——

ships (§tallings, Note 4; Wiley & Harnischfééer, Note 5). Further, studies
whiéh h;ve related pupil absence to achievement have typiqally reported nega-
tive relatioﬁhhips (cf. Bennett, 1978). The iatest large-scale study of
pupil-absence effects examined the relationship between children's‘éfhool
attendance at ages 7 ana 15 and their reading and matheuatics ﬂfhiévement at
age 16. Their conclusion was that "children with high attend;;ce levels
obtain on .average higher’ scores oucieéts of rea&ing, comprehension and
matﬁematics" (Fogelman, 1978). There was also a low but _positive link between

attendance at age 7 and later achievement atnage 16, which could suggest

that the effect of early absence persists into secondary school.

-

“  Curriculum Allocation !

Within the constraints of the actual amount of schooling available, the
primary teacher sub-divides the time by curriculum area and plans and imple-
ments corresponcing allocations of pupil time either in class, group, or

ind{ -idual act;vitie?.A The curficulum emphasis in primary classrooms is

41n Britain, primary schooling encompasseé,tbe age range 5-11 (giin to
American elementary schooling) . 'J B r
. S - A

-




often determined by the classroom teacher and mediated by school policy,
attitudes, and aims based on p;rceptions of the children's needs and
achievement levels. The lack of central control of cu;riculum in.Britain
is reflectgd in the large variations found in curriculum emphasis.

A number of recent studies have investigated this, and despite ¢!f-
ferences in methodology and definitions, the results are surprisingly ,
consistent (Ashton, Kneen, Davies, & Holley, 1975; Benneti:, 1976; Bennett,
Andreae, Hegarty, & Wade, 1980; Lane, Note 3; Bassey, Note 6). I will
discuss two of these studies in greater detail. The first comprised inter-
views of 900 teachers in Nottinghamshire, and the second used direct .‘ﬁ
observation of pupils an& teachers in a national sample of open-plan5
primary schools. |

Figure 2 shows the results of the 900 interviews (Bassey, Note 6). The
numt er in the enclosed horizontal colump of Figure 2 is the average amount
of time per week devoted to the subject area for all teachers (e.sg., fing
hours per week fo mathematics, seven hours per week to language). The length

.

of the coluﬁn denotes tl.2 variations found. Thus in mathematics,.some

L
r

teachers stated that they spend less than one hour per weék, whereas .others
devote eight hours to this subject:; An identical v siation is true of
thematic studies, here defined as covering what is conventionally known as
envirommental studies—an integration of history, geography, nature study,
and science. The discrepancies in the opportunity to study language are
greatest, varying from less than one hour per week to 10 hours.. .

The second example emanates from a national study recently completed on

open-plan primary schools (Bennett et al., 1980). One year of this study

’ PR

5Open--plan schools are the same as open-space schobls.
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N - 9 .
;f. » was dédicated to thg direct observaqioq/ot teachers aud pupiis in scﬁqols
- . . . ) L ’ <«
-, in England and Wales. The averages in Figure 3 are very similar to those
f of the Nottingham Survey, although theére is somewhat less variatioi. in
g— ﬁfthem&tics (from 2.5 to 7 hours per week). The variation in language&is
’ - L4 4 ’ )
- , four to 12 hours, and in environmental studies zero to seven hours.
= ~ , 4‘3 .
= - Hours per week
; Lo} ’ - ) —
S0 1 2 3 4 % 6 7 8 9 10
= o ]
/
" Maths

Thex- ic

Art and craft

. <
Langusge ’ Q) ‘ D
<_

Music . < > G
?-E’o . ‘“’('T 3.. >~.h t h ‘

" Assembly : . e Y S .
Administration 53 . ; \
Playtimes v . C .
// c 4
X
™ hd * / . . -
Figure 2. Curriculum allocatin (Bassey, Note 6). . _‘ . )




Hours per week 10

Infants

Maths - ’ < W ) 4

Lafgusge < 7% 1 DY

ag Aesthetics T % 0> . ' 2%
2. < 2’; >, | % b

Social/Moral <z > , B 2

Administration
Transition } ’3% - > 4 .
. _ ‘ . |
Figure 3. Curriculum allocation (Bemnett ot al., 1980). .
. [ ’ -4 - ‘i

Thede observations also allowed a comparison of t allocarions in

ju}ior and infant classrooms. As might be expected, theré is more emphasis

. on language with the younger children. But berhaps the most significant

finding is the large amount of time spent on administrative ‘and trarsitional o

‘ ) activities rat of the 5.75 hours is, in fact, spent in transition, here

-, def!qed cc tuac time betw;en act;':[vities-«clearing up, waiting, 'moving to a

.. Vs new lwation, and.so on. The fact that such non;curricular activities - —;— - -

- -

/7 consumé over 20% of the week is of concern, and accords with similar findings‘

¢ . "
» 1 . N

in the United States.’

~
e

A )

- Other findings of interest from thia/ibody ‘of research are that the

number of subjects qomﬁ}ising the pcimary curriculum varies from more thﬂaﬁ

14
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eight to five or less, and. that the pattern of time allocation across days

of the weck differs across classrooms., Soﬁe teachers felt that mathematics,
for example, should be taught daily, others felt that four days per week was
enough, whilst a minority grou; felt that no regular commitment to maths was

uecessary and it should be taught as and when necessary.

w

What 1is clear is that children are receiving quite different educational

diets dependent on the school they happen to go to, and, as in other areas ‘of
“»

human functioning, diet relates to growth. The limited number of studies

~ that have investigated this link have shown positive relationships. The

:largest atudy concluded that "time allocated to instruction in a content area

1s positively associated with learningqin that content area" (Fisher, Filby,
Marliave, Cahen, ﬁishaw, Moore, & Berliner, Note 7). This was Eonsistent
at both infant and junior levels and in both mathematics and reading. Thus
the pattern of time allocation to various subject areas is an important
consiéeration when planning and implementing instruction.

\

ngil¢lnvolvement

I

If curriculum allocation is conceived of as the opportunity that

: teachers give pupils to study a given curriculum content, then pupil -

involvement can be conceiQed of as the use that pupils make of that
opportunity. Here too, there is evidence of wide variation. The problen
is that the apswer gained crucially depends on the question asked.

Some Egsearchers have. computed a proportion of the time that pupils

" are actively engaged on a task in relation to the length of the school

day. The question posed in this instance is "For what proportion of the

school day is the pupil jinvolved?" hnd'thia'iﬁéfitably includes administra-

tion and transition time, which sewe to depress the size of the

[ 0 -

~

SRS I
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12
- proportion gained. Other rerearchers have posed the question "For what
proportion of an jdentifiable lesson is the pupil involved?" and this
obviates the inclusion of tre- .ition time,

.'In the open-plan study we computed both.. Here the average proportion
of the school day spent involved was 66% for juniors and 612 for infants,
but these averages mask marked divergences across schools. Some schools
managed to average over 80Z%, others only 50%. And if the individual
pupil is tpken as the unit of analysis, the variation was from approximately

i
20X tv nearly 90%. In other words, some teachers were able to keep their

g:pils involved for 19 hours per wgek, others for only 13 hours.

If transition time 18 removed the proportions increase subs;antially to
over 75, and whe- these data were further broken down it became evident
that involvement v 8 lowest in mathematics and language. That which is
allocated most time apparently generates least involvement.

The variable here labeled- pupil involvement has numerous synonyms--

- attention, tzsk persistence: activ; learning time, and engagement; but
irresbective éf nomenclature the central question is whether this variable
relates to achievement. Was Willfam James correct when he argued in 1902,
"whether the ag:ention comes by g;ace of genfﬁs or by dint of will, the
longer one does attend to a topic the m&re mastery of it one has"?

The short answer is yes. There is clear support for such a view from
investigations at all levels of schooling. At nurSery and reception level
it has been reported that qhe effect of harnessing and focusing children's
attentioncis.dramatic (Tyler, Foy, & Huff, 1976), and that interest and
task orient~tion in kindergarten are the best predlctors of achievement in.

. . ..+
infant school (Perry, Guidubaldi, & Kehle, 1979). Studies of the .

ERIC | 16
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attention-achievement 1link among six-year-old children (Samuels & Turnure,
1974), seven-year-old children (Fisher et al., Note 7), eight-year-old
children (McKinney, Mason, Perkerson, & Clifford, 1975), and elevenéyeat—old{
childrea (Cobb, 1972; Fisher et al., Note 7), and twelve-year-cld child;en
(Lahaderne, 1968) have all demonstrated positive and significant relationships.
And in the secopdary field, an analysis of sgverAI international evaluation
studies on acli'evement delineated time and opportunity to learn as the
. ) most important factors to emanate from these studies (Postlethwaite, 1975).
The evidence would indicace that the involvement-achievement 1ink is
valid for all ages:of schooling. 1Indeed, researchers have been criticized
in a recent review by Faw and Waller (1976) for not showing more concern
with this area. The authors congcluded,
our contention is not that time is the complete explanation of all
‘ observed test differences...it is simply being maintained that in
the absence of clear evidence that different procedures are in fact
- associated with different treatments, time differences potentially
: an§ pafi!moniously account for much of the observed data.
But time 1s not the cémplete expianation of test differences. }t has, in
fact, been called an "empty box" (Gage, 1978) that must be filled with ’
- comprehensible‘and Gorthwhile con;entw

¥
e

Comprehension

kS

Comprehension and feedbhck‘are considered separately in the model as
s it stands but could be joined t6 provide a more general element relating to
. structu?ing the conditions for learning. The cluster of variables of
concern here includes the manner of presentation of task, sequence, level,
and pacing of content, and the teachers"leveis of expectations of pupils

as judged by the tasks and activities provided. Unfortunately, classroom

]

-
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researchers have tended to neglect this area. There are one or two
reports of positive relationships between the clarity of teachers'’
instructions and pupil aghievement, but no classroom-based research on
sequencing content,

Despite this, instructional theorists contieﬁe té regard sequencing
as ce;tral, and s;me experimental studies have shown that content structure
can make a difference in terms of performance and the rate of concept .
acquisition (Tennyson & Temnyson, Note 8), But a recent review of this
area contended that7desp1te long debates on the issue no satisfactory answer
has been developed, and no adequate prescriptions should be sxpected in the
near future. The conclusion was that "we have very little information

based on hard data regarding the consequences of alternative conteng
seque;ces and will need a good deal more research effort before we a;e able
to satisfactorily report how the content should be sequenced” (Posner &
Strike, 1976). (
N

Of current concern is the nature of the match between the demands of
the task or activity set and the pupil’s~capacit£;s to undertake it. This
is variously referred to as tﬁe match or levél of difficulty. It was
highlighted in a recent survey of primary education undertaken by Her
hajesty's Inspectorate. It was their jﬁdgme;t that the top thira of pupils
in any class were doing work that ;;s inaﬁféigiently challenging. Teachers
were underestimating these pupils' capacities.

Evidence éf poor matching 1is aiso available from the United States
whefe, for example, it is claimed that the failure to adjust the material

and the instruction to the range of reading capabilities found within the.

classroom is probably the single most importan;rcdﬁsg/d¥ readihg disability

e 3

(Bond & Tinker, 1973).

8. -
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These assertions about the effect on achievement of poor matching gain
limited support from recent classroom-based studies. Support from the
survey done by Her Majesty's Inspectorate itself was indirect. The In;pectorate
found that exploratory or progressive teacning practices were related to poorer
achievement in maths and reading and that matching was least satisfactory
there. Direct support is only available from American studies at this stage.
On. approached the problem by rating the number of errors children made in
their work and found that the proportion of time spent on tasks where qhildren
have low error -ates 1is positively associated withflearning (Fisher et al.,

- Note 7). More significant perhaps, in terms of its implications, is the
finding of an interaction effect with pupil ability. The evidence would
indicate .that the lower abi%ity pupils learn more by having less taught to
thgn; and by having it taught redundantly to the point of overlearning, pro-
ceeding in small steps that they can master without undue cogritive strain.

In contrast, higher ability children can cover-the same material more quickly
and, furthermore, will learn optimally by being challenged with slightly

; more difficult questions and assignments {Brophy & Eyertson, 1976).

The extent to which children are challenged by the teacher appears to

Pe important. There is.feséarch to indicate that increasing the deﬁands

made on pup£ls increases involvement and performance (Block & Burns, 1976).

This notion of the more you demand the more you are likely to get is

supported gf'other studies, 'One investigiied teachers who'consistently gained

] higher achievement in maths and compared them w;fh those who tended to gain low

achievement. ‘They found that the teachers who gaired high achievement typlcally

pushed pupils through text books at a much faster rate, covering on the
average of 90 pages of text in 80 days compared to 56 pages covered by the

teachers who gained low achievement. Incidentally, attitudes toward maths
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were also more favorable in the faster paced classes (Good, Grouws, &
Beckerman, 1978). A sipilar conclusion was reached in a large-scale
comparative study of the mathematics aghievement of Britisﬂ and

Californian children. The much bette¥ performance of British children

was interpreted in terms of differing requirements or e;pectations. .

In California much less was expected of pupils in arithmetic, more
limited objectives were formulated for children of primary-school
age, and less emphasis was placed on rapid progress in mechanical
arit?metic than was customary in England and Wales. (Pidgeon,
1970 .

Classroom-based reseqrch on the variables included within the
compréﬁension category 1is fairly limited.” Nevertheless it appears to be
consistent in indicating that these factors do have an effect on learning
outcomes and tha% interactions can be expected with pupil ability _and

attitude, !

L ad

Feedback
' Feedback confirms correct responses, telling the student how well
the content is being understood. It also identifies and corrects
errors, or allows the learner to correct them. This correction
function is probably the most important aspect of feedback, _and, if
one were given the choice, feedback following wrong responses
probably has the greatest positive effect. (Kulhavy, 1977)

s

The -effectiveness: of the correction function can be shown in recent

classroom research. Opportunities for immediate practice of skills,

Y

' together with opportunity for immediate corrective feedback have been
found to be important particularly with the low-ability pupil. One

report concluded that

the most successful teachers, in terms of pupil gains condu»ted
_group lessons by giving initial demonstrations and then quickly
moving around having each student try out what has been demon-
strated and providing feedback on an individual basis. (Brophy &
Evertson, 1976)
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A; aspect of feedback that has attracted considerahle research is Fhe
relative utility of verbal praise and criticiem. Until the early seventies
it was thought that ;raise was preferable, but research since that date has
tended to modify this; The fo;us or topic of feedback has been shown to
be more important than the type of feedback (Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974),
and interactions with pupil ability have also been found. These would
indicate that the most successful teachers of low-ability children motivate
primarily through gentle and. positive encouragggent and praise, @hile the
most successful teachers of high-ability children motivate through challenge

and a critical demapdingness that involves communicating'high expectations

-and criticizing pupils for failing to meet them (Brophy & Evertson, 1976).

Symbolic as well as verbal feedback would seem to be effective. It has
been found that the use of symbolic rewards such as gold stars and "smiling
faces placed upon papers to be taken home and shown tb the par;nts, or placed
on charts in a room, showed consistent positive association with learning

gains" (Brophy & Evertson, 1976). Classroom-based experiments on material

incentives supports their efficacy (cf. Benowitz & Busse, 1976).

Summary
On the basis of the evidence currently availablé, it would seem that the |
” elements of the model have empirical support. Nevertheless, more research is
) . *learly needed. Many of the studies that bear directly on fhg verification

~

OF. the model have been limited in size and achievement criteria. Much of the ‘-
B evid;ﬁéglia,American and based on the reading andIQAthematics'achievement of

. predomindntly\\pw-ability pupils. Such studies leave unanswered the wider

applicability of thg model to curriculum areas such as music, art, or social

studies. Little is knokn about optimal time allocations or involvement rates

!
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and whether these vary in relation to pupil characteristics. No research has

yet been undertaken to assess the amount of achievement varjance accounted

research questions suggested by the model. But no model of the teachin3/-
learning process would be of value unless it allowed implications for teaching

practice to be inferred.

o Implications

Quantity of Schooling ’ R {

- Length of school day is related to pupil achievement; by inference, a
Tonger school year might also be expected to lead to enhanued*performance.
This, of course, is oq;siéelthe control of the individual head (scﬁool
principal) or classroom teacher. The fixed 1eng£h of the school year at 190 _

days is a central policy decision, although I suspect an adequate rationale

for this would be difficult to find. Neither, I suspect, would a demand for '

3 longer school year be well received by the teaching profession, even though

there is evidence of a falling off of achievement levels over the summer
holidays. However, the length of the school day is under the control of the
school and the apparent marked variations, even within the same local educa-

tion authority, indicate that a clnser examination of the factors bearing on

~ this may be warranted,

One approach to 1néteasing the actual quantity of schooling is to assign

v

homework, a practice that is not widespraad at the primary level in England.

The reason for thts is not clear. The Pluwden Report (Note 9) did not

discourage it, stating that “homework should be a matter for discussion and

agreement between home And school and the school should give thought to the

j\ -
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form of homework most suitable to ghildren 8 varying circumstances. There
has been little research on thisgﬁﬁﬁc although an international study on
mathematics (Huser, 1967) found moderate positive relationships between
homework and mathematics achievement. This would suggest a re~thinking of
homework's possible us28, such’as for remedial work (cf. Coulter, 1979, for
review), -

. o

Actual quantity of schooling iscoften decreased by pupil absence. It
follows from the evidence that this is-1ikely to depress achievament. The
studies carried out so far do not appear to have taken into account the
length of absence, or what strategles teachers employed to combat such absence.
The relationship between absence and‘achievement is also likely to be
mediated by teaching approach. For exanple, it has been reported that althougu
direct or formal teaching engendered greater pupil learning gains, the open
or informal approaches were assoclated with less pupil absenceAtStallings &
Kaskdwitz, l9f4). In other words; informal approaches achieve less with
greater actual time. vaertheless, the implication is that teachers should
attempt to compensate for pupil absence. Strategies that could be used

include personal tutoring or increasing time allocation both within and

without the classroom.

Curriculum Allocation

A consideration of curriculum allocation leads into the realms of
. curriculum planning. The evidence indicates that what knowledge the pupil
acquires depends on the coverage and emphasis of the curriculum adopted.
This evidence, together with that drawn from the field of curriculum evaluation
" (cf. Walker & Schaffarzick, 1974), indicates that, other things being equal,

one curriculum is neither better nor worse than another, rather

&
<o
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' unless team teaching or school-based schemes (in which the whole school

11975).
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that different curricula result in different patterns of knowledge
acquisition (Berliner & Rosenshine, Note 10). The prisary teacher, -
sho, in Britain,‘has considerable influence on curriculum emphrsis, is
thus faced with a get of critical questions, Should the emphasissbe
on the develﬁpment of the basic subjects or should there be equal
concern with creative expression and aesthetic appreciation?. What
amount of time should be devoted to each? Should equal time be allpcated
to pupils @r‘r”espective of ability or previous achievement? Such decisions

-

result in quite diverse emphases and balance even within a given gchool

decides on a common gcheme for math, for example) ;re in operation.

The basis on which such decisions are made deserves a study in its
own right, but in the absence of direct evidence it would be expected
that such decisions are mediated by aims; and 1t has been shown tkLat
there~is little consensus sbout aims at the primary level, (Ashton et al.,
Some teachers stress academic aims such as the development of
competence in the basi~ gkills and a high level of academic achievement.
Others stress gsocial and emotional aims, feeling that the happiness and
well-being of the pupil are most important. Others attempt to stress
both. Evidence on the link between aims and decision making 1is srovided
by two recent studies that found moderately high relationships betgeen
Teachers

aims and teaching approach, ‘(Ashton et al., 1975; Bennett, 1976).

who stressed social and emotional goals placed less emphasis on bagic -

skills and more on aesthetic and creative activities, and tended to

<

‘teach informally.

Those who stressed academic goals devoted more time to

basic skills and tended to teach formally.

On the basis of this evidence,

- v
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it would appear that, in general, aims are-reflected 1in ptactice: Clearly, ////’

> I
@

-

teachers and student teachers should have the necessary knowledge and
\
_conceptual.skills to think clearly and critically abnut aims and their v .

. . relation to practice and possible outcomes, - C o=

-

Aims may thus relate to time allocation 13 terms of general curribuldm.
balance, but avfurther, and equally crucial decision to be made by
o teachers 1s how to allocate time within COntent areas. This is where the-
teacher betomes a manager of écarge resources. S/nehas to decide how much

time to allocate to one topic or activity and how much to another. Since

|
E the amount of time is fixed, time allocation to one actdvity necessitates
L ° .11mitationd or postponements of time on others... To complete the econo~ -
mics analog,’a major part ?f teacher decision making should be in
deciding how best to use the limited gmount of time available.
"
Such decision making is further complicated by the fact that providing .
: equal amounta of time to each pupil will not produce equal learning. Some
pnpils require up to nine times the amount others 59 to -achieve at the
’ same level (Bloom, 1976; Gettinger & White, 1979). Thus the teacher faces
~' difficult procedural, organizational, and’'even ethical judgments in
relation to hf;/her objectives, If, for example, a teacher's objective
1s to maximize the average achievement of his/her class, the most efficient
way would be»to allow nore time for the high-abiiity cnildren, allowing
them to progress to thefr potential. But the effect of this will be to
maximize difference: between the slow and fast learners, and such an

Y

. oGjective Fas been branded by some as elitist (Keisling, 1977-78).
- ) ,

If, on the other hand, the objective is to minimize the variation

between fast and slow 1earners withip the class, then time for high

achievers is reduced, and more time is devoted QB low ability children,

) or
Q o5




. Pupil Involvement

?

" viors and involvement levels have been tracedboth in relation to whole-
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’

This has been iabeled a compensatory-objective. A tﬁird approach might -
be to attempt. to maximize the averege achievement of the class whilst ‘
maintaining the initial aifferences betweer. the high and low achiever;: . (’
In this ingtance, time for the higher acﬁievefs i;/mahipulated to ensure
maintenance of the initial differences; this has beén termed the eguality

of opportunity objective. Or_nly the‘compensatory and equality-of-opportunity
approaches are deemed by some to be consistent with the ethical foundations
of democracy (Kiesling, 1977-78). Maximizing the potentfhl of each chiid

within the time available would, in terms of this argument, be elitist

because it would increase initial differences. ' ;%

Fl

. Pupil involvement or attention has been consistently shown to relate to ¢
aéhievement. Marked variations have also been found within and between
classrooms, within different content areas, and across ability 1eve}s.

The implicaéions for classroom practice Qre primarily to be found in .

the area of élaasroomxmanagement since relationships between teacher beha-

P
class teaching and small-group work ‘(Kounin, 1970). In the former Doe
context, the mést salient teacher behavioés in maintaining involvem;nt b
were awareness in moritoring classroom events; the ability to maintain Y
a smooth flow of events, particularly at points of transition; maintaining

the attention of non-responding pupils; and the ability to deal with two ¥ ]

°

or more things at the same time.

The effects of these abilities have been supported in recent class-
room research. In the largest of the recent studies (Brophy & Evertson,

1976), it was reported that the most successful teacher managers spotted
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possibly disruptive behavior early and dealt with it appropriately and
calmly., This quality was also related to inc;:.eased student learning

gains. The reason for this is obvious. . .
Teachere who have few discipline problems ve most of their time
available for tcaching and are more likely .v teach successfully
compared to teachers who spend significant amounts of time fighting
for attentivn or trying to deal with severe disrupti,_ons and
discipliue problems. (Brophy § Evertson, 1976) ’

Brophy and Evertson found that the more successfpl teachers maintained’ a

- smooth, flow of events by a system of well-thought-out monitor systems

and a good set of classrom rules. 7T .s was particilarly obvious during

‘ transitional periods between activities. "In well organized classrooms

transitions lasted only a shéri,: jtime, and the children seemed to transfer
to another activity automatically. In contrast, transitional periods in
less vell—organi;ed classrooms tended to be chsotic, with children
wandering about, bumping into one unother, confused and needing to ask
the teacher what to do. The authors concluded the following:
Student engagement in lessons ~nd activities was the key to
successful classr management. Successful teachers ran smooth,
well-paced lessons with few interruptions and their students were
conu.stently at their seat work...it was clear that the seat work
of the more successful teachers was more individualized and more
- appropriate for each particular student. (Brophy & Evertson, 1976)
RS
The general principle that increased control of organization and content
by the teacher is assoiiated with increased: involvement and/or achievement
¢
is now well established (Rosenshine, .S '9; Bennett, 1976; Department of
Rducation and Science, Note 1l; Morrison, 1979), but ’diffeorences have been
found in what is optimal for pupils at d—rr‘!e‘ﬁﬁ: ab:.lity levels. In one
study, for example, high ability children were more capab1 of assumirg
independent responsibility ard of exercising choice of assignment and
votking 1nu=pendent15 and these privileges were allowed by more successful

teache.s. On thc other hand, the more successful teachers in low-ability
\e !

P -
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‘classrooms verg more ré;strictive and Pr;)vided more Etructure (Brophy ‘&
- i !vert;on, 1976). ’l‘he}'e is afgo evidence that the d-egree of str'uctu;:e )

1npo;ed by the feacher has differing effects on pupils dependent on their .

pergonality, One of the most consistént findings has been that anxic;us';

insecure, and timid children prefer, and perform, bétter :ln more structured

Jsettings (Bennett, 1975; Grimes & Allinsmith, 1961; Minuchin, B:Lber, _ :

Shapiro, & Zimiles, 1969; Trown & Leith, 1975; cf. ' Cronbach & Snow, 1977

14 [N -
+ ‘for review; Leith & Bossett, Note 12). ’ '

The efficacy of teacher or adult supervision has‘also been shown at
pre—schooi and infant levels. ‘Here 'low intervention has been _found to be
associated with lowest task pers:l;tence (Rrantz & Scarth, 1979) and the
latest British study attests vto this. They argued that the effect of

. the adult in nursery and reception class is dramatic in harnessing and
focusing children's attention. 7 ‘ ) 0

Learning cannot take place unless attention is paid to ‘the relevant

stimuli. Thus the adult plays a fundamental role in énabling the

child to deploy his/her attention most effectively.. In view of

this the traditional practice of leaving children to learn through

their own efforts seems a questionable one, (Tyler et al., 1979)

As was stated eariier, different magmgerial skills have been found
to be important in small-group teaching. Additionally, there is evidence
to suggest th& pupil involvement (i.e., time on task) in groups may be
lower (e.g., than pupil involvement it; individual or’whole-class teaching),
(Kounin, 1970), which could iudicate that unless groups are well managed,
vorking in them could depress pupil achievement. This is an important
consideration since one of the significant m;wements in primary teaching
in the last decade has been from whole-class to small-group organization.

Children are often grouped wlthin the class on the basis of similar

sbility or attainment (Bennett et al., 1980; Department of Education and
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Science, Note .1.’.)‘, and the‘Pl‘owdén R_‘eport‘ (Note 9) expressed 'approval E 4
‘of such practices. The feport claimed that children learned to get
. along toge e;:, to help one aneother, éx;d éo realize ’the:lr own strengths
and weaknespes. Ch:!.ldren make their meanings clearer to themselves by
having to/explain tl:em to others. The report commented on apathetic
children affecte:i by the enthusiasm of the group, able children caught
;n the thrust and counterthrust of conversation, and children gaining
the opportunity to discuss and thus understand more clearly what' their -
problem was. Theory and practice may differ, however, since, like many
other things in education; effective group work is probably more easily
talked about than achieved. | One stuldy pointed to three factors that z
operated é;ainst the theoi'y: In junior schools g:;.rls tend not to talk
to boys, and vice versa; only half the talk in groups is concerned with
on-going work; and conversation tends to be relatively shorg (Boydell,

1?75; Galton, Simon, & Croll, 1980). This lack of sustained conversation ]
casts doubts about the ext;ant to which children do explain and develop

their ideas.

However, research on the utility and operation nf groups in natural

classroom settings 18 rare., A picture that emerges is that groups tend %
not to be associated with academic achievement, possibly because of

the associated increase in off-task penavior. There may be benefits tn

‘be gained in social and c« munication skills, but this has yet to be

demonstrated empirically. The major problem may be that groups are not
explicitly set up for pedagogic purposes. This indicates that more thought

and research needs to'be undertaken on group-management skills.




.s_The final teacher management competencies considered here relate to
transition and queuing.6 It will be recalled that in the study on .
open-plan schools (Bennett et al., 1980), infants spend over a fifth of
the week, on average, in transitionai activities. The amount of
transition is regarded by éome as a reflecti.. of teacher management
cumpetencies as a whole (Arlin, 1979). , <
Man; 1nvéstigator§ have commented on the extent of such time (Arlin,
1979; Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Gump, 1974), and the limited evidence
would suggest that it tends to be higher in oben-plan‘schools and where
the teacher does not have a clear set of rules or a clear sigunaling
system. What must be kept 1n‘mind is that time spent in transition means
Jess time on curricﬁlar content. This 1s also true of queuing, a fairly

typical problem, which is aga‘n brought about by inappropriate classroom

management strategies.

Compsehension

Impliications emanating from the comprehension ca£egory are few, not
only because of lack of research, but also because of the cautions expressed
concerning prescriptions on sequéncing. Such reservations ten&, however,
to relate go considerations of optiimal séquencing strategies rather than
about the efficacy of sequencing per se. Curriculum packages are increas-
ingly sequence-based and are readiiy accepted by teachers, as can be seen

in the increasing adoption of Fletcher maths and SRA labcratories in England.

Whether teachers use this strategy in the development of their own

6"Queu1ng" means lining up at the teacher's desk and
awaiting her/his attention.




"‘”teachers—asiag—prcject:hasgd'gpproaches_(gEEgEgEs at integration of

curriculum materials, such as work cards, is more difficult to say.
Evidence emanating from a study on mixed-ability teaching at the secon-
dé;y-school level would indicate not. One factor Eha: may operate against
the efficient use of sequencing by the primary teacher is lack of -
content-area knowledge. Concern has been expressed about the lack of
expertise or qualification of primary-school teachers in the area of
mathematics. Indeéd, one researcher -of infant schools claimed that the
teachers observed regarded mathematics as esoteric knowledge (King,

1978). Unless teachers are thoroughly familiar with content, it seems

unlikely that effective sequencing can be achieved. The question must also

be raised about whether, or how, adequate sequencing is maintained by

content through topics or projects). .

-

Here the question of 1nd1v1dua%/dtfférences 18 raised again since
—~

one assumption of most advocaté&ﬁof sequencing is that 1t is equally
appropriate or effective for all pupils. The lack of research makes
such generalizations impossible, and it is worth considering the comments
of Bruner (1966):
The fact of individual differences argues for pluralism and for
an enlightened opportunism in the materials and methods of
instruction...no single ideal sequence exists for any group of
children. .
The problem of the match has a long history in the theory of
education. But herez 88 in so-many areas, p;dbtice does not match with
.theory. The studies carried out so far would indicate that the difficulty
or the requirements of curriculum materiais ﬁfe ;ften not commensurate
with the ability or competencevof the pupils. Many teachers, it would

seem, underestimate the progress that their pupils are able to make

(Department of Education and Science, Note 1l1),

31
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The efficacj of a slow pac; and small step; for low-ability pupils
is suppoéked by a number of sources. The implications of th@s for
curtiéulun'orgnni;ations are straightforward, alxhough the oppoéite
finding for high-ability children confounds the position for those
teachiﬁs nixed ability groups—the most %ﬁ;lcél form of organization at-
the primary level. Such findings appear to undefmine the value of
-large amounts of classroom teaching and open“up the possibility of changes
over time. Once the pupil has grasped the fundamentals, a change in
pacing and level must become appfopriate. "Matching instruction to pupils
needs to be an evolutionary, constantly changing, challenging process"
(Brophy & Evertson, 1976). Because of the lack of relevant research,
perhaps the most apt conclusion 1srthat'wfitten by Carroll in 1963:

The job- of the - teacher...is to organize and present the task to be
learned in such a way that the learner can learn it as rapidly and
efficiently as he 18 able. This means first, that the learner must
be told, in words that he can understand, what he is to learn and
how he 13 to learn it. It means that the learner must be put into
adequate sensory contact with the material to be learned...it also
means that the elements of the learning task must be presented in
such an order and with such detail that,..every step of the
learning is adequately prepared for by the previous step. It may
also mean that the instruction must be adapted for the special
needs and characteristics of the learner, including his stage of
learning. )

Feedback
The implications of research on feedback are clear in one reviewer's
mind. Kulhavy's §1977) recommendations for teachers are,

First make sure the learners have appropriate entry skills for the
"lesson; second, structure the material in such a fashion that the-
r2sponse precedes the feedback.... Finally, provide feedback as
often as possible during the course of the lesson. If teachers
follow those guidelines they should reap the best that feedback has
to offer and more importantly their students will have a better
chance of learning what 1is put beiore them.

32
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\" Research in classroom settings hasbalsq attested to the efficacy of
immediate feedback pnd opportunities to. practice, but manx.of these
studies have examined praise as the primary mode of feedback rather than
diagnostic information. The relationship of praise to achievement is
no 1onger.a§ clear as earlier reviews suggest. To have pay-off in
achievement ;erms, praise must (1) relate clearly to-the topic under‘
consideration, (2) beygenuine and credible rather than perfunctory, and
(3) be used judiciously in relation to individual differences. There is
much evidence to suggest that ~riticism can be as effective as praise with
certain types of pupils.

A gap that exists in this type of research is knowledge about the

quali;y of the information fed back. An informal assessment of the types

of marking in exercise books or work books would indicate that the "tick,

e

good" or "four out of 10" is stilluéﬁﬁémic, a éractice which is less than

useful in terms of feedback. The provision of feedback, even if the

-~

feedback is given in an informative way, is insufficient for optimal

Bl L ko G AL Lo
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learning. A pupil must also be given some desc;iption of what. (s)he can

do to correct unsatisfactory results (McKeachie, 1974).

. Feedback is a two-way process as indicated in the model. Assessment

of the pupils not only indicates degree of mastery and, conversely,
areas where mastery has nct been achieved. It also,indtcates to the teacher
the degree to which (#8)he 1is m;eting his/her aims and objectives. The

t value of this can be summed up in thé words of one headmistress who
maintained that assessment and the documentation of assessment in school
record-keeping systems was kept "in order for us to set further objeccives,

to improve and redefine our policies.”

Q . , :3:;
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Conclusion °

3

I have presented a model of teaqhingulearning processes and assessed
its implications, Although clothed in complexity, some of the underlying
ideas are, ome might perceive, unremarkable--that what 1is tgught is re-
flected in what 1is learned, that a pupil's performance on a topic ie likely
to improve the more time (s)he - spends on 1it, ;nd so on. Indeed, one may
even dismiss such findings as no mdre than common sense. put it would be
dangerous to do so, as Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, and Ouston (1979),
authors of a recent influential study on secondary schools, pointed out.
Their findings were that children benefit from attending schools tha;

;?t good standards, where the teachers provide éood models of behavior,
where children are praised-and given responsibility, where the general
conditions are 800dl,ang where the lessufis are well conducted. The authors
concluded, ‘

Indeed this is obvious but, of course, it might have been equally

obvious if we had found that the most important factors were

attending a small school in modern purpose-bullt premises on one

site, with a particularly favorable teacher-child ratio, a

year-based system of pastoral care, continuity of individual

teachers, and firm discipline in which unacceptable behaviors were

severely punished. (Rutter et al., 1979)

In fa?t nome of the items was significantly associated with outcomes,
however measured, ’

Common sense 1s not always common practice; it is culture bound.

What 1s regarded 3; common sense in one era or cultural milieu 1is
dismissed as irrelevant in another. A prime example of this is the concept
of pupil involvement. In the earlier part of this century.much research

effort was expended on this topic but interest in it died for almost 40

years until taken up again recently. As Jackson (1968) argued,

4 | .
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In education courseﬁaand in the professional literature involvement
and its opposite, some forms of detachment are largely ignored.
Yet, from a logical point of view, few topics would seem to have
greater relevance for the teacher's work. Certainly no educational
goals are more immediate than those that concern the establishment
and maintenance of the student's absorption in the task at hand.
Almost all other objectives are dependent for their accomplishment
upon the attainment of this basic condition. Yet this fact seems N
to have been more appreciated in the past than it is today.

He explained the disappearance of interest as a sign of the times. In the
progressive era that followed the second world war, when classroous were
billed as democratic settings, pupil involvement was regafded as an
authoritatian issue and dismissed.

There is a tide.in the affairs of issues refiecting changes in the
economic, cultural, and social ethos. Hearings given to social evidence
and attention paid to concepts thus depends on the times. No doubt the
cycles of fashion evident in educational practice reflect this as does
the educator's penchant for re-discovering the wheel. This can also be R
illustrated by the following quotation, which I feel adequately summarizes
the argument thus far:

The art of teaching...comprehends all of the means by which the

teacher sustains the attention of his class. By attention, we do

not mean the mere absence of noise and trifling; or that inert

passive state in which the class, with eye fixed on the teacher, it

may be, given no symptom of mental life; not that intermittent ani
almost unconscious attention bestowed on some casual topic which
strikes their fancy; not the partial atteniion given by a few who

may be in the immediate neighborhood of the pupil addressed. The

only satisfactory attention is that which is given voiuntarily and

steadily by all during the entire instruction, and ia which the

mental attitude of the class is actively engaged along with the
teacher in working out their own instruction. (Currie)

But that was written in 1884.

’

‘
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