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ABSTRACT

- The problem of increasing academic motivation and
performance in low-achieving students is conceived as an instance of
cognitive control, the deliberate process of regulating one's own
th1nk1ng. The Study used experienced teachers to aid in adapting and
testing classroom techniques for helping low-achieving students to
become more self-regulated learners. Instruments were developed to
measure student self-report of various cognitive learfning strategies
and interpretations (mental planning, attributions, self-efficacy,
etc.). A 6-week application of the classroom techniques with low
socioeconomic status black high-school students showed low overall
use of cognitive learning strategies, large differences in cognitive
self-report .between classes, and complex pre~ and post-changes
alternately favoring the treatment and control groups. Results are
clouded by differences in teacher implementation and similarities
between strategies used by treatment and control teachers.
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The- problem of increasing academic motivation and performance in

. “low-achieving students is conceived as an instance of cognitive control,

/
,[' eXper1enced teachers to aid_in adapt1ng and testing classroom techniques

the deliberate process of regu]at1nq one's own thinking. The study used

" for” hg]§1ng ]Qw7ach1ev1ng.§;udents to become more self-regulated learners.

i ,l Instruments were developed to measure student self-report of various

| cog;itive ]earning §%rategies and interpretations (mental planning,

. attr1but1ons, se]f‘eff1cacy, etc.). A six-week application of the class-
room techn1ques w1th low-SES black h1gh school students showed low overall
use of cogn1t1ve ]earn1ng styateg1es, large differences in cognitive
séﬁf;repéét between‘c]assés,,and complex pre-post changes alternatively
faVOffng fhg freatment and control groups. Results are clouded by

“differences in teacher implementation and similarifies between strategies
\\.

- . used by treatment and control teachers. \\\\J;

-




Studies have shown the problem of how to increase the academic motivation

and performance of low achieving students to rank high among teachers' most

pressing professional concerns (e.g., Cruickshank, Kennedy & Meyers, 1974).

The present research conceives this problem from the psychological perspective

of cognitive control, the process of regulating one's own thinking in the classroom

(see also Meichenbaum &‘Asarnow, 1981). This conception defines the motivatcd

student as one who deliberately analyzes and organizes academic inf

. T
ormation so

that it may be retained and used. Our {deas refine the definition dg/;wi]]"

offered in 1890 by William James~as "attention with effort."

{
|

\ ‘
Such cognitive activity may be observed through motivated behavior, as

in "academic engaged time" (Sér]iner, 1979). But it may be examined more

directly as well. The following is a quotation from Time magazine discussing

the work sty]é of current U.S. Budget Director, David Stockman. It illustrates

the codnitive activity we have come to call self-regulated ]earnfng.

When he was named Director of OMB, he read the entire
613-page federal budjei Tine by line and table by table. .
A picture of related prograhs, money and goals formed in
his mind. And from that guide came the proposed budget
cuts that stunned Washington. He is a home-trained speed
reader and may get up to 1,000 words a minute, but part

of the swiftness comes‘froT his mind's having traveled
there before (Sidey, p. 23).

To- accomplish his task, Stockman applied a familiar routine -- a cognitive

schema that helped him sort out and structure complex information. This type
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of schema is éenerai (it applies to many°-similar tasks) and abstract (it is
not tied to any Eoncrete representation or {mage); and these properties
facilitate reasoning about the task--its lack of specificity provides oppor-
tunjties for personal instances to be aﬁp]ied (Abelson, 1976). The schema
also depicts a mode of cognitive processing driven by specific higher-order
or "meiacognitfve" components (Flavell, 1981). That is, rather than acting
at an entirely "automatic" level, Stockman deliberately applied a familiar
method for‘ac;omp]i§hing this task; his learning was "self-regulated."

Self-Regulated Learning Defined : \\\

Theory and research in cognitive instructional psychology have led us
to } process definition of se]f-regu]atéd learning that comprises five
component strategies. The strategies were refined and synthesized from
theoretical models and research reviews targeting.the cognitive processes
inye]ved in complex learning and problem-5o0lving. Sources range from schema-

elaboration theories of prose learning (e.g., Reder, 1980; Kintsch & van Dijks '

’

1978) to general process theories of attention and metacognition (Posner &

Bo{es, 19775 Flavell, 1981) ?o theories of decision making in i]1-structurgd

or semi-structured problems (Simon, 1960; Keen & Scott Morton, 1978). We

view the five strategies as sufficient for defining self-regulated learning
(SRL) in complex taskﬁ, but since some task situations may include instructional
cues that accomplish one or more strategies for the learner, engaging in all
five strategies is not always necessary for SRL to take place (Resnick &

Glaser, 1976; Corno, 1981). Table 1 ]ists'the five strategies along with

brief descriptions and their relationship to- the Stockman example.

.
[}
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Insert Table 1 About Here

- "'A]ertness and monitoriﬁg are "pure" metacognitive activities that bound
and control the strategies of selectivity, éccessing related éqhemat§, and
planning and use of specific performance routines. These last threeistrétegies
have both metacogn%tive and cognitive aspeé}s, for they draw on other specific

1

schemata relevant to the task situation. For example, planning processes are
generic and metacogniti!e (Brown, 1978), but specific perfofmance routines/
applied during that process derive from the cognitive (or lower level) store,
and vary with the task situation. Events of instruction, such as oréanizing
information in a particular way, or cueing the learner to content co;sidered
most important, may "short-circuit" or "model” the cognitive components of
the schema (Salomon, 1979). The metacognitive comppnents are, by definition,
undertaken by the learner.

Theoretical Framework . -

Network Theory Context. The theoretical'position we adopt views the

B

process of self-regulated learning as ever increasing, deepening, and mani-

pulating specific content networks or associative memory networks, including
the strength of bonds between propositions. That is, se]fjregu]ated learning
is an intentional gffort to deepen and manipuiate the'associat%ve network in a ,'
particular area (which is not necessarily limited to academic content), and
to monitor and improve that deepening process. This view is consistent wjth
general cognitive network theory (e.g., Anderson & Bower, 1973), and is being
elaborated in a forthcoming paper (Corno, Note 1).

Psychological Effects. The se]f-regu]aied learner has a "way" to

accomplish a range of academic tasks of which he or she is well aware. Such
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se]f;know]edge shou]d influence judgment processes in achievement situations.
For examp]e, it should raise the Tikelihood that a student will expect to
succeed on classroom tasks. Bandura (1977) haé\operationa]izéd success expec-
tations as subjective probability estimates of.successfu] performance on
particular tasks, and labeled the psycho]ogical'construct involved "self-
efficacy." His research has shown self-efficacy to have a strong, positive
influence on individuals' willingness to initiate difficult tasks, and on
their persistence in the face of failure (Bandura, ]980),2 These results apply
to achievement tasks ?acing young students as well (Schunk, 1981; Collins,
Note 2). Moreover, task initiation and persistence are common measures of
motivated behavior (see Weiner, 1980), which are, by other names, "time on
task," "effort," and "engaged time." Motivated behavior has been repeatedly
linked to academic performance in studies of classroom teaching (Denham &
Lieberman, 1980).

A second judgment process that should be influenced by self-regulated
learning is ghe causal attribution. Much has been written about the importance
of attribut%on processes in achievement situations. Weiner (1979), for )
example, has outlined a model of academic motivation that has attributions as
key influences on motivated behavior (see also Covington & Beery, 1976). In
general, attributions perceived as internal and stable (e.g., academic ability)
have favorable effects on motivated behavior under conditions of success. When
success is more ambiguous (a§ in the relative successes common in classroom
instruétion) or when there is clear evidence of failure, unstable attributidns

that are somehow controllable (e.g., effort, bad teaching) foster a second try.

Under failure conditions, stable internal attributions can be serious
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impediments'to motivated behavior and, by influence, learning. For the student
who is trying, the unstable internal attr1but1on of effort should also have an un-
favorable effect; here the positive judgment would be that the student took-

the wrong approach to the task (a "strategy" attribution).

This possibility is generally not considered in attribution retraining

sEudies which focus on effort attributions for failure (e.g., Dweck, 1975).

Self-regulated learners should be inclined toward more positive interpre-
tations of_fai]u;; -- particularly strategy attributions. Learning to
systematically devise a strategic plan for comp&eting academic tasks and
experiencin he advantages such careful planning can bring should make planning
and goal-settipg knowledge cognitively sa]i?nt{gyring academic tasks. Salient
knowledge 1is Amore readily acEessed during the attribution process (Ross, 1977;
Hogarth, 1981). ‘

I have given a rather long-winded introduction to the present study. But
this was necessary to place our effort in proper context. Our point of depar-
ture for the present study was to analyze and investigate self-regulated
learning with respect to classroom teaching. This study was the first in an
on-going program of research. Our challenge is to'he]p teachers produce self-
regulated learners in their classrooms, and our initial focus is students who
have failed through the years to engage in self-regulated learning on their
own -- students who have reaéhed high school without developing this schema
for complex ]earniné, or have failed to discern strategic moves that miaht
compensate. Our proposed method is to teach these students SRL strétegies and sup-
port their use in the classroom. ' We aim to give students a "way" to approach

complex classroom tasks (for "where there is a way, there is a will"), through

the vehicle of knowledgeable, sensitive teachers.

e
\ - 8



Method ’

The study produced a program of teacher training and related st;dent
response instruments, and provided a short-term "trial r‘un'-I of the program.
The trial run assessed the implementation of traihing recommendatiéns in a
small sample of classes and prov}déd a preliminary gauge of student response.

Q? ,
Sample

Participants were 12 teachers and their summer school classes in an
inner-city high school in Oakland, Ca]ifornia. Oakland had been identified
as a district within reach of our research team, which was planning a
remedial summer session for 9th to 11th grade students who had failed the
State Minimal ProficiencyAssessment i; either of two subject areas --
reading and w;iting. Our intent was;to obtain a reasonably homogeneous
student pool -- students who had a history of poor performance in school,
and who hailed from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The final sample

.included 124 students, 98 percent of whom were black, with a modal age of 16.
About 60 percent of these students were males. A1l students included in the
sample spoke English as a first language.

The Oakland summer session lasted six weeks, with all classes held at
one high school. Teachers were se]ected‘by the principal from a pool of some
50 applicants. The principal selected experienced remedial teachers,
described by their supervisors as "excellent," and who taught within the
Oakland system during the regular school year. We chose 12 teachers at random

from this poo] and-invited them to ﬁgrt1c1pate in the study for an in-service

compensation fee paid 1n part by their d1str1ct and in part by the California




State Department of Education. A1l teachers consented. Of these 12 teachers,

two were male; six were black, all But one had coursework or a completed
degree beyond the bachelor's, and the mean years experiente was 16. -

‘ It must be noted that these hand-selected teachers are likely to have
been atypical representatives of the larger teacher popu]atio& in 0;k1and.
We did not intend to generalize from this sample but rather wished to try out
the‘training program under circumstances as favorable as possible -- to

maximize implementation +n the short time provided. -~ * )

Design

A simple design was preferred for this pilot study; our major focus was
the training program and instrumentation. We ran a 2 x 2 factorial, with
teachens assigned at random to either reading or writing classes and training
or no training groups. Teachers who did not receive training were providea
with materials after the study was completed. Since there were fewer reading
than writing classes being offered, the design was imbalanced; however, we
Were able to maintain proportionality. Thus two reading teachers were trained
and two were controls; four writing teachers were trained and four served as
controls. Classes were small, with seven to 15 students per class, each
meeting once a day for 90 minutes. Instructional objectives for each subject

area we}e developed by the district and standard across classes.

Teacher Training

’

We conducted the training workshops in three, half-day sessions the

week before school began. Teachers (a) learned and discussed specific theory

10~
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| and research results regarding self-regulated learning and motivation and .
(b).were given concrete instructioné]‘strategies for use with low-achieving
students. These strategies were demonstrated by trainers in short lessons
in both subject areas. Teachers also designed a series of ten class lessons
in their subject areas to teach, model, assess, and reinforce self-regulated
learning. The lessons included class discussion plans and student seatwork

o designed to accomplish three major objectives: ‘
1. To pﬁess students to use se]f-;egulated learning to analyze
and systematize their own methods for accomplishing classroom
tasks. Task-focus helps to avert self-focus and other dis-
tractions (Mischel, 1974; Meichenbaum, 1978; Nicholls, 1979);
2. To permit students to experience some success on classroom
tasks. Successes'foster self-efficacy for related tasks,
increasing the likelihood of still more successes (Bandura,
1980; Covington & Beery, 1976); and .
3. }o provide consis;ent]y explicit feedback concerning errors --
feedback whicﬁ]eeﬁs students to the soureg‘ of the errors and,’
through partly interna],partlylexterna1 attributfons, directs
a second try. Such feedback permits students to perceive gﬁg \
experience some coﬁtro] over their own performance (Cardelle &
Corno, 1980; Dweck, 1975; Weiner, 1979).
Teachers tra&ed and agread to teach the‘ten lessons in their subject
areas twice each week for five Qeeks. 'Teachers also designed posters to
teach and display the, five "Use Your Head Steps," which represented.the

five self-regulated learning strategies in language compréhensib]e to

students (see Table 2). Table 2 also lists selected phrases consistent

N
2

-
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Insert Table 2 about here

~
1)

with the training recommendations, teachers were asked to post on classroom  -—
walls and repeat to the class dur1ng the five-week term Tra1n1ng sessions

were audiotaped for later analysis.

-~ ~

Procedures
—
Trained teachers were each phoned twice duﬁ§ng the summer to disguss 'j .7 '
. imp]ementation: but other implementation efforts (e.g., on-site coaching)

were precluded by resource limitations. A 45-minute strucﬁurgq intenview

was conducted w1th eacﬁ/teacher (trained and contro]) during the final week ,‘

of instruction to obtain implementation data from trained teachérs.and ' ’ >
information on control teachers' methods (see Instrumentation). ‘These
interviews were conducted by resear@h staff and auéiotaped.

Data were obtained on student response variables before ana_afte}

instruction. Questfonnaires measuring self-report of self-regulated learning

~f

and relfted judgment processes were group-administeredéby trained research

staff during the first and ]ast weeks of the term, respectively. Items

were read aloud to prevent error variance due to reading d1ff1cu]ty
Administration time for these measures was one hour. Teachers were asked
to maintain absence records and to rate each, student on effort fowdrds
schoolwork using a specially-designed rating scale (see Instrumentafion).

These two measures were considered indirect indices of student motivated

.

behavior (direct measures such as classroom observations were beyond our

resources). Student performance data included selected homework and seat-

work samples (teachers submitted samples from students in their class) and

.

.
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sgores on the d1 strict reading or wr1t1ng prof1C1ency assessments administe ed

4

by teachars at the end of the summer term

Instrumentation -+ -

e . Student response.measures are described fellowed by teacher measures.

§‘\ Se]f-regu]ated 1earn1ng A 26-item rating sca]e obtained students’

se]f-reported use of se]f-regu]ated learning strateg1es before and after
summer 1nstruct1on This 1n§trument was adapted from~a metacognltﬂve- 'x‘l\.
»quost1onna1re -developed by Peterson et al. (1981). Students used a five- o
lp01nt sca]e (anchored by usua11y and ' a]most never' W1th a category fop,don t

know' Y to indicate the xtent to which they engaged in the cogn1t1ve act1v1ty

I \\

that characterTzes Self-regulated 1earnrng during (a) class d1scuss1ons and

(b) 1nd1v1duaﬂ&%ss1gnments. A sample 1temlrepresent1ng e]ect1V1tx for r " f/
( . . , :‘\'. ‘.“‘[7{\

example, was "Do yeu try, to separate the. main- ideas of a lesson from the ~ 5

“ A

examp1es your teacher gives and remember the ma1n 1deas f1rst?" sample

item represent1ng mon1tqr1ng_was "Nnen you work on ass1gnments do ou th1ni
about all the things yo% should have done and check tqgﬁbke_sure you did them?" N
The scale contained items‘reoresenting_a11 five self-regulated learning

strategies, as well as selected related cognitions (e.g., "When your teacher

is giving a lesson do you repeat to yourself some of the things she says?").

>

Such related items were original with. Peterson et al. and were included QS\\\\___, .
. . . © .
assess relationships between the self-regulated learning items and other

. .- 7
cognitions. Scores were 0 to 4 for each®item, summed (where 4 was high). '

LA \
-
This scale obtained an alpha re11ab111ty of .70 at pretest and .80 at post:
e,

test, with students as the unit of ana]yS1s. A

-

»

.13 " - -
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Self-efficacy. 'Se]flefficacy was measured consistent with Bandura's

(1977) specifications."A series of.c]assroom performance tasks was the
* " focus o% the Suﬁmer instrpcfioﬁ in either reading or writing. These tasks
ranged from re]qtjve]} simple to more complex for each subject area, E.g.,
N © T from correctly dsiné te]ephong books to reading and ana]yéing statements of
L opinion in reading. For each subject area, these tasks constituted
,f‘T:“'\ a 24-item instrument on wpicb.student§.judged (a) whether (1) or not (0)
' they could --"at that moment - perform the task, and (b) how sure they were
f}ﬁ’ - of their answer (a’5-point scale énghored by "not at al1" ;pd "positive").
! :The'binaf; }egbdﬁ;énﬁas a meaﬁu;e of tbgﬁ;pagnjtude“ of sé]f-efficacy fbr{
readipg'or writing tasks -- how g§?y46¥.the tasks the student felt he or
she -could actually carry'out. ﬁ%b séone was a simple count. The scaled
esponse was a m?asure;GT‘th "strendih" of se1f-efficacy -- how confident
the s%hdgpfégg;'fhat he or shé could in fact carry out the task -- and was,
) ~—of4cpurse,.inﬁiggteg only %é tasks marked "1" in the magnitude column.
‘ L e ‘ " (
Score§\wgrg' to 4 for each item, summed (where 4 was high). The magnitude.
~ \scaie alpha coefficﬁenté were .86 (Prg) and .81 (bostx; respectively; again

—_ " with sjuden%s,ds the unit of ﬁQa]ysi§. The strengtﬁ scale alphas were .86

R

-

(Pre) and .92 (Post). C S

. « Performance attributions. The attribution instrument was designed
Oy r'd .

H]

to overcome some of the deficiencies of commonly used measures of student

. attributions. For;examp]eg attributions have been shown to vary along

Ao

several “typical" djmensions -- Tocus of.causality, stability, and control-

‘ ]abi]fty'(weiner, 1979). Yet most attribution in§truménts confound these
. ,r‘ ' i L .
"dimensions (e.g., the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Scale,

: ' &
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blindly stabbing in the dark.

12.

-

\ s .
Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall, 1965). Additionally, students are asked in

‘these instrumenis to choose one among several specific possible”performance

attributions (ability, task difficulty, effort, etc. ), rather than to make
judgments with a more balanced view (as’in a first and second choice). #nd
finally, existing aftribution instruments tend to confound attributions
within the internal, controllable dimension. Attributions to effort are
confouqded'With sbecific strategy attriputions. As mentioned previously,

the latter suggests a guided effort, while' the former may be guided-or

These measurement concerns resulted in an instrument of 18 items. Nine

iteris presented common classroom situations in which the student was

Msuccessful”; nine presented situations in which the student experienced

some degree of "féilure." Students were asked‘to "Pretend this happened to
you." Example items were "You éidn't under;tapd a math lesson," or "You

wrote some good bo%&‘reports.“ . There * 2re items included for feéding, writing,
and'mathematics tasks to 6btaiﬁ generality over subject areas. .Three items
were writﬁen for each.subject area, for each of the nine-item success and
failure subscales. Students selected first- anc secona-choice attributions
from six possible categories represepiing abi]%ty, effort, task difficulty,
external help (or lack of it) from either the teacher or textbooks, strategy,
and "other" (which requirea §pecification). The obtaihed variable of primary

interest was a*weighted composite of students' first and second choices

(first Eboices were weighted'by a factor of two) for the success and failure

_subscales. Subscale scores could be produced for the sybject areas within

success and failure as well, but these are based on three items and
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generally evidenced low alpha reliabilities. The alphas computed for
the nine-item weighted response subscales ranged from .29 to .60 with a
mode of approximately .50.

District Proficiency Assessment. The Oakland district proficiency

aesessments are objectives-based tests in the basic skills areas of reading,
writing, and mathematics. _These tests were developed by the Oakland School
District in conjunction with the Oakland Deaprtment of Research and

Evaluation. They have been in use in the district since 1978, following

passage of State minimal competency legislation. These tests contain both
academic and literacy (e.g., reading a tax schedule) items. The tests are, ?_—
given once in the fourth through eighth grades, and twice in grades

nine to twelve. The present research used the reading and writing tests,
consisting of 30 and 39 multiple choice items,-respective]y. The writing
test also had a writing sample subtest which was scored who11st1ca]]y . |
by teachers. Total scores were converted to percent correct out of ]00
for both tests, and subtests on wr1t1§g weie averaged.

_ District records were used to obtain scores for as\many sample students
as possible (a) on the tests they had taken prior to summer study in either
reading or writing (only reading iFores were obtained for reading students,
and writfng scores for writing students) and (b) on the same test when it
was given by the sample teachers at fhe end of the summer session. Since
district records were incomplete for some students, and‘since some students
were absent the day of summer testing, the total sample for whigh both pre-

and posttest proficiency data were available was only 73 pertent of the -

origina] 124-student pool. . \

£° |




Teacher Rating Scale. The teacher rating scale was an adaptation

of a scale developed by Crawford et al. (1978) to measure student AN
"academic orientation" in the third grade. The present version was /;;!ﬁtifz S
adapted for high school students with a history of poor academic performance. /:?7
Teachers rated each student on a scale from one to four (wfth ane being /C;Q\/ft;.
"more academically oriented"), according to the following ériteria: ,{/ //\
. . - /’///
The more academically-oriented student takes part and often ://j\
answers questions correctly during question-and-answer seésigps.*‘f”ﬁJﬁvﬁf ’ ‘
He‘or shée also actively seeks out the teacher for help wi?ﬁrseat- 2 /////
Qork assignments. These students ére interested in the subject ‘
matter being learned, will often persist at moreJdifficu1ff' . ,//////
work, and get involved in classroom 1earnin§ activities.. \ -//:////

The description of the "less academically-oriented" student reflected a
behavior pattern of the .opposite order.

Teacher Interview. Structured interviews obtained infprmatioh from all

teachers on three factors: (a) biographical data such as years of teaching
experience, education beyond the bachelor's degree, etc., (b) perceptions
of summer class/students such as hé@ ‘the class compared withaprior classes
taught, and (c) what curriculum materials were used. Trained teachers were
quried on general aspects of the training workships (wnat weré the best
and worst aspects, etc.) and on speq%fic training content. In the latter
category teachers were askéd to describe steps they took to implement the
instruction§1 strategies recommended. For example, they weré asked how

the "Five Steps"” were taught to the class, how students reacted, whether

or not all ten of the specially-designed lessons were taught énd why,




where in these lessons modifications of original plans were necessary, how
‘feedback was provided, whether additional velated activities (e.g., class
motto; repeateq phrases) were used and how.‘ One set of questions asked
teachers to detail their impressions of student responses to teacher
strategies, ranging from reactions to the Five Steps, to ability to do

schoolwork, to ability to internalize successes. And finally, trained

teachers were asked about any self-evaluations they.might have conducted

during implementation, questions or concerns, and attitudes towards
the recommendations.

" Control teacheri\were asked to describe teaching activities they
regularly used, which Qhey felt were partjéular1y effective for motivating
Staaégégw;hd helping them learn. They were also asked to jdentify how
they learned thése activities. Further, controls were asked to describe
various aspects of their teaching style (e.g., how often they taught to
entire class groups, used seatyork, asked questions, etc.), as well as
possible use of teéhniques recommended in the SRL training (e.g., teaching
students specific steps to go through in approaching a task, asking students
to plan t;sks themselves, providing guided feedback, etc.). This informa-

.tion was important for discerning differénces and similarities between
teachers that otherwise would not have been observed. And finally, controls
were asked to describe reactions they felt students had to their teaching.
The interview Qata were transcribed and collated écross teachers to

illuminate general response patterns, but were not quantified.

e 1
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Results of this study can be considered i% four areaé\-a the effectiveness

\

of the training workshop (from both teacher and trainer per§pgctives), the
extent to which training recommendations were implemented in fﬁg sample classes,
the utility and effectiveness of the student instruments, and effects of

experimental variations on student outcomes. We discuss each area in turn.

-

Training Workshop

Trained teachiers were generally responsive to the training workshop.
The procedures used gave all six teachers an understanding of the'iﬁteﬁx of
the training which they readily verbalized in.the interviews. In addition,

teachers,fe]% particularly positive about the level of peer interactioﬁ )
dur%ng tréining, the organization of ﬁateria], sharing class lessons, and\fhe
sPecifgc training content. A major concern for these teachers was the short
amount of fime spent in training and the-brevity of the summerisession. In.
general, the teachers felt they needed more time to ingest the theoretical
ideas and related implications, as well as to develop and practice the self-

regulated 1ea;ning lessons. They also felt they needed an entire semester

with their classés to get students really using self-regulated learning
strategies, and to plan an organizational schng tﬁa% wgﬁld teach3 model,
assess, and reinforce such usé by students. The céngensus was tﬁét leéssons
should be designed to teach each of the "Five Steps"%separate]y, in addition
to the lessons that -covered concurrent use of the Five Steps.

A1l these .points were noted by trainers as well. While the amount of

time available for training appeared sufficient for giving teachers basit

.

%
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~principles and for suggeSting ways of connecting new recommendations to each

- \a - - \\ . * . N . . ™ v: -
teaghe(is own instructional routines, time for practicing fhe\isétructured

1\\ .
metho nd for. integrating ‘them into the classroom was not sufficient.
Traiqeié\pa e away feeling somq\teachers (notably teachers 1 and 5) had a
thoréugh‘i‘gggration scheme workea out, while others just barely grasped the
overall idea;<presented (e.g., te?chers 3 and 4). In short, we expected

. individual differences in teacher implementation as a result of insufficient

training time and attention. Future training effonrts would include more
- . ‘ ¥ a

tjme'deve1oping and praéticjng specific and general Five Step lessons, and

classroom observations with feedback ("coaching," Joyce & Shbwers, 1980).

Treatment Implementation

Training recommendations were made specific to three aspects of

classroom teaching -- instruction, mggjtoring, and feedback. In the area of

~

instruction for se]f—regg]ated ]earning,\tegchers were asked to teach the
Five Steps using a display poster.and an inquiry method that built on

students' own experiences. Sample pesters and lessons were out]ined’gnd
<Y

£

demonstrated in training. Teachers were also asked to determine a class

motto and related "motivational” phrases (e.g., "Think 'til it hurts"), and

repeatlthém regularly during the course of the summer session. Finally,
teachers were asked to teach each of the ten specially-designed Five Step
Lessons, which covered proficiency assessment objecfives, but also modeled,

assessed, ahd reinforced student use of the Five Steps. These lessons

were accompanied by student worksheets that required use of the Five Steps

. &
on selected seatwork and homework assignments.
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Interview data indicated that alf traingd teachers used posters to
display and teach students the Five Steps. éther suggestions ‘for teachiﬁg
the Five Steps, such as capitalizing on stud#nts' owntexamp]és with an
inquiry strategy, were used in varying degregs by these teachers. Additions

and adaptations of the suggested procedureswgre common, but these were y

expectéd and encouraged. More than anythingge]se it was stressed that s
teachers find "slots" for incorporating the %ecommendations into their
regular classroom instruction, monitoring ané feedbéck. A11 teachers
also posted and referred repeatedly to c]a;s mottos; one example was
"Striving, Cooperating, and Succeeding."

- Both readingiteachers said they used all ten o% the specially-designed
Five Stqp lessons and accompanying student worksheets. In contrast, one
of the writing teachers tauéht all ten lessons as requested. One teacher

(teacher 6) used eight of the ten lessons, while the other three made

modifications or substituted their own lessons. These teachers felt the

specially-designed lessons were either too long or cumbersome (e.qg., students

had trouble grasping the planning idea), and preferred to model and reinforce

the Five Steps with a different approach. Fbr example, one teacher (teacﬁer 5)

often went over the steps orally with students; teacher 6 had the students
use the steps to write paragraphs, etc. VWhen teachers did use the student
worksheets designed for seatwork and homework, there was clear indication
that students followed the Five Step procedure required, and began to use
the steps on their own. This was an important result, as the worksheets
were designed to gradually "phase out" prompts for using the Five Steps,

* in hopes that students would use the Steps spontaneously. Examination of

selected student worksheets collected during the course of the summer
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confirmed spontaneous student use of two of the five strategies -- planning

» »

and checking. It appeared that students naturally "reduced” the five steps

to two -- a universal characteristic of human information processing.

In the areas of monitéring.and feedback, training recommendations

were for teachers to carefully monitor student seatwork by walking desk-to-
desk and pinpointing the source of student errors. Once the source of

. the error was identified, teachers were asked to "direct a second try,"
make certain the student did not attribute the error to a lack of ability,
and "always find something positive to.say." Teachers were also asked to
set up and enforce specific guidelines for studeﬁts to use to "get help
when stuck," and to give extra credit on assignments and tests for correct-
ing errcrs. .

Interview data showed trained teachers to vary considerably in

implementing these recommendations. Setting guidelines for help and giving
credit for corrected work were readily implemented by all but one teach;r
(teacher 4). The teachers had hore difficulcy providing- the spe;ific 5
attribution feedback recommended and directing "second tries." Estimaées
teachers made of how often they used these techniques when given the
opportunity rangéd from 30 to 95 percent, with teécﬁérs 3 and 4 at the;]ow
and teachers 1 and 5 at-the high end of this scale. Given that this aréa
of Fraining was perhaps the most difficult to convey clearly, and given
that being able to "pinpoint the source" of an error depends heavily on
the teachers' wi]]ingnegs to monitor stuéents closely, between-teacher
variability was not surprising here. Note that teachers who did and did

i

not have trouble in this area were the teachers' suspected as having less

¥
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and more of an “integrated" view of the training recommendations, respec-
tively. &
_

In sum, it appeaFed that tﬁained.tgfchers were genera]]y'supportive of *
the recommendations made and did implement selected recommendations as
requested. Other recommegdatiohs were adapted to fit individual teacher
preferences or not used because of time pressures. The teachers who inte-
-grated the most feFommendations overall were teachers 1 and 5; those inte- _
grating least were 3 and 4. The éspects of training particularly de-emphasized
ﬁnaclasses-of»teachers 3 and- 4 were the instruction-in- self-regulated-learning—-—
and the attribution-directional feedback. Aspects of training these teachers
émphasized were breaking down complex tasks and positive feedback. Teacher 1
was in reading; teachers 3, 4 and 5 were in writing c]asses..

Interviews of control teachers provided‘important.information on what
techniques of instruction, monitoring and feedback they used. The impact of
this information was to blur the distinction between treatment and control
groups; for control teachers uéed several of the training recommendations on
their own. A1l four of the writing controls used instructional techniques
for breaking down the writing task (mapping, outlining, etc.). These teachers
all stressed the writing process, rather than outcome, on their assignments
and grading, and used topics with wh%ch students had some prior knowledge.
Two of these teachers (teachers 11 and 12) regularly worked with students to
"make writing plans," and.systematica11y checked for the source of student
errors in written work. The two reading teachers also said they moved from

simple to complex tasks. A1l control teachers gave credit for corrected

work, although few set guidelines for betting help.

23
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} - In retrospect, this sample of teachers -- experienced as they were in
Jimedia] teaghing methods -- may not have been ‘the best group to try out a

ﬁpnified, research-b;sed approach. The trained teachers saw several of the
ftechhiques as "things they already did." These they easily acceptéd and

/// used as part of\the)r_regu]arlroutines -- breaking tasks apart, ;trong
encouragement, etc. The techniques that were new Ze.g., instruction in the
Five Steps) were much more dif%icu]t and therefore less carefully

~integrated within the short time provided. The fact that contro] teachers
also used the more“fémiﬂiar remedial methods, in turn made student outcome

differences between treatment groups unlikely.

Student Instrumentation

a

Procedures. The student cognitive process battery was easily group-

administered within the one-hour allotted time period. Administration time

varied from 40 to 60 minutes at pretest and from 30 to 50 minutes at posttest.

Demonstrations of acceptable responses proved necessary at pretest only,
1 . i

but administrators did monitor student respénses to ascertain thay markings
were appropriate. ‘

Reliability. Alpha reliability ana]yses'computed for each measure
indicated specific items which failed to discriminate among individuals or
to Fogre]ate with total scores or subscales and, in the case of thé attribu-
tion measure, categories that were never or rarely se]ectéd: These analyses
are being used to revise the instruments for future use and reconstruct some
scales for data analyses not yet completed. In particular, reconstructing

the nine-item success and failure attribution scales by deleting a small

nutqer of items Would enhance reliability estimates considerably. Similarly,




combining specific attributions over dimensions (e.g., effort and strategy

are both internal and controllable) would increase alpha estimates over

each category alone. Data for the attribut?gh category designated "other"

proved so scant as to render the category megningless, so student reponses
) included in that category wére reexamined and subsumed under one of the
other five categories where a judgment could be made eési]y abhout where

. they might fit (e.g.,‘many other responses were restatemenfs of effort or

’

, Strategy in the student's own words). Where an easy judgment could pot be
. made the data were gmitted. . ' '

Separate reliability analyses conducted for first and second choiceﬂ

attributions generally evidenced lower alpha coefficients than weigﬂ?@d

N )
responses. This result supported use of the weighted responses over either

choice gepirate]y in further analyses. It also attested to the validity of
"the weighted judgment "View of the world" relative to a forced choice.

Validity. Alpha anaiyses were also used to examine relationships

-,

among the self-regulqted learning and "other cognitive process" items on ,J
7 the self-regylated learning scale. Means were relatively uniform across

N

items on this scale and item intercorrelgtions had a rangg of .53. Only one ‘
L |
of the four "other cognitive process{ items behaved somewhat differently |

; from remaining items; with this item rkmoved the reliability of the scale at
\pretest would be .72 (compared to .79); at\posttest the reliability would .

remain .80. i §§k )
. 7 .

. Intercorrelations of the self-efficacy scales were high; the magnitude [
. ﬁdﬁi‘ scale (SEM) correlated .81 with the strength scale (SES) at pretest and .70

at posttest (all r's used students as the unit of analysis). Correlation

.

analyses are still being run on the various attribution scales, but using T

\

N
N\
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weighted choice responses pre-post correlations appeared relatively high ’
(e.g., strategy attributions correlated .55 for success‘anq .27 for:failure,
a typical pattern). ‘ . ‘ - ,

Spec1f1c attr1but1ons expected to conform.to 1mport;Lt attr1but1ona1

]

dimensions in fact did so Effort and strategy attributjons are internal- X o

and controllable; for success the corre]atvon between them wéé\- 33 at pretest
’ SO
and -.41 at posttest. The pattern was similar for failure, suggest1ngethat, oo

students who chose strategy attributions tended nof'to choose effort attri-

»

butions and vice versa. There was some conc eptua] over]ap between these . )
——— . / - L‘ .
two categories, yetrstudents were able to d1st1ngu1sh one from the other

S1m11ar1y, the most extreme version of the 1nterna1 external dimension was
It N
given some validity as ability attr1but1ons for failure ténded to corre]ate

negatively and strong]y with the two external categories, teacher/text and

) task difficulty (range = -.28 to -.37). This pattern was congistent pre-to-

post, agein seggesting that stueents who tended to b]ame‘themselves fohr

failures avoided othetiggerhaps more constructive, attribut}ons (the prefhost

r for failure attributions to ability was .24). ‘

Treatment Effects , ' ‘
L ‘ Treatment effects are viewed descriptively since the stuﬂy aid not

formulate hypotheses. ¢

. Correlations. Table 3 presehts,intercoﬁre]ations of all student measures

. .

Insert Table 3 about here . >

except the 24 attribution scales. Pre-post correlations were generally high
and positive, ranging from a low of .38 (pre-post‘reading) to a high of .65

(pre-post SRL). While some changes occurred‘during the six-week period, then, ° v
<
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these changes were small overall. Correlations ameng the se]f-efftcaoy
measures were particularly h1ph as was expected by the des1§n of the instru-
ment; SEM and SES correlated .70 and 81 at pre- and- posttest respect1ve1y
SRL was. related to self-efficacy at both pre- and posttest, particularly ~-
to izﬁength of self-efficacy (r = .41 and .31, respectively). Scatterp]ots .

confirmed this relationship; students who reported ehgag1ng in more se]f-

regy]ated 1earn1ng tended also to have h1gher expectat1ons for suctess

As will be seen shortly, however, it was _not the case that student gain in
SRL was assoc1ated with correspond1ng gain rn SES; the poo]ed/corre]at1on
of ga1n scores for both measures was .04. ’

Table 4 presents corre]at1ons among the attributions and other cogn1t1ve

measuresv There can be seen a pattern of consistent, @oderately negative

P

Insert Table -4--about here~
\ .

TN

correlation among the three cognitive measures and failures attributed to

effOrt In this.sample, students who ‘scored h1gh on se]f—regu1ated learning

and self-efficacy tended not to attribute fa11ures ;g,a 1ack of effort; they

¢\ -

‘ [N

did tend to attribute failures to not taking the correct approach to the)y
[and P s

)

tash (strategy). There was a’ consistent pattern of positive correlation

across the strategy measures, although the magnitude'pﬁ_correlat an tended to

decrease somewhat pre-to-post. Another optimistic result was that these

L

same students attributed successes to abifity‘more than'any'of'the other
) > L8

attriﬁp&ion categories, particularly at posttest. Cor:elatiogé amohg the , .

three €6gnitive medsures and external attributions cad\ggseeﬁhin the table

-~ s

as generally negat{ve but negligible. The pooled correlations of\gaip scores

on these measures showed no consistent patterns. ' .

2'r
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Lab]e 3 a1so shows the two measures/of mot1vated behav1or--absences

»

and teacher rat1nos--as they 1nterre4ated and related to SRL, se]f-eff1cacy,

.and ach1evement The éorreiat1on between the mot1vated behav1or measures
was pos1t1ve (.18);..howeyer, un11ke the teacher ratangs, the absence tallies
were unrelated to most of the other measures The teacher rat1ngs evidenced

moderate negat1ve corre]at1ons w1th \bst of the cogn1t1ve measures

¢ :
'(r s ranged from - 2] to 03) The on]y attr1but1on scale to demonstrate a .
re]at1onsh1p with teacher rat}ngQVZas the strategy scale, which showed a . .

\ moderate negat1vg ge]at1onsh1p pre -to- post on both success and failure sca]es

(r's ranged frg%§g 29 ‘to =.14 with stronger corre]at1ons on the failure’

scale). In sum, students rated 'as less academically oriented by their

-

teachers, in general, said they'used less sélf-regulated learning, had lower

seif-efficacy, and made fewer strategy attributions, particularly for fai]ures: ) ]

The teacher ratmg measure correlated as “expected with student

achievement. These r's ranqed from - 16 ‘with the writing pretest to - 57
with the reading posttest. Also as e&pected the cogn1t1ve measures
:gorce1ated positively with student achievemgnt, but at lower levels than did -
the more immediate motivated behavior measure. Gains in reading and writing
corre]atedf.lo and -.19, respective]yl with teaéher”ratings; scatterplots

. showed a few oUtiiers {nf1uencing the reading gajn corre]ation such that
without these extreme scores the relationship would have been modérately
negative as well. Gains in SRL and self-efficacy showed moderate, positive'

,o

relationships to student achievement gains.

3

Pre-Post D1ffC‘ences Tables' 5 and b present means and 'standard

dev1at1ons for major student variables broken down by treatment and subject .

matter droups. Readers will recall there were maximum possible scores of
A - , ral ¥

-
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4 , Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here

A} P4
« [

& P - ]

1104 on SRL, 24 on SEM, and 96 on SES. Ihe obtained means -on éRL and SES
. were low relative to these maximums. Also there were sizable pretest

differences across .groups on these three measures, differences favoring the

-

reading classes in each case and ‘the treated group on self-efficacy. Thus,
while the random assignment procedure used obtained group homogeneity on

prior achievement, it did not control for initial group differences in SRL,

A
- ¢

strategies and expectations: .

di

%

Table 5 also shows that what liftle changes occurred in SRL pre-to-post
were losses -- in the writing classes of both treatment and control groups.
Larger, genera]]y‘ppsit?ve éhanges.occurred in self-efficacy pre;to—post, particu-
15r1y in control group writing c]asseé.'A11 change$ 1n achievement means were
gains,-with reading classes superior to writing and apparently negligible
treatment gfoup differences. There was some“between7group variability on
motivated behavior but these differences were not 15rge.

The attribution means, shown in Taile 6, indicate these student; tended,
on average, to make positive attributions for success. Ability was the most
often selected category; while task ease was the }east. For failures these

. students’ attr{butions.were more vqrieﬂ; ability, strategy, and task difficuﬁty

wereall, popular choices, aﬁthough-there were indications of pré-post change

(described.later). Apart from their tendency to attribute failures to a

lack of ability, these students showed generally positive attribution patterns.
There were no group-related attribution,differenceé at pretest, except for
tea&her/text attributions to failure. Reading classes selected this

category more often than did writing classes.

29 > .
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Figures 1 through 6 graph selected results. Figures 1 through 4 (for

SRL and SES) also display pre-to-post data separately for each c]as%. We
. ) |

~ Insert Figures 1 throigh 6 about here

selected the strength of self-efficacy scale for illustration, but the

magnitude data followed the same patterh. These figures are telling for

A}

at least three reasons. First, it can be seen immediately that there were
- |' « e —— ———————

large class differences at pretest on both cognitive measures; the treatment

group's self-efficacy advantage and the advantages in reading classes are
also evident. Second, the between-c]ass differences persisted to posttest;
the only, evidence of consistent positive change.from pre-to-posttest was on
the SES measure in control c]asses These differences in the direction of
change were accompanied by c]ear magn1tude differences as we]] Sone classes

show large positive pre-post changes while others show ]arge negative

changes or no changes at all. For SRL, fewer treatment than control

classes showed performance decrements. For SES, the treatment group figure
shows.three classes remaineq,]eve] or dropped slightly, while the control
classes all gained. And third, the figures 3 and 4 make apparent the subjept
area differences on SES. Almost all writing classes show performance incréments
with genera]]y greater increments in the control group l

Class 3 was.a strange eXEeption This teacher managed a manked increase
in self- efftcacy and a corresponding decrease in SRL. Teacher 4 shows the
same pattern, through less dramatically. Readers will recall ear11er notes
_that teachers 3 and 4 were considered "least integrated" after training.'

Teachers 1 and 5 were considered most integrated. Teacher 5'incurred

gains on both measures while 1 lost in SRL and 1e!gl§d in SES. The cnly

3U y
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other class to gain on both measures was 7 (a control). In general, the

situation appeared somewhat more favorable for the treatment group on SRL,

but only by fewer losses. The control group showed stronger average gains

in SES, mostly in writing classes.

. Finally, Figures 5 and 6 preseni group differences pre-to-post on

the weighted choice attribution scales. Figure 5 shows an overall gain

in successes attr1buted to ab111ty Success attributions to strategy,
teacher and task all decreased during the six-week period. This figure also
shows negligible mean differences between treated and control groups on all
categories but ability attributions. Here the control group made somewhat
larger geins in ability attributions to success than did the treatment

group (effect size = .27).

iy Examining the failure attributions in Figure 6 we can see thSt gains

were made in three-gihihe five cateadries -- ability, effort, and strategy.

There was a correspon.ipg decrease in failures attributed to task difficulty.

In general these students-took personal responsibility for their own

performante -- whether success or failure, and this tendency was stronger

after-the six-week summer session ;han before it. The figure also shows that

two categories evidenced some groyp differences in the expected direction.
Increases in ability attr1but1ons r fa1Ture were greater on average, in

the contro] group, the’effect sﬁze coefficient was .2]. And increases in

strategy attributions for failure were,greater, on average, in the treatment

-group (effect size = .16). Again, however, these differences appeared slight

and masked in part by between-class differences in attribution patterns

occurring at a somewhat lower magnitude than those presented for the SRL

and self-efficacy measures. ‘

[ puiien
N




There were differences across classes on the teacher ratings as we]]

The Towest mean was. 1.25 (s.d. = .45), the hiqhest 3.0 (s.d7 = .58). Class
/ gains in achievement ranged from .07 to .27 in reading (s.d. = .10) and
i ‘ ,
.05 to .15 in writing (s.d. = .10). C]asses with sizable achievement gains

had corresponding gains in self-efficacy; the positive relationship between

-

SRL and achievement gains was less consistent. ;

In summary, the treatment aspect of this study produced‘mixed resu]ts.
Treatment group differences were-c]ouded by differences between classes.
Some attribution resu]ts(were consistent with expectations while results
for SRL and se]f—efficacy generally were not. Moreover most of the
cognitive process changes took p]acelin the writing classes, while greater <
achievement changes occurred in readiiyg. Achievement gains were conSistent]y
and pOSitive]y related to gains in self-efficacy. Results for certain

tlasses followed this’ pattern on SRL -- some of which were taught by * .

teachers identified during training as having a clear grasp of the materia].

Discussion
This initial research effort has informed us on several levels.

Perhaps the most encompaSSing lesson -- and one not new to this field -- is

the important influence classroom context plays in the 1mp]ementatio and

effects of instrictional change. As Bronfenbrenner'(]977? has 'said, |classroom

Tearning does not "take oiace_in a vacuum." Knowledge is co-construdted and .

learning is coordinated by students and teachers in relation to one another.

The teachers' task for the Oakland summer session was to increase\

students' reading and writing proficiencies. Techniques they were asked to

M «
¥ . * \

\

\
\,
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use for our study were seen as\consistent with this objective but peripheral.
In fact, it appears that much ot.what we recommended was actually inconsistent
. with the manner in which these experienced remediai teachers generally !
accomplish such objectiVéi Take, for .example, the idea of establishing a

:genera] task or1entat1 n, including break1ng comp]ex tasks into simpler sub-

. tasks, and planning w51ch steps to take first so students can experience -
successes on specific %ubJect matter skills. The menta] set that predon1nated \,i
among these teachers Jas that task analysis and planning would be performed %\
for students by teachers, these students were not being asked -- for whatever
reason -- to partake 1n\tTe process This "short-circuiting" of students'

own processes would be expected to accomp]1sh the skil¥ obJect1ve but

’ students wou]d not necessa¥1]y observe the process nor receive guided practice

\
]
’ !
i

on how to carry out such activities on. the1r own. The importance of the last

l
two methoZ& was the 1ntended message_ of tra1n1ng, these teachers arqgued such | .
an approach was 1nfeas1b]e within. the short time period ava1]ab]e

, Interestingly, the short c1rcu1t approach to task analysis and p]ann1ng
was also readily used by,contro] teachers, wh1ch\]eads us to conclude. that
these methods are common to "good remedial teaChing" in general. In this
area of.training,_anywayf our treatment teachers seemed to make only
compromise attempts to alter what they\wou1d have done ordinarily.

These compromises may be one explanation for the.notab]y ]arger'gains
in‘se]f-efficacy made' by contro] c{assesz Also, analyses of SRL item‘data '
showed what gaias occurred were on task analysis and planning items
primarily. Gains on these items were responsfh]e for the slight SRL. advantage

observed in treatment classes. Thus, while treatment teachers may have made __

small strides in SRL by tryihg to spur student self-planning, this more

c 33
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"difficult" work may have hindered students' self-efficacy relative to that
of control students, who experienced successes without as much individual
effort. This explanation does not account for the greater increase among '’
control c]éssés in ability attributions for success; one would expect greater
increases among treated c]assés. Bﬁt Bandura's (1980)ctheory argues for
reciéroga] relationships among self-efficacy and achievement attribytions,
which wéu]d make it possible for increases in self-efficacy alone to accou;t
for increagés in ability attributions to success. The eﬁbhases treatment
teachers placed on analysis and planning may also exp]qin treatment group
increa§es in failure attributions to strategy relative to ability, and
corresponding decreases in ‘attributions £o external sources. ’ -

It does seem clear that treatment tea;hers were unable to effectively
handle all components of the total training effort withia the time period
provided. Perﬁaps their working hard on guided practice with task analysis
and planning detracted from similar efforts tq reinforce certain attributions
and focus. on other SRL strategies seen as more périphera] to the pfﬁmary
skill objectives..t The fact that treatment teachers -proved inconsistént in
their teaching (not to mention modeling and reinforcement) of selectivity
and monitoring, may account for the observed decrements on SRL items measuring
these strategies. The teachiﬁg of se]éctivity, monitoring, and accessing
schemrata in particular seems to require tgchniques inconsistent or even
counter to methods that might readily increase basic skills use. Strategy °

use entails demonstration and gdided practice with reinforcement} while

skill acquisition entails analysis, organization and re]atiVe]y rbte practice

“. (cf. e.g., Gagné & Briggs, 1979).
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We found our teachers did rather consistent]y provide credit for

correcting errors in work.

But again, while this was one among severa]
recommendations made for encourag1ng se]f-check1ng, .t was the only one
. . consistent with these re%ed1a] teachers typ1ca] c]assroom techn1ques The
other recommendations requ1red mod1f1cat1ons to hab1tua] teach1ng rout1nes,
e.g., the phased -out worksheet prompts making students se]f check in group
and whole-class lessons; repeating "se]f-check1ng" s]ogans over and o!er, all

In an effort to do some of what we asked, our

of which were less often used.

treatment teachers did what they fe]tzmost comfortable with. . ' ,

. Despite what seem t?®be some sensible explanations for the nnxtuhe of

‘results that occurred in these data, we can't escape the fact that there were
! large idiosyncratic differences in these teachers' responses to training._.

Only one tratned teacher (teacher 5) managed to make %ncreases in all variab]'g!g

'during the summer time period. This was a high]y energetic black woman with

a clear command of her subject area, many vears experience with remedial
. students in'the district, and "all but dissertation" in education. In

contrast, there was another black female (teacher 3), with less experience,. '

far less energy, and no graduate training. She used standard remedial methods

to make ]arge gains 1n self-efficacy; yet found teaching the Five Steps and

re]ated th1ngs we asked of her too d1ff1cu]t Thi's doesn't exp]a1n the 1:rge .T

loss her class showed in SRL, but it does raise questions about incompatibilities
between routine short-circuitiné methods and SRL training in general. And
finaf]y, th1rd b]ack female is teacher 6. She had a class that remained
level on. SRL SES and ach1evement yet showed greater decrements in ab1]1ty

attributions to fa1]ures than any teacher in the sample. Aga1n, this teacher

had a yery different temperament, background, and approach; she chose to



* radiatéd poise and persondl flair. > . ;o

'of motivated behavior supports major linkages in the SRL model. Similarly,

the coaching dand evaluation systems;hsed should be sensitive to idiosyncracies

33.
emphasize the encouragemént aspect of the fraining recommendatiods, and to

» .
focus on reattribution remarks to students. She was a former actress who

—

1

What dp the;e (esuits imply for future research efforts? Training
modifications men;ioned include providing move time for both training and
implementation, inéorporating'on-site coaching, and emphasizing the component
interface among SRL, SES, and attribution teaching techniqués, and how these
differ from skills instruction. The results also imply an experimentqj
methodology that considers change éeparateiy across individual teachers,
e.g., where the same teacher has two ciasses,,bne treated and one control.

Meta-analysis can be used to combine results over teachers. In addition,

aniong teachers and how theyﬁhight differentially influence 'student responses.
Coaching observatiéns, for example, could focus glaring techniéai differenges
between teaphers toward a more commoﬁ/end within which personality differences
could have freer reign. At least then differences among teachers that do
occur can be traced to personality factors and not differences in treatment
delivery per se. Thé next phase of our research details such an approach
(Corno, Note 3).

The present study resui@éd in some support ‘for the theoretical connections

.

espoused.__The fact that measures of self-regulated learning appeared

positively related to self-efficacy, strategy attributions, and teacher ratings

the consistent positive relationship between gains in both self-efficacy and

studentrachievement and teacher ratings and student achievement extends the
P e
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respectively (Baﬁdurdf 1977; Denham & Lieberman, 1980).

34.

!
'

’ '

evidence supporting self-efficacy theory and prev%ous research on teaching,

Finally, I should note that this study depicts a sample of low achieving,
Tow SES black students exhibiting clear tendencies to attripute school outl
comes to themselves. This may be due t& an,invi&ious history of bTame (e.g.,
Banks, !icQuater & Hubbard, 1978). But whatever the causi, the study also
showed this tendency could be used to advantage; for students were able to

see ¥their way to make self-attributions that were controllable, and initially

low expectations for success yielded'readily to teacher intervention. Indeed) ,
some anecdota] evidence supporting spontaneous use of planning strateg1es \ v

on homework and seatwork asstgnments suggests that se]f-regu]aﬁ1ﬁ§ the Tow

achieving student may not be outside our reach.
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Table 1

Five Strotegies'of Self-Reagulated Learning
and David Stockman’s Learning

Strategy - Stockman Example
Deliberate Alertness Reading budget line-by-line
Selectivity

Picture formed in mind of .

‘ ‘ money and aoals
Accessing Schemata y
hY

Planning Guide of praposed budaet -cuts

Monitoring No mention, but a safe bet -
' ' this took place
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Table 2

Five'Stqunt "Use Your Head Steps”

and Suggested Classroom Slogans:

Use Your Heod Steps

1.

Figure out what you are to do
Decide what is most important first
Use-what you already know

Make a plan

Check and encourage yourself ,

Suggested Sloocns.

Think'til it hurts

Make a plan, Stan

Ask silent questions

Know when you don’t know
Picture the problem solved
Break the task apart

Success often starts with mistakes

camputer
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INTERCORRELATIONS OF ALL STUDENT MEASURES EXCEPT ATTRIBUTIONS
' (N = 124 Students)®

Table 3

)

4

-
-

*

#* >
) 1, 2 3 4 5 6 7o, 8 9 0. M 12
1 o (N=T75)%-(N=79)—(N=26)—(N=24)-
,——"‘.‘T‘" ,
1. SRL PRE .65 .25 .10 41 .26 .25 10 35, 19 .20 -.20
2. SRL POST .26 .10 43 .3 .16 5 -.16 20, =19 -.16
3. SEM PRE " .40 - .81 .45 3, a3 .06 45 -.03 -.14
o | ]
4. SEM POST .32 .70 .05 19 12 .37 .00 .03
5. SES PRE .50 .28 24 -.02 44 -.05 -.21
6. SES POST .15 .20 C.5 45 -.04 -.12
7. WRIT PRE (N=75) R 51 - .- .00 -.16
8. WRIT POST (N=79) ’ - — .08 3
9. RDPRE  (N=26) .38 .06 -.39
10. RD POST  (N=24) -.09 -.57
1. ABSENCE .18
12.  RATING

\

t

t

A correlation of .20 was significant at p<.05.

Ns for the proficiency measures vary

p <.05; for N=24, r=,38, p<.05.

>

v

rof . according to data availabl& from reading and writing
classes. Writing classes did not take reading tests and vice versa. For N=75§ r=.25,




~

' Table 4
Cdrrelatioﬁs of, Weighted Attributions with Other Cognitive Measures

SRL . SEM ™ SES
- Pre ' Post Pre Post Pre Post
Ability Pre ‘ -
S - .01 -.02 .23 - .08 .13 - .13
F .03 - .06 .20 ’.14 .21 .03
Ability Post -
S .19 .19 .25 .09 .26 .10
" F - .04 - .04 .16 .23 .20 .20
" Effort Pre
s - .07 .00  ,06 -.03 .18 .13
F - .26 - .31 .15 - .14 .24 - .18
Effort Post
S - .10 - .08 .04 .03 .04 .08
F ~ .18 - .10 .11 - .25 .11 - .22
Strategy Pre N
s .04 .01 .05 .12 .03 .06
F .14 09 .14 .04 14 .05
Strategy Post
S .02 .04 .09 .01 .01 - .06
F 12 .08 .22 .09 .13 .03
Tchr/Text Pre x
S ‘ ~ .03 - .09 .10 - .04 .09 - .09
F - .04 - .07 .22 - .14 .13 - .19
Tchr/Text Post .
S - .11 - .03 .13 - .08 .12 - .09
F .09 .06 .12 - .07 .16 - .12
Task Diff Pre ~
- .09 - .06 .01 - .06 .08 - .09
F - .06 .05 .08 - .04 .08 .00-
Task Diff Post
s S - .04 - .17 .36 - .08 .27 - .10
- .02 - .17 .18 - .10 .17 - .05



¢ Table 5

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ALL MEASURES

BUT ATTRIBUTIONS BY TREATMENT AND SUBJECT

(N = 124 Students)

TRAINED, UNTRAINED
- (N=58) (N=66)
Measures WRITING READING WRITING READING
(N = 39) (N=19) (N = 45) (N=21) .
SRL PRE 61.44 67.82 62.28 65.13
10.57 8.14 11.58 9.65
SRL POST 60.31 67.84 " 59.31 65.83
10.69 9.22 10.30 8.38
SEM PRE . . 16.80 19.90 14.77 18.08
4.88 . 3.85 6.05 . 2.73
/.
SEM POST 19. 26 21.29 19.42 19.79
' 3.89 2.78 4.8 3.16
SES PRE 44,28 63.84 39.62 51.76
22.07 *  14.86 18.46 16.02
SES POST 52.69 . 62.79° 49.71 5640
/ 18.78 19.93 15,25 16.59
WRIT PRE 492 L4, .
(N=75) .10 .10 -
" WRIT ROST 58 .57 -
(N=79) a3 12
& . ’
RD PRE 60 . * .62
(N=26) 17 .07
RD POST .78 - .81 .
(N=24) ) .09 12
ABSENCE ’ 2.90 2.00 3.44 2.29
3.12 1.80 3.15 2.01
RATING 2.33 2.47 2.44 1.60
.77 .91 .81 .75
\

N\

Figures are percent correct out of 100.

-
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TABLE 6

(N.= 124 Students)

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ALL ATTRIBUTION
SCALES BY TREATMENT. AND SUBJECT

T TRAINED UNTRAINED
(N = 58) (N = 66)
S MEASURE WRITING READING WRITING READING
. (N=139) (N=19) (N'= 45) (N=21),
SUCCESS ' .
Ability Pre ?;‘“‘9 7.53 , 7.38 9.05
N 32 3.58 3.62 2.78
Post 10.69 11.63 11.56 11.14
4.75 3.93 4.38 4.39 \~
1 3
. Effort Pre 2.36 3.47 2.69 3.24
2.49 2.99 2.55 2.61
Post 3.33 4.16 3.71 4.29
) 3.31 3.18 2.85 3.70
Strategy Pre 4.51 4.00 4.89 4.23 °
‘ 2.87 2.03 -~ 2.67 3.06
Post 5.41 3.00 4.49 6.24
3.14 2.81 3.27 3.65
- Tchr/Téxt Pre 4.4l ) 4.26 4.11 3.38
: 2.75 2.87 3.21 1.72
¢ Post 4.54 3.47 3.44 3.10
3.30 2.64 2.12 1.97
Task Diff Pre 3.31 2.95 3.60 3.62
2.15 2.20 2.19 2.33
Post 1.72 3.00 2.67 1.76
2.34 4.62 2.79 2.23
FAILURE
Ability Pre 6.33 3.53 5.3¢8 5.24
2.44 3.24 4.05 3.15
Post 46 6.37 8.96 8.29
16 3.93 4.16 3.95
Effort Pre 2.05 1.53 1.93 1.76
2.33 1.42 2.03 1.48
Post 2.87 4.37 2.91 3.19
2.26 3.75 2.49 2.75
e Strategy Pre 5.26 5.11 5.38 5.38
3.07 2.31 2.82 2.80
Post 7.80: 4.10 5.42 7.47
4.35 *3.30 3.35 3.44
Tchr/Text Pre 2.46 4.53 3.09 3.76
1.85 3.17 1,95 1.14
l Post. 2.77 4.11 3.87 3.00 )
\ : 3.13 3.62 Y 3.0 3.66
Task Diff Pre 7.39 5.53 7.20 7.711
. 2.74 2.88 3.79 2.92
Post 3.44 4.16 4.18 3.33
o 2.79 4.98 3.58 2.60
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Footnotes

.
o

Special thanks to Ellen Maﬁdinach, who conductgg the computer’
analyses for this s%udy }nd assisted in the tgacher training.
The study was supported by the C;]ifornia State Department of
Education, Office of érogfam Evaluation and Research, but contents

of this paper do not necessarily reflect views of that office.

4

Self-regulatedlearning is distinguished from Bandura's se]f-reguﬁated

behavior by the direct emphasis on information acquisition and

restruccuring.




