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_ . ‘Pndividual teacher behaviors, characteristics, and’
_instructional methods make an important difference in what and- how’
"we€ll students learn. Children, enter .school with a wide variety of
differences ,in family background and aspirations, expectations, and
previous learning. Rese rch on- learning, in the home, nursery:school,
and kindergarten points dut the'dgfferbnces_betweéﬁ the learning
environments of school and home settings,.and differences between
teachers'- and_parent<' expectations and approaches to teathing. Once
in the school’ environment, the student encounters a variety of ‘
imstructipnal styles.and classroom expectations in teachers which.
often pose problems as they-move from &lass .to class 'or grade to
grade. In.addition, a student's background may conflict with the
general school culture or that of a particular te&cher. In this .
spapet, which discusses current trends and reséarch on this topic,’ ..
. questions are raised about instru¢”ional practices such as tracking,
pull-out instruction,” and .ability grouping on the grounds that they
often create difficult teaching/learning situations. The general
ef fects ‘of .teacher expectations-on” student performance -‘are discussed
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. introductipn

*
E

What students 1earn, how qu1ck1y they 1earn, and how much they

remember depends upon the1r prev1ous 1ear91ng and the academzc skills

&
-

The part1cu1ar.school
. . 2l . . h: . *
a student attends and. the teachefs and groups of $tudents that he

Y

.students.possess when they enter public schoul.'

s -

or she, encounters are also Jdimportant. Althdugh some critics have

"argued that most schools and teachers are slmtlar, I will demonstrate
Y i ?
in this paper that what a student 1earns is’ substa,nt1a11y affecte,d by
i .
'the particular c1assroom he or she 1s assigned to.

LS

-
¥

2 3
v

)
1nd1v1dua1 to. 1n§u1dua1 and that 1nd1v1dua1 learning is 1nf1uenced

by. the soc1a1 eriod durin Wthh students attend school.” That indi-—
P Q®

’

e

_v1duals learn dlfferent th1ngs in schools \nll be argued more formal]iy

- * p——

subsequently and 1t&w111 ,‘:e contended that what students 1earn is
,1nf1uenced by. skills and att1tudé’s that students have when they enter

first grade as well as by the. part1"u1ar teacher and students that

individual students ,havé' contact ,w1th in ‘schooLs. ) :
R . »% . . 7 .

4

,

5

It will be argued that what s learned in schools va‘rres—from—*—-—m e

-

13
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It.is clear that some students master cons1derably less academic

& ~
.

' content than others ‘?aud indeed, master less materral than expected

-
-’ h 3 hd

Unfortunatély, some pupils fail ‘to master. even rud1ruentary skills,  con-
-

~,
' cepts, and processes. Other students leave school hav1ng ach1eved

-
Y

few of .the affective goals that some schools strive for- Many h1gh

4

school graduates take ]obs or enroll in college w1thout haV1ng deVeloped ’

- -~

desirable work hatbits (ab1l1ty and 1nterest in. engaging in and evaluat-

]

“ " ing selfrinitiz ted pro]ects, thoroughness, pmde in personal scholarsh1p)

RN e

Most students enter’ scnool without the ab1l1ty to read and aqulre thls
4

valuable skill _some read .sk1llfully when they enter school and still

I3
-

others never learn to read well tho.t.rgh they receive several years
of ‘read1ng mstruct1on. (‘For empirical evidence on variability in stu-

dent learn1ng one need only consult Natlonal AssesSment data ) . oL

4 . .~ . -
< . ®

What Schools ?each g ‘ ~ o ©n

- It is difficult to general1zé‘ about what is learned 1n school

* L]
-

Although 1 pérceive th1s to be a complex and problemat1c top1c, soma

v ’

'educators have ‘found ,it relatively easy to .,cfescrrbe wna.t is learned

-
-

(or perhaps more accura/t’ely what is not learned) in schools and to
e )

pro'v1de general solutions to educat1onal problems te. g., S1lberman, .
1970 Kozol, 1969) However, Apple and King (1977) challenge Silber-

man (1970) ~and others who decry ‘the fact that schools serve 1nst1t.zu—-
™ - ‘e -
tional as well as personal goals or norms’ and_contend: that schools

were in part des1gned to teach what some call the "h1dden curr1cu-

~

]
lum" (e.g., the tacit teaching of social and economic norms to stu-

.
. » * -

dents)

»~

" Apple and King furt'her suggest that it is not just school cri-

-

.t1cs who dep1ct\ schools too s1mply They note that all too often ‘the

st

soc1al effects of school experiencas are descr1bed ‘as uncompllcaﬁced by
o . .
: ’ e L e s .

Llg

»
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sociologists of education, educational ps'ychologists', and curriculum .
specialists. 1 believe that the deSign o’f educational programs has -

suffe,red from an 1nadequate analys1s of the effects of eclucat1onal

k-4 'S .

processes on students ag well as from the generdtion of. relat1vely

A'sfmple and general solutlons for complex educat1onal problems.

A1
. L v
”

- Simple Un1ver<sal Solutions g S .; . o :

A good illustration of a relat1vely simple approach to a com- :
plex problem can be seen in attempts to accommodate individual dif- -
ferences in learning styles. 'In a review of the. -major individualiza—
.t1on technlques used in read1ng instruction dur;1ng the 1900 s--the - o ;

Téy
scientific moxement; the activity movement; grouping for instruction;

hd K4

.self-select1on reading; language—expenence read1ng, individually pre- .

-
N 3

;scr1bed instruction; computer-assisted instruction; skills management

¢

-

systems, and ‘so on--Artley (1981) notes that desp1te many de51rable\ . ..
featuréds, the effect1vene§s of each. ob. these tecbn1ques is ser1ously
limited. Spec1f1cally, he cl*a1ms that any prog.ram help\"#e reading

problems . of some students, but c-reates (or at least fails -to respondt-

to) difficulties for other students. , S1mply put, in their zeal to pro- | . .

*

- vide’ solut1ons, educators often over-respond to a problem SO that

-

certa1n issues are solved but new problems. are created by the sys-— . "'
temat1c aﬁpltcatlon of a solunon. o ’ D .

Many educat"lonal wr1ters contend that school processes and .-

* -

norms are d1ff1cult, 1f not 1mposs1ble, to alter and this is qenerally

¢ L] ~

true ,(e.g., see Sarason, 1982). However, schools and teachers on

occas1o,n rapidly make" major changes and such 1nstances- challenge

v" Y . ]

the view that school pract1ces can be altered. For example, ir’ the _

. - -
- -

late’ 1960 s it was popular for rear.ung Journals to decry stud,ents .

- lack of decod1ng and word attack sk1lls. The "attac_k” on this




B ' - . L ’ 3
limited and simple-prob’lem (gll_gstudents need: phopetics skills) was

A

systemagic and "successful" in changing practices in teacher. education.

L]

programs and in classrooms. In fact, the ,solution‘was so 'successful"

that many critics of reqding instruction tqday argue that there is too
* » . . - » - - . .

‘ » . "\ . . '} n .
.little attention to comprehension and_silent readihg and too much empha-
R . . > . - A \ .

-

. sis off phonics and isolated skill instruction, especially for "weaker"

—
» - . +

* : s » ):’; T

. students. « o . L a e i o R

-

- In part, progress in education has beén slow because problem °

. € -

analyses have Been too narrow and have not accounted for the diwversity

of inStructional condition,s .in Amerlicarn schools. Answers to most edu'ca-f

tional problems have been one-variable solut1ons (e. g., 1nclude more ,

. »~

Pphonetics instructions'for aE- students_ « « . reducé structure for all

v

. 8 .
students by creating open ‘classroems). However, 1 believe that there

ae

" are very few general issues in education that can be solved so simply.-

For ,example, some classrooms are over-managed and. others are u‘nder-

.

manclged, ‘and’ calls for more t1me on. task will 1nev1tably create prob-

L

lems in classtooms that are. over-—ma’naged. L~1kew1se, advocaung\gor .

- .

- . " -‘ . *
‘more -open classrooms and less structure w1ll cause hew problems 1n.
‘- ' - . - * %

under-managed c-lassrooms.

) Another factor w‘mch impedes the solutlon of educatlon'al problems

is that techmques that work in one setting. w1th one group of students

.do not necessafily ‘work in another setting with another group of stu-

' dents, even for the'.same teacher. Good and Stl’pek (forthcoming) note *

)

that societal change may alter the effectiveness of particular instrlic-

tional procedures A .teacher who teaches reading’ in 1980 the same

- way (w1th equal thoughtfulness and energy) as he or she did in 1960

-

‘,EKC' - ! 6 . T, -~

-~

'm'ay obtain ‘different results from students because of the effects of

televis_ion on readiness skills, shifts of school boundaiies, changes

/ 1) : € » A
.~

3

=

) »

]

‘
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in the characteristics of the .neighborhood *surrounding the school, "pre-
N - Vg K3 - - ‘
. . i ; Sl .t . . N . s
sence of mainstreamed chlldreji‘* ahd countless other fa‘ctors.; . .
¥ . ¢

\~Good and Marshall (1n press) discuss the.influente of socxetal )

Y

views -during va}ious timas in the 19'00 s on the "des1ra,b1ltty" of an ‘

educatlonaL pra'ct1ce.‘ They note that early stud1es (1920's-1930°' s) of
» ® e
. the effects of homogeneous group1ng on htgh and low ability students

resulted in conclus1ons that are d1fferent from the findings of more

~

recent research: -Earlier stucués suggeste'd that- students most llkely -to ..

.be "-v"ictimi.'zed" by ability group ass1gnments were high students; more *r

(R

recent re-search 1nd1cates ‘that low ability students are most ltkely to

S
o s

" be negatwely affected (although studies at any time have produced
"y .

- - ° .

mixed results) ) ’ . . -

1]

s Perhap the most important d1ffererrcc between school practices

(VRN
[

in the 1920"' and more recent ones 1s relat’ed- to the fadt that in the
~0

.
-

I -

past there were: many socidlly acceptable opttons available to students

3 . » »
®

who did ‘not complete high school or college. There were apprentxce _

programs for plumbers, electricians”‘,' bricklayers, etc., which .enabled
0 ) 1 ,' 4

students to leave school and find meaningful employment. Assignment

to a' low group probably/’did not have the'neg'ative‘consequencEes that
<4 . 4

1t may have had subseduently, when htgh school graduation became

. v1rtually mandatory and a college degree was requ1red for certain

- b .

forms of sattsfactory employment. Bo‘gh students and teachers in tl‘e
1920's may havetpercetved consequences af ass1gnment to low groups

less negat1vely and this might explam why earl1er research 1nd1cated

- ¥

that_1n -some 1nsta,nces low .students actually benefitted from gssignment

,to homogeneous groups for instruction. Furthermore, the retention of

P N .
4 x

B ‘v ¢ . L * - . )
students-'who failed to achieve satisfactorily” was a much more common

’ practi:e in earlier times.  The low achievers present'in classrooms




.
. . .
~ P S . . 5
D
. .

during the 1920's probably vary considerably from low achieyers of + .

R ) . " - * .

today. ) ] ;

’% - Furthermore, the ;average number of pupiis in a classroom has
Ny ) ,
var1e§«con51dérab1y from -t1me to time in thls centuny D1screpanc1es - -
' N
in f1nd1ngs of studies’ conaucted “at various times may therefore be ., - .
. /. B
. ¢

due to classroom slze, .the ava11ab111ty of currlculum materials, or ‘ .

y

«,”” many other factors. Concluslons based on stud1es wh1ch are more

*than ten years apart appear. to "be precarious. - R . L&

. “

R X . . - - -
. *What Do Students Learn? . - . . . .
. » [ S ~ )

1 believe.-that® any attempt to ahswer the qu’estion',' "What do - o ‘

-

sg\dents "learn in school?" should be restricted to a very limited © + ¢ ° ‘
Y, § . * , L o " os . .
time 'period.' To illustrate.the, evolving role of schools, wesmight '

13 & .
N

: ' examme the old educat1ona1 song o ’

School days,' school days, - L . . . o .
Dear old golden rule days, P . ce .
7 : Reading.anhd writing and~ 'rithmetic, ) . .t
. Taught \to the tune of a hick'ry stick. ' ' ' ‘
. Y1 was -your queen ih calico, . ~ . .
You were my bashfuL, bareéfoot beau. , - ' s g
e You wrdte on my s]/ate, "I love you sol" ’ .
When we were a couple of kids.

ID ’ . : - ‘v \ -

\ I suspect th’at glrls' of today wear jeans much more often than ch\ess—

-
-

v
o
+

es, .and that teachers who use the h1cl<ory stick are likely to end\

»
. .

<

up in, court. In a var1ety of Ways the d1st1nct1veness of schools,

t -

o their legitimacy, and power have changed «over time. Descr1b1ng what . -

stu'dents learn at a glven pomt in time in a part).cular school is'an %,

“ * - v

exceedlngly difficult ‘task. Describing what students generally deuve +

from schoo1 is an .impossible task!
Goals ofthe Paper = - . ‘\‘. . L,

v N 4 "

In this paper 1 ill emphaslze that if one i5 to. understand
4 v T

T ,scheols it is necessary to view learning as. 2 social "as_ well as i

an instructional event.. Also, the complgxnles,ofﬁ the <lassroom, .’?*‘ . .
- . ¥ MRS

N P
[ Lox .

.
’ B
’ - B . . ‘"
- . -
v ~ [
. -

.
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- , ,5;9’/ . . - , .
gen,ergrl’ 1ssues of learnlng, the student role, and 1earn1ng how to 'fearn .

/m schools w111 be addrressed Readers interested in more detailed treat(-

vl .

ment of the general soc1ahzatlon.effects of schooly can consult other

Py a
sources (e. s Dreeben,« 1968 Efor'xo, 1978 Apple and K1ng,. 1;77
) ' Kanter, 1972) // _ .
. In, exammmg the broad effects of schools on student ach1evement,
i Il‘ﬁ‘ill argue that 1ndi\{idua1 teachers’ car'; and d® make an important

- \'\

' difference in what and how well students leard. Some teachers are

. e N
sy < e \ P . . o

mor e effective than others in presenting instruction of in establishing, -
. s 2 . , ) . . . .

’

fio

. ) : N . .
. conditions.so. that students can learn on their pwn. I will also analyze™

-
-

. . .- . .. . “ N . . . ..
.teacher behaviors and instructional differences that are -associated S
- ‘ L . c ,,. L
- with “student achievefent.. > : .

- N

N will examine difficulties that students encounter when they
"* enter schdol (in part because«of previous socialization) and as they

A

ers'finstructional styles and,‘.ﬁlassroom expectations vary widely, -and

b : I' believe et some of t»he‘variation between teachers is' so pronqunced

> s ~ 2

(and unexp1a1ned -to. students) that rt poses problems for students as

-

they move from class to class or gr ade to grade. Furth’ermore, a stu-

*
s . ~

: dent's background may confhct w1th the general ‘school culture qr with
~ ~ S .
those of a particular teacher. Acceptable 1an3uage ‘and modes of behav-:
[ ~
v 1or vary from teacher to teacher and e\/en from .act1V1ty to act1v1ty "_

L]

~ within the same classroom. Part of becoming a- competent student: is -
. R,
dlwelopmg and demonstrat1ng the social style approprlate to a parti-

cular context, as well as 1earn1ng academ1c mater1a1

-

N Certaln 1nstruct1ona1 practices such‘ as tracking, pull-out 1nstruc- }

~

t1on, ‘and ab111ty grouping often crea~t:e difficult teach1ng/1earn1ng situa-

-

‘- nons and the des1rab111ty of these educatlopai plans will be quest1oned

" . . z

r_nove through school. As will be illustrated;,late'r in' the paper, teach-'* .

< .- : - .

TS

A

I
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T in the p‘a:per’. ) I beheve that these practlces tend to lower both teacher .

.
'

NP -
i , and student e*<pectat1ons ahd lessen the 1ntens1ty and persistence of N

& .

.

“their efforts durlng 1nstructto-na1 act1v1t1es. "The general effects of )

4

i . o . |
< teacher expectanon.. on student performance wzll be explained, and 1
- ) z
'-‘.' suggestions will be made about the .need for aecurate teachier expecta- !
R P .t . T : ' . '
.-‘ . . . . . . “ . =3 . N :l‘

) . tions dnd_ active classroom 1nstruct.1on. 1 . _ Co- “

'
. .. . N

I cannot provme s1mp1e answers tq questmns and, issves such

1
.

as. the fo11ow1ng What is the ' nature of the work children perform . .

on behalf of meet1ng the\expectatlons of the scﬂool s currlculum" How

M Ao

7"-} ~—e ch11dren engaged in work (taught) durrng elementary sg:hool and

L

* how do teachers prov1de»3exper1enceds wha.ch students need? How can
e " . . ’ :

- - ‘v .

- children's beginning schooling’be characterized? These and other rea-

Ty -

“ sonable questions have no simple answers because school experiences

.and expectations vary from setting to setting, from -student to student,
. t 4 . ’ ' ,

e etC'- - . “. . . ’ . . - f

s Y .
- [ ’

Influences of Parent and Home .

. ‘ " As children leave -home and start toosch:ool, they must adjust ' ' /

“to the demahds that schools .p.lace upon” them. That is, to profit from
3 516 Y ! .
-’~' ; I 4 . ‘\ v L K
schooling they must learn how to "go to" school and h’ow to do "school .
L
. <

“work." In thls section of the-paper I will ‘discuss the nature of “"home

i
learning," nursery.school 1earn1ng, and learning t«hat takes place in

f1rst-gr~d’de c1assrooms. Some of the general expectations that confront

* N .

a child in these three sett1ngs will L}p contrasted. L

We know that cn:.ldrens' 1nterest 1n, and skills relevant for, )
- . : \
academic sf'holarsh1p begin to develon\ long before they enter school. . .

*

Many edurators and résearchers have .atiempted to 1dent1fy fa.m11y prac-

e

“ tices (from symbolic apprecgation for learning to actual parent 1n~f-,'. -
i - ‘ » - . . .
|

~

structional behaviors) which contribute to early acquisition of basic




w8 /

In particplar, many studies ‘have focused upon stu- e s o
; .

dents’ interest in reading because of in‘e 1mportance of reading to a11 . N

academi@ skills.,

»

<

. sehool ub]ectis Durkin *( 1966) foL.nd at parents of early readers

reported a muc;h stronger interest 'in prin't" (interest in looking at o
0 . n‘ e - \‘
books, etc.) among their children than.parents:of non-early readers .
N . v 4 .
who wete matched on other characteristics such as 1Q and SES. Unfor-

“
- 7

s ' tunately, t,hese data do not explain how students become interested i

. . . N .,

in print in the first“place.

Other researchers have assessed parents perceptions of their
children's 1nterest in print and knowledge. Hiebert and Coffey (1982)
studied parents v1ews of their young children’s print-related develop- "
ment by asking fathers and mothers (individually) to predict their ‘

kindergarten ‘children's performances on measures of knowledge .and

interest in print. While fathers' and mothers' estimates did not differ ' .

stcr;i'fican_tly from one another, both groups significantly underestimated

théit children's performances on the knowledge of print measure.” On

the‘ interest in print measure, parents overestimated ‘their children s
performances. ‘A}thougn boys and girls s\cored very similarly on both .
rpeasure‘s, parents' predictions differed according to gender of qehild,

. yith parents of boys giving lower estimates than parents of girls.

- i Others too have noted that young girls dg not ‘ha.,ve superior lan-

guage skills whén they enter school. , After‘reviewing the literature

on differences in oral language acquisition felated to. geﬁnder,' Macaylay, A N
(19'18) concluded that the stereotype that girls have a greater “propen-
: sity for 1anguage and acquire it more quickly and fluently is {1ot L. e

empirically supported. Rather, studies suggest that boys'are as inter- ) 'y

ested and capable with regard to print as girls, at least when they

e _ .

o R 1
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< However, dafa on actyal school achievement indicate that girls/

-
\ e R -

ach}'aevement in reading an'd verbal skills (as well as other curricula

areas) far surpasses that of young boys hy the end of .first. grade T

Ij\‘\ .and throughout the elementary school yéars (see for example the norm -
"data assoc1ated with the lowa Test. of Bas1é Sk&lls (H).eronymus, Lm,d- . )
' qu1st, and Hoover, 1982) Unfortunately, ado1esc€nt ‘girls' _a,c;hl‘qve- .
_ ment in certa1n subJects dechnes. In p’art: females' early aghie\;ement, . :
- in reading and-theirtr;elatwe dechne *in pertormance-:in some ‘subjects :/ .

- later appear to be due o parental societal, 'and teacher expectations.'

L
LY

[ - ‘e

Parsons, Ruble, Hodges, "and Sma11 (1976) sugg\es:ted tha,t parents

~and teachers have. different expectation$ for boys and g1r1s perform- ;' . d
1 P - i
» ances in schools and that. tbese d1fferences eventuany -1nf1uence ch11d-
Lo

b
ren's self—expeutatmns and actual at.h1e,vement. Indeed there is' some

0 -
)

emp1r1ca1 ev1de“ce to sug’oest that in some classrooms teachers aopear Eoon

% ‘
to: interact with students in sex specific ways. - For example, Le1nhardt

.
o N . .

et al.. (1979) found that boys recewed more favorable treatment in

mathemat1cs, whereas,~ g1r1s received more favorable instructiod’ dx{rlng

T ,// L
|

read1ng It seems clear that ‘studen‘ts .dcademic learning may be 1nf1u-—- .

enced by soc1a1 experlences and expectatloAnfs/that are ueld for thé\m by \\

s1gn1f1can/t others., Although only sex—{efated expectat1ons are dis-

M -

cussed here, this discussion demonstrates that when staded\s arrwe at -

school -the1r previous socialization virtually assures that- the1r interest

in, school and in particular subJects will vary widely. ‘Such d1spos1-.

" tions can affect ach1evement unless teachers actively counter them—~

\ N

~

R thro_ugh instruction..

. Do parents' beliefs and' e‘xpec'tat'ions determinte children's .int'ere.sts, *

- - .

.. or dd parents’ beliefs mereIY reflect the1r awareness of.inteécests that
’ . ,
the1r children have “formed 1ndependent1y" It is virtually 1mposs1b1e )

. - 4




P

. . 10
to separatd’ antgceclent from cause in social. tnfluence sttuations because
d ,so‘many"va‘riables’occur‘simultaneo’usly' and one participant's behavior .
. T - S
is always affecting the others'l Although parents (and' teachers) have
more '\co‘ntrol‘ and .resources‘,. paren(ts' «behavior is influenced by the

v -
)
0

behavwr of the1r ch,lldren. N ) <
. AN

" As Hlebert and Coffey (1982) noted in theu\study comparlng par-°

\
ents perd-eptlons of ch1ldren s interest in prin:, one difficulty in spec1-—

-

,fy1ng the ..elatlonshlp between parents, expectat1ons a€d children' s

gt ’ . — : )
A performance is that the process is irnteractive and the influence is

mutual. For example, parents form some of their beliefs about child-
.‘ren's interests and capabilities by observing children's performances
ean’d by listening to them. However, the data in this‘study suggest

that parents may have some preconce1ved not1ons related to gender .

and- developmental status_., regardless of the character1st1cs of individual

-
-

- children. . .

2

Tt is instructive to see how parents can un es\t1mate or over-
L .\)‘ e

est1mate performance. Gwen the r..omplex1ty of a classroom and the

: ~.

need to make Judgments about numerois children, 1t is easy to P

toe . = N

understand how_teachers may misjudge certain students.
N LY " \‘ . \ “ ’ . R
McGillicuddy-Delisi (in press) discusses a number of studies

which\\ indicate that children's performance on intelligence or achieve-

- h . Vs . ’ . S .

ment tests varies according.to family characteristics such as socioeco-
nomic, status. She argues that these studies have generally shown that

constellation factors (sibling size and birth interval or ordinal posi-

. .
/

tion) are inversely related to children's cognitive performance. Inter-

’
/

';f 3 3 ! ) . 3
action effects between socioeconomic status and family corstellation have

often been obtairied, with constellation effects being more marked for

families with lower SES backgroun\ds. Studies of the influence of family

N

¥

-
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‘characteristics on children's development have Yeen criticized, however,
for failing to specify processes through ‘which the environment affetts, “.\

£ h 4 ' v ) - ’ . =
children (see for example, Bronfenbrenner, 1979). - o )

<+

To improve upon scme of the weaknesses of earlier studies,

DY

McGillicuddy used both .observationval and interview methods to e'gcplore

k]

relations between parents' beliefs about children and their behavior

toward them. One-third of _th:a families consisted of enly ‘one child

+

who was three to four years old, and the remaining "80 fami.ligs:had
three children with the second-born preschool age. -Half of"the three-
¢hildrén families evidenced near spacin'g\(fewer than tkllree’yearsf‘be-
tweén first- and second-born children, aﬁd half had far si)acing.

“ . .
Within each family constellation group, half the families were character- .

»

ized as working class and half as middle class, based on education

and income of parents.
s , ,
; Children in this': study weré asked to learn two laboratory tasks
that their parents taught. ?t was found fhat what mothers believc?::i
about how children develop preéiic;ted their child rearing behaviors

in two different contexts, even after demographic characteristics were .

. f R .
taken j/rré account. Also, fathers' hbeliefs about child development ., -
» | ’

scores were related to their behaviors during interactions with their
‘ i o . . 1
children after taking into account family constellation and socioeconomic
< 3 RS .

factors. 'I‘hesi"{‘e7 data provide evidence.that parents' beliefs about childo
development r}x\ay guide h‘gw they interg;:et and react to: cb.,il'dren's be-
havior. ‘ : . - -

) Many researchers havia recentl:" begun to explore parents' influ-
ences upon ck;ildrén. Perhaps the-maj'br’lesson learned from such re-

search is that it is exceedingly difficult to study family influences

on children because so many variables are involved. Sigel (in press)

-l‘; . -
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~'expressed the problem thls way: "To return to/thé geograph1ca1

N < vk —
metaphor. the terrain. is be1ng mapped more ,a/Curately than has
*-  “been the case. What we have also d1scovered in our mapplng ef-
* &
* .. forts.is that there is a con51derab1e/g/ap between the models of

»

o _ fam1_1y funct1on1ng- and the methods by w‘hich,to study’ the models."

<+ Perhaps the most general finding-from the growing parent-as-

fae

“‘educator literature is that young children who frequently look at’ ' .

books and have books ‘read to them, and who have a chancezgto veér-'

bahze content are more 11ke1y to. reme’rﬁbe?’lt (and thereby possess the .
.. \ . . -
capacity for using information and words) during their attempts to

»
~ * -
"y »

B3

~

encourage vei'balization, see Hgss et al., 1979. T -

. ’ Between~ Home- and Preschool

Ch11dren‘assume ‘dlfferent learning styles in tlie home; as’a

.

result, both'of their innate capacities and early experiences as

as parents! instructional beliefs and behaviors. How well do’ pa ents’
s ool ‘beliefs and behaviors match those of preschool educators? 1 stafed

' ‘ t. : ;'\\ . .
.previously that, many (but cert,ainly not all) parents @and preschpol
‘ ’ < A ¥ .

> N g b K - *, ’ ) v » -
teachers hold soméwhat lower expectgtions for the reading ability of
\ r o Ld N » .

) ‘. -, .

“‘young 'b_oys than girls. What alse is. kriown about .the match between

. parents' beliefs and those of.the "preschosl"? ' . i
- Young children in Am&rican’ society ‘are exposed to a -wider var- *
, 2

% . . -
"iety-igf socializing agents today.than at-any time previously. The

-

ch11d-rear1ng role of the-family is now shared with at least two other

major sources’ of’ influence-—televiston and prescho@ls. Each of these

socrahzatlon 1nf1uencés——fam11y, te1ev1s10n, and prescho\tsv-has been

\ e m e e T e -

studled\lndependently, usually as a potential source of 1nf1uence upon

v

* .
', S
.

4
&
5
—
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social, ‘orp intellectual development. According to Hess et al. (1979), *

“

_there, has beeén little comparative researc_n, and kn.owledg:e of how these .
"t}isee influences differentially affect the cognitive and social develop- o

4
4 .

Tment of young children-is incomplets. Tt ' N ..
= P - . ": , .

Calling f'or more integrative socialization research, Hess et .al.
compared the. differences between parents' and- preschool teachers' J :

‘behavior. toward children 1n order to 1ook for d1scont1nu1t1es between

the experience of the ghild at home, and at the preschool They arg:ue ’

- I

that d1spar1t1es may or may nr ~esent problems of adJustment for 'a

ch11d or narent, but that one h,,ed-s to know about d1fferences in. order

‘ t¢ make ]udgments about the effects of partlcular d1scont1nu1t1‘és.

-

’ N The authors note that <there are reasons why one m1ght expecty p

- mothers and teachers to differ in their goals, expecta—t1ons, and be-

»

T havior toward young children. First, experienced teachers ‘have had

P ——

© “more contact w1th a var1e.y of families and children and have more ‘ 3

time for plann1ng 1nstruct1on. Furthermore, the values and practices

?,

?

of the child ‘care --proﬁesslon dre .transmitted to teachers in training .

programs and literature. Third; materials used in t’raining_ frequent-

;L e

. 1y urge teachers to adopt hehavior that offers/"children freedom to
L] * oﬁ“ » I

choose their own activities, ‘follow their own intefests, and make the1r ’
OS€ 3 i > ) '

4
own decisions. One cah reasonably question, then, the'relatio’nship

»

N between beliefs that are communicated to teachers in traintng programs

+ r N

and those of parents. Also,’ the settipgs -in, which teachers <and ,par— .

ents interact with their children are likely to be different. .
Hess et al. point out that .the settings in which mothers and .

-

L

teachers interact with young ch11drerf differ in several 1mportant ways ,

I

“and argues that these disparities in soc1a1 context are another potentlal

PR
* ‘. - .
‘ +
.
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.souzce of diésimilarit-ies between those two' types of care givers. 'i‘hey

s -

note that presthool teachers deal with children in groups; there are ;.

¢ .

‘a relatlvely large number of contacts between ch11dren and c.d.llltS’ d

and the relat1onsh1ps between .staff and children are transi tory Also,

=~

.staff behgyvior.is constrained. and corrected by norms of the cénter

14

and by federal state, and mun1r1pa1 regulatmns. The .phys1ca1 envir-

o‘; . . . .

onments of the presd‘ool and the homeé d1ffer cons1derab1y.. In general

»

the. resources of’ the center are. selected and arranged for the .benefit of

= LY
P L o® - 4 R

the child while the home is organized to serve a* wider range of func-

»

»

L 4 ‘ .
tions and needs of a family group. Centers encourage a style of regu-

e td

lating and 1nteract*1ng with children that is oriented toward groups.
~

The néeds of an 1nst1tut1on for a pred1cta'o1e daily schedule (l.unch—

\nrr\{es, naps, etc. ) atre arranged in order to serve group needs. Yet

. ”

.+ another difference between mothers and teachers is the’ personal relation-

3
»

3

ship they have with children in their care.

The-samp,le used in.the Hess et al. study was recruited-through
'3 . . 1 . . . - ]

AN

preschools and child care centers-in the' San Francisco Bay area that

utilized a variety of instrictional approaches. Sixty-seven’mothers
and their first-born children participated in. this study. All ‘were

_Caucasian, fourteen were single parents at the time-the.istudy began,

- - >

mothers ranged in age from 20 to 35 years, and the families represented

©

" . a wide range’,of sociceconomic backgrounds. , .
~

Y Y . ’
. Several general patterns resulted from the comparison of beliefs

and behaviors of others and teachers (mothers and teachers were ob—

*

?
hold =1m11ar goals for ch11dren, a1though mothers teénd to -emphas1ze

- s .J'

pro-social skills more and independence less, ‘than teachers; (2) moth-

ers preéss for mastery of deVelop'rﬁental tasks at an earlier age than do

’

cerved teachlng a standard task to a ch11d7. . (1) Mothers and teachers .
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-teache{{(:}) mothers teach in a style ,that, is more direct, demanding,

and exphc1t than do teachers, (4) mothers appeal to their own author-
<
1ty 1n obt-tmng comphance, teachers invoke rules more, often, (5) teach-

3

ers tend to be more flexible in 1mp1ement1\1g their requests for compli-

ance.: The rfollowmg 1nc1dent; provides an example of how geheral dif-

. ¢

s -

. ferences in teach1ng behavior between mothers and ‘teachers were mani-

.
-

of

Ko

5
<

-
I *

fest. . - : L

Mother: 1 want the one that isn't finished . . . that someone

*

took, a bite out of like . . . but a pretty big bite. *Can you push

.
- hd hd - -

« .

that button? ' ,

.Y "Child: -Incorrectly pushes the button:under the half-circie. o

N

Motber: No. Thdt's too much. -That's not enough-of a circle.

. Compare this behavior with, that” of the teacher.

Teacher: Can you find: the c1rc1e that s open at the top" 'T'here

R '

is no line at the top.

’

@ \

Child: - Incorrectly pushes button under the half-circle.
’ T ! e . ot N - . '
Teacher: That. ... . oh that's good. But it's the one t’ha‘t's' .
. Y ~ . ~ " .
got more lines on it. -~ | o A

B

-

" .-

The mother's feedback included exp11c1t feedback that the ch01ce was

/
incorrect, while the teacher accepted the resnonse and only lmphcltly

-~

informed the child of the error by use of ‘such words as "but" and >
"more." s o, ” . ;; T e

- - .
i N . -~

., Also, note that the teacher provided prai~se for an’ incorrect re-

: sponse. Many’ teachers (unllke most parents) find it d1ff1cult to- tell- a

1)

ch11d that, he or she has made a mistake. The, norm in many school

¥ _

settings is such that effort and. not the quality of work becomes the
. ) &

experience . . . 4 “, .

1 N L) - .
N [

-

(V)




These differences in teachers' and mothers' styles of interacting
’ with )fc;ung children are generally congruent with d‘isparities that ap-

* peaced on self-report instruments . . . developmental goals for young

] ad

children, press for mastery, and use of control strategies. This con-

' sistency across dissimilar measuring devices and separate testing occa-
[ ] ) + o0 . . - -
sions indicates the reliability of the daga-—ga'theri,gxg’pr«;cedures used, to
’ - . - L]

validate the measures indicating underlying patterns of behavior toward

“«

-]

~
-
-

young children. - . . ‘ .-
Hess et al, conclude that the specific instinces of behavior and

LY .

. attitudes reported are ... .solated, but .indicate a consistent pattern of

’ " 1

child rearing 4nd socialization. These meagsures correlate with other
- . . . ’ T
attitudes and characteristics. They also vary according to_ socipeco~

nomic béc};ground“but a separat® aralysis repoftecf elsewhere (Hess,

" -~

Dickson, Price:r an,d‘ Leong, 1979) “confirms. ‘that. these differences’be—

- -

‘tween -the two groups are not. related to SE& disparities between mothers

< -

<

- -

and- teachers. i ‘ ‘ .

"In related rescarch, Winefsk‘y ('1978)‘ illu‘stra\ggs that cEOmpar,,_d'

. ‘with mothers, teac‘hers prefer,:preschools which offer unstructured set- }
' tings where activities are chosén and directed’ by children Pather‘ .thah

. organizad--and directed by ‘adults. ~Beha\{ioz:a1 observations by Ruben—.
stein and Howes (1979) of mother anc‘.; child‘,-.care, workers iﬁteracti;lg' )
\;vith %nfants 'éuppdrt Winezsky's results. 'I,‘hey fou'n‘d that 'child-care :

+

staff touched the infants more in non-care-giving situations, engaged
them more often in playful®activities, and‘were less often i‘estri;t'ive ’
thar were others interacting with their iniints at home. There is

therefore evidence that mothers are more direct teachers and managers

of instruction, and that mothérs believe that teachers are too indirect

T _and too flexible in their behavioral demands on students,

»-

e ’ ) . . | e ) 16 R "'




‘"identified students who were relativzly poor an:d good readers. It was

However, there is growing evidence to suggest that the study of

instruction in the home is at least as complicated as studying ‘school
ins*tr.ug_tt"o"n., Chall and Snow (1982) provide an interesting example of

this’ point. These investigators, working in relatively low-SES schools, .

-

ctheir intention, then, to study the homes ,from which relatively poor

and good readers came in order to see tf,,there"bere systematic differen- " -

el

‘. - / - - 3 -
ces in home environments (e.g<,” appreciation of print, resources) that

. 3

might help to acc'ount for differences in students' reading abilities.

a2

Interestingly, when the investigators visited the homes of studen.ts who

PO .

'»had been ideéntified -as good readers, 1t was not uncommon to fmd a’

»

51bhng who wls a, re'lauvely poor or medlocrevreader. S“melarly, when

the investigators collected data in the homes of students who h_au' been s

. r . -
identified as’ r;ela'tively poor readers, it was rot uncommon to find that

"there were siblings 4dn thr ¢ homes who were re1ati\’é?e1y good readers.’

<

At a minimum, these data ‘5uggest'that the variation in students’ re,ada—
’ , . L. . . .

"ing abilify showed about as much variation within families as between )

» >
I'd

families. The causes of theset'differences are not clear. Itemay be

that students in the same fam11y develop d1fferent readm’g ab11ut1es

hecause resources (time and endrgy) are allocated d1fferent1a11y‘ to

children in the family. Alte’rnatively', it may be the case “that children

.read at different levels, not becaﬁse the‘ env1ronment is d1fferent for '

»

them, but because they react differentially to s1m11ar opportunities. It

<
. s

_seems plaus1b1e to infer frdm these data that .children from the same home

“@ . .

enter school “with differen’t abilities for, and different interests.in, read-

~

v

ing and probably in ojche,r’ subje’c't ‘areas as well. .

-

-

The conclusi\qn that studenté arrive at school with dissimilar inter-

-

ests and abilities may be seen to be a 'relatively common sense observation
. g R




* -home and school, 1 shal]l describe one part1cu1ar nursery school in B

a R | 18

e ’ \
at first 'gla'hce. However, 1t is c1ear that many educatcrs, sociolo~ ,

g1sts, and pSychologlsts 1mp11c1t1y suggest in" their yntmgs‘ that the

\

home . env1ronment,~ a part1cu1ar QES 1eve1 "and other status variables lead

. w“ -
Y

to rafn'r pred1ctab1e problems and conditions, that educators. need to Y

acknowledge and re‘spond to.. As & case in po1nt, 1t 1s not uncommon

* that teachers expect and do some. extent,.w111 treat ch11dren </:n the

bas1s of the1r knowledge of and 1nteract1ons w1th older slbhr/gs. Seaver

(1973) conducted a natura“l, .E{uasl-expemment to see if the ach1evemént .
of 79 s1b11ngs in first grade .was affected by the previous.achievement ..
patterns of. older *siblings. -The h'ypoth_gsis”tested. was that students

\«?'Ould -achieve better ’when.taught by 1the same .tea'cher if the Jdlder

sibling had been a good student and worse when older s1b1.1ngs had .

“been poor students (in contrast to contro1 students who k? d a. different

4
Q.

_teach‘er than the.older sibling). It was found that fo11owi<ng a’ sibling
¢ A . . . - ‘ .

who was a good student had positive consequences upon achiexement

for younger s1b11ngs, especlallly ma1es. 1t is not eﬁtirely ciear ‘how ‘

L4

teachers percept1ons of home conditions 1nf1uence their actual behav1or,

[N
[

but it does seem possible that somé€ ‘teachers ‘may inadequate]:x assess

the potential of stu'dents by over-.-_u'sing,' "sta-tus"‘fajtors (home back-

i

A ’

ground older s1glr\ngs, etc. ) ’ B ) \ ) \ Lo )

\lursery School A Cas“c’a Study . *

+ To examine more fully, the 51m11ar1t1es and d1fferences between )

>

detail, the type of demands that 1t p1aces upon ch11dren, and how

closely ‘the expectatlons meat those of parents‘ "The dEscr1p.t1on present-

2

. ed here is from Kanter (1972). It is a detailed case study 'and the.
P At { _
iy . ) .
general climate .of the school is similar to that charac_terized in the !

=
.

Hess et al. findings. 4 21 - - ‘ '

o~
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Kanter contends, that in many ways, the nursgry school functions
£ . n*
as a small bureaucracy by prepar1ng students for th,ese structures in

4 +

lafer 11fe. She notes that there are. few r1sks for 1nd1v1duals associat-

H
i A4 *

* ) “

ed with the hureaucratu: organlzatlon, c1ear rules and procedures elimi-
w3
L — v Al
nate uncertainty and- 1nsecur1ty even in dec151on making.- However,

- N

.
- ‘ .

‘buereaucratlc oy ganlzatlon cdmcurrengly may devalue 1nd1v1duahst1c enter- ‘

prise, An emphasis on appropriate bureaueratic behavier is a liability

. t N » E L ~ 4
rather than an innovation, because ‘stress is placed on fitting ‘}n and
. ! R

i gett1ng along rather than achlevement. She notes that, compared to

o

other kinds of schr :»ls,” nugsery ‘schools have pa large dmount of free= ,

. Y

dom ‘#th whiceb . te oper‘ate. Nursery school attendance is not requ1red
P

ung .aw and there arg no partlcular tasks these schools must per-

‘form. To at least éne. of the parents whose children attended the

s

>school descr1bed here, the purpose of nursery, school was noth1ng more

' than g1v1ng ch11dre&r an opportunu:y to p1ay w1th others in their own

»~
*

age. group For others, the goal is a very vague one, "moré fknowledge
abqut the world." L Many of the parents fe1t that the nursery school . '
had fu1f111ed its respon51b111ty if their ch11d1fen returned home "klnd,

courteous, and c:heerful." -Con'51der1ng these d1vergent parent op1nlons,

i ~ -

the nursery schoo'l 1mp1eme"nted its conceptlon ‘of an appropr1ate set of

L o
experlences for the child. /Thls 1nvo1ved deallng with’ chlldren and

stru?turlng the env1ronment so as to 11m1t experlences seen as '“anxiety-
v W

producing.""— The résult was a world which was phenomolog1§a11y more
like‘ a bureaucrat{c organization than a 'nursery' schooi, with its non-

3

-

1nstructlona1 empha51s . 5

™

In part1cu1ar, the experiences whlch he nursery schobl pro-
#
vided can be characterized in the fo11‘bw1ng ways: (1) {imiting uncer-

tainty '(proviciing explicit rules, - procedures, defining* relationships,

Xp]
&

N

Lo




o <& i \ . ' - . -
~ < - N / |
|

» - . » . » » » - & -~ » »
expectatlons and appropriate belavior); (2) limiting strangeness (mini- '
mlzlng change . . . introd‘ucing new ‘routines or sqngs and-gdmes slowy ‘ .

’ . ) . - . ! ¥
\ ;

1y) (‘3) 11m1t1ng mystery (presentlng the world as rat1onatl and @dn-— ’

[y

dane as opposed to 1nexp11cabxe' fanﬁastu:, @znlng) (4) 11m1t1ng

a

.

¢ coerc1oa,(by permlttmg the ch11d as much freedom of beha~v1or as '‘bos=

b t - ] ¢

s1b-1e and by d1sgu151ng use of po‘Iver in cases when it was necessary
to control ‘behavior); (5) 11m1t1ng accountablhty (the child was not

considered responsible for any dev1ant or anti-social acts, aggressive

: N * y.0e ‘
' 4 LS ) . 4

behavior was attributed ,to Carelessness or accident)° (6) limiting un-

2

p1easantness (this nurs"ery school probably like many other;, did not .

want children to engage “in unmotivated behavmt:s--teachers attempted
~

-
[}

» to make éverything fun for the ch11dren, even potent1a11y unpleaSant
. w e »

events, by maklng}&]emnnto.games or’ 1n51st1ng on their pleasurable

aspects); (7) limiting peer conflicp(the school Me-emphasized competi-- .
tions--there were no gold star\s,"né fSriz_es and no winners--no child

- -

“was considered better thar any other and no child any worse or less
) s

déeserving; teachers attempted to maintain strict equality with respect
" tp privileges and possessions; by providing a_large number of toys

and a vtafiety of activities the teachers hoped to avoid conflicts over -

o scarce resources). K T co
- Kanter niaintains .that” th» "Qgganization fhild " 1i1€e the ory anfza-
p tiof man, is ajked to- accept. oréanlzatlonal reahty,.ad]ust to r;.‘utlne, .
- take on a 11m1ted rather than diffuse obhgatlon to the organization,
L

.and guide hls/her behaV}or by impersonal, unwersahstlc principles.
. - N . to.
She argues' that the school discouraged the [deveiopmenf'of personal

o -

_ respons1b111ty Because the teacher consi'stently"said that some aggres-

sive act was an accident, the children cadfe to beheve that they were

.
.

not responsi‘blle for the act. Kanter states that,the children became
not ', A !

) - v b )
- - 9 -




¢ s > s

Pl M ) . ¥ L ’- 21 5"
. v * ] - N >,
very adept at insisting "I didn't méan it," thereby absolving them-

o selves from responsibility. ' Further, she argued that.ihe school provid-
) ' N ' ‘Y
’ .ed motivation for the chlldren by making th1ngs fun. ‘The organiz’ation Lot
. . Y N .
. * » children therefore need experlence no imner compulslons to be moral

. . 'k" k-

to participate, to cooperate, or to’ hel keep the enterpnse as a whole‘

‘runn1ng smoothly, it was ‘only thelr «responslbillty to look out for them-

selves. Th1s was the four:,‘yedr-old equlvalent of the m1n1mum accept-— :
) able performance.\ For example*vthe ch1ldren often followed on the -
! LI . .

* most- general procedural requirement, such as be1ng present in a’ partx-
3 b . N

cular room at a spec1f1c time, but they then partlcrpated in grqup

act1v1t1es or paid ttention to the teac’her only if they’ felt like 1t.
* %

Desplte the school's .irtentions to reduce” status d1fferences by

~

. "eliminating. competitlon and establlshlng norms for sharlng and equal- .
., Q -
1ty, childtrén st},ll competed, in many gases to establtsh a super1or

> . I - " 3 r
soc1a1*posltlon. Sometimes this was done through "conversion," by

7
1dent1fy1ng with the teacher and correctlng other children. and rem1nd-

. . A

“ ’ing them(Qf rules. There was also one-upmanship: ‘'l ha\)e an’ B4 .
. .". T have a bigger X .. . or a newer X," and so .forth." Even

norms of sharmg and equahty wel:e often used' to a chlld s advantage.

.
L3 ., ,

. For example, a child might bring, a possess1on from home and overtly ~
. share it with others but‘remind them constant1y~ of his munificence.

leferent preschool programs no doubt respond to the needs of e

I

young chlldren and instruct themtxn diverse ways. No doubt some ° N

v

'programs‘ stress the impgqrtance of personal, 1nterna"l reallttes and value a

. unique and personal human ‘be'h'avlor. Schools which emphasize these

-

\

| . t c e

| t.otions would avoid prestructuring situations so ‘that children could

i build internal resources. Such schools would delibera‘tely create uncer-

| .\ . ’ b o

. tainty so that self-definition could occur, make children responsible e
R ; :

L] P . .
. . \ v . A}

¢
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for their behavior, and would viéw a small amount of ahxiety as pro- .

o

- - . ’ ¥
A R . .’-,

" moting ,growth. ‘ . - L

W, 2 * I N
4 e b

Kanter has c@rectly.noted that the representativeness of this °

partlcular school is unknown. For examnle, my daughter‘is enrolled
in a nurseﬁy school in which parents ~ha~ve to help (on a rotatmg )

~

basis) in the school program. Thvs arr,angement assures that, home.

o
-

- teaching and school teaching will necessarily be closer than is often

Y
the case. Although the chlldren have many free fchomes in this school,

» } -~
2 -

< J «
they also-have a basre, da11y struqture in which’ behav1ora1 ‘routines
. TN . * . .

: - . . . 9" , . ot -
are normalized and certain skills.'and expectations are, taught: One

~ -

. . regular feature of this instructional program is that the 'tea.cher holds

a show and tell‘in which "tl:\ree-year-olds'.are expected to ‘listen, t"a}ce
N }) b

2. . turns, and to participate in & common schoel ritual. Teaching turn-
* ‘ - : C
taking ‘skills ("Listen, you can sharemyour story in a minute," "Don't

a
-

" take too long, everybody wants.‘to talk,"” "Thanks for thinking of some- «

-

th1ng that everyquy ‘wodld want to see' ) to.d group of three-year-olds-

s 1ncred1b1y d1ff1cu1t\ Althm)xgh these - young chlldren have not per-

" geived all of the c.ognitlve- aspects .9f furn taklng, it {s the case (nowt
. » ~ v * »
Yafter several months of warm but persistent teaching) that these child-)-
‘ but per hing ‘
Q -
ren as a'grou'p have learned ,the ritual well,and are.competent and

-

entﬁtislastlc about show and. tell and turn-taking activities. . Although
, ‘ 'y /
«-the wisdom of . teachmg th1s sk111 in nursery schools ls debatable, I

"would argue that 1ts effect is not problematlc. That is, as will ‘be

s ‘*» oo

4 .
shown -later, students who can walt, hsten, ~and part1c1pate (in, social—‘

\

ly relevant ways) are apt to be placed in hlgher read1ng groups than

are students who are as bright but who appear to -be less socia ly
- B A =

,mature, \ ‘\ : 25 , -

i
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.Although it .is possible to find examples of many nyrsery schools\

that are more demanding, it still seems plausiple to sug;gest"that the

nursery school experlence descrlbed by Kanter is 51m11ar to what many .

students encounter. Indeed, I beheve she has 'gescrlbed the typical

nursery schocl setting. The ' work of nursery school" as it Qzcurs in
" (r

the school‘ descrlbe}d by Ka.nter dlffers substantially from the behefs

@

that many parents hold ‘about ‘how children should be 1nstructed.

, . & - . .

Thus, the gap. between home and nursez'y school 1: an abrupt experi-

»

ence for at least many children who go from direct teac;hmg to more E .

indirect teach:ing (and in some cases to laissez faire teaching).
) Ny ’ .- ® - . T iy P

Kindergarten s . <

- Apple and ng (1977) ‘contend that kmdergarten serves as ar«

. foundation for the years of schoohng that follow, and that ‘elementary o ,

scheol children who have atténded kmdergarten ge'aerally ach1eve better

than children wl"o have not attended' kmdergarten. However, they . o
&

- note that attempts to determme exactly which kmdergarten teachmg

-

techmques and 1earn1ng experiences contribute most directly to 1ater

" achievement have not proved fruitful. They suggest ‘that kr‘ndergarten e

training appears to exert its most powerful, lasting influence on the © e
. . ; . .
attitudes. and the behavior .of the children by acclimating students S
to first-grade environments. '

&

. . . . . . b >
o _ They report'observations and interviews of participants in one S

&

public school kindergarten class. They argued that in this class the
A . b o

socialization of children was an overt priority during the opening

weeks of school. The important skills that the teacher expected the

A}

) " children t6 learn initially were to share, to listen, to put things

) away, and to follow the classroom routine. Thus, her statement of her




S SR & S T . ey ' i
21n1t1a1 goals for the children also constitutes her definition of social- .

ized' behavior in the &Iassroom. . .

Children had no part in organizing classroom materials or in .

‘making dec1s1ons, and the teacher made no special effort to make the )

' ‘children comfortable in the room nor to recit_xce their uncertainty apout

v 3 - -

. the scheduled activities. Note how this contrasts with the nurser

*

-

. school described by Kanter, where teallers tried to reduce children's

fear of uncertainties!). Note also how this differs from my daughter's - '

nursery school experience where students were getting demands for

listeniné skills; & unlike this kindergarten class, my" dahghter's

nursery school class was also getting the chance to make dec1s1ons and

cho1ces. ng and 'Apple note that rather than moderating or changmg
-v“i'
12

intrusive asypects of the environment, the teacher required children to

accommodate themselves to the materials as presented. For example,

: when the noise of another class in the hallway distracted the children, L

AN

the teacher called for their attention; however, she did not close the
) |

’do‘or.' During most of tne kindergarten session the children Were not -

,permltted to handie ohJects, materials, and were organized so that they

1

% learned restramt. They 1earned to handle thmgs within easy reach

{ onle when permitted to do 'so- by the teacher? They were also punished

~for .todching things at the wrong time or not following directions in

-

. sequence. Vhen one little girl forgot where het assigned cubby was,

the teacher refused to permit a student teacher to label the cubbies.

. . . . i
A She told the student teacher that the children must learn to remember Lo

-

their ass.ign_eds cubbies bedause that was their job. \\"“‘\\,

. In' this classroom whole-class aptivities were stressed. Not 5nly

a ° . .

w,as everx work act1v1ty requ1red but every child had to start at

the de51gnated t1me. The entire class worked on all assigned tasks

- . -
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I
at the same time, t Further, all children were required to complete .

the assigned task during ‘the designated work period. In' a tynical ‘ e

incident, on the second day of school\<nany ch'ildren co\mplained that,
they ne1ther could, ner wanted to, f1n1s\h a 1engthy art prOJect. When' S
the teacher said that 'é'{/eryone must f1m,sh, ohe child who asked 1f

~she could finish next “time was told, "‘Yéu must . finish now."

The products or skills which the children exh1b1ted at the comple-

N .

tion of a period of work were intended to be identical or af least simi-

1ar. The teacher demonstrated most- att projects to the entire lass

before the ch11dren ~got the mater1als.

-

Apple and King point out that activities in th1s class prevented

students from developing any pride in the process of work per se.-

~ » R

Diligence, perseverence, obedience, and participation were ,rewarded.

These are .characteristics of children,’not of ‘work., In this*wa}}, the <o
notion of excellent was separated géam" that of sn\ccessful or'accepta,bie.- "
- work and replaced b}; the criterion of adeciuate ‘participation. Y ‘ T
-ItA seems strange ‘tahat‘\chilcflren generally receive direct _teaching ¢ o ;

’ R & -

and explicit socialization in their homes then-artend re1ativer unstruc- -

S

tured nursery schools, and. often receive un1mag1natrve teach1ng directed
¢ ¥ /
Lat the entire s.lass in kindergdrten. Such a sequence of abrupt d1s—‘

H

" cont1nu1t1es in behavioral management and 1nstruct1ona1 expectations . o

-) A

would appear to pose some 'problems for ‘certain students (What is ex-

- =~

pected of me? #Do I follow directions only er determine my own eched-

=
A

* -2
> -~ -
ule?). - ‘ ‘ . : A N
k . . ) M

e o et
e e

: However, 1 must emphas1ze that kindergarten experiences vary

widely (although from my experiences many programs are similar to

the "everybedy by the number routine" described by Apple and King.

This variation among kipdergarten programs is important and must be
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v

con51dered in any analysis of f1rst—grade students prior schooling

. experlences. ‘ ‘
_ Florio (1978) described a different t};'pe of kinderg,ar'ten claiss.
Her stud};\ is, based u\‘pcn a two-year ‘investi’gaticn",c;f daily li}e in a.

kinde'rg'arten/firs't-grade clasesroém. ' In contrast to the "everybody ‘does

>
the same thing at the same time in the same way" style reported by

» - -

Apple and K1ng, Floria found that 4 series of contexts . for, interactions

< - N

comp‘rised the day in’ this classroom. Two different* kinds of activity
were iden'tified-—whole-class, single-activity which is directed by the
- -

" teacher; and more loosely organized, mu1t1~focu, activity in whlch the

children initiate act1v1ty outslde the direct supervision of the teacher.

g Hence, students in the class workéd In multi-task setttngs (e.g., Bos-

-
<

. sert, 1979) and were able to deVelop and use a var1ety of soc1a1 skills

as well. Florio al’so found a general amblence in this classroom, in - -

Pl

contrast to the rigid attitude of the’ teicher. described by, Apple and

King (e.g., the teacher"requests,that.(th children .ignore noise . . .

w1

* -

but doed not close the door). . (

Consider how the informal atmosphere and choice present in the

classroom depicted below differ from the class described by 'Apple_ and

«
. -

King. i

*

On a morning early in Sep'terriber,‘ the members of a kinder-

ten/first-grade class pursued their activities. The room was
liively and open.. Children worked in small groups on tasks of

"their own choosing-—-drawings building with blocks), role°p1aying’

. in a kitchen area, playing games at tables._ Ronnie, a'first
. grader beglnnmg hls second year in' the class, wa's play1ng w1th

- v

three peers. They were building a highway with wooden blocks

B

e’ ‘. .
to accommodate several small cars., Ronnie was. a gregarious
- » * -

~

o ‘ TN { T . .'
ERIC Y L
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boy, -reputed to be a leader in the class. He. was one of the
> . . . ’ 1

' tea'cher' s fayorites. .-

s

Nearby, the teacher was seated at a low tab1e with three

girls.” Théy were p1ay1ng with a three dimensional tLC tac toe

game., Two of the girls .were first graders for whom the game
was pot very hard. Since the third Maria, was»a kindergartner,

HA NS -
5%

~the older g'u'ls consented 'to play w1th on1y ope drmens1on of the

. -game and to ‘allow ,the\tea-cher to%help Maria .plan her moves
. N Y < e

ce e lpe D _ S

’ N - ., N N

Py Although the teacher 1s the 1ocus of spcial control in the class-

room, complex'lty of work’ time is ]o1nt1y produced by teacher and child-

ren., Behav1or of children 1nf1uences the teacher's s1gnahng of changes

in activities '\)The primary means by which these shifts are cued are

N &

the movements of teacher and children and calls of the teacher's name.

\. 3

-Chariges m the behav1or appropriate to the. dlfferent contexts amount

to changes in the enactment of status:and role on the part of the teach-

T e

er and children. ‘ Work time is further €omp11cated by the fact that

T~

it is constituted by:.a loose coahtaon of student groups shar;ng hm1ted

- 2

_to the -teacher, but to one another in small groups' as they complete
. activities, = N ) - e

\ . . " .
In this class, being academically and'socially competent éntails

2
»

know1ng whdt coritext one is in, -arid what behaV1or is appropriate

for a particular context. Since the act1v1t1es and expectations are

var1ed, the students have to learn subtle d1fferences (if they are to
B N . - . 'J’

succeed’ . : R

r

. Florio argues that going to school involves more than the mastery

| of academic content. ‘Children must learn to become interactionally

L] L

. 30

physical space. Participants from work time are accountable not only ,
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competent .members of the classroom community. ‘Ihtenaction is a' social ;
. act1v1ty compnsed -of the verbal and nonverbal behavmrs which people |
¢

i . .
- v

mamfeSt and interpret 1n face—to-face encounters. It is a var1ab1e

3

yet sufficiently ordered to be sharea and passed ¢, within communities.

-

Talk, gesture, and use of phase orghnizé meaningmlly by subtle rules .

to which participants have been culturally conditioned. However, it

-
- -
-

- 1s 1mperat.1ve to note that the d1fferenc”es in the two kmdergdrten set-
S 2 « ’ =
‘tings described *a-..J_ve are pronounced. Context differences across set- .
T » K , ¢ 2 - s
~tings must be considered, as well as dvfferences ‘within settmqs. In

4

the class described by Apple and ng, students generally had to .

"

accommodate teachers.’ 1nterests and needs. In ‘the classroom.described
' « - - . " . . )

b'y~ Florio, ,howevér, children had to adjust to the demands of other
students as well as those of the teacher. The;e two «¢lassrooms indi- "

cate that what one needs to learn to be competent and to do the work

?

in’ kindergarten varies, depending primarily upon the particdlar teach-
¢ .« . . 3
er and school that a student is assiéned to.
rd -7 L * . ’ .

First Grade~

&

i ;e Although some educators believe;'thét school begins with kindergar-

.
’

¢
ten, almost all parents and educators realize that_ formal instruction'
normally begins in first grade. Instruction in reading‘is 'particularly -

. - -

imp'grtant. What, then, is learned in schools dt this level that is

distinctive from what is learned 'at home? Dreeben (1968) states .that

"the school, then, is an orgénization embodiment of a major ,’social-'

s

“institution whose prime function is to bnng about developmental chan--
ges.in 1nd1v1duals. It is an agency of socializdtion whose task is

‘ “q . v ‘ )
to effect psychological changes and enable persons to make transitions

among pther'iﬁstitutions; that is, to develop the capacitits necessary . .

t v




-

29

A -

for appropnate conduet in social settmgs that make different kinds of

’

demands on them and pose different kinds of opportun1t1es (p. 3)
3 , > - T . - - .-
This seems a reasonable definition until one questions the nature

-

-

. +

of these psychoiog’ical chaQnges (some par:énts want childrer’x‘ to learn Te

v

only basic academ1c skills; other parents want’ 1nd1v1dua1 creative,

and, umque responses fieveloped). It is also diffxcult to specify the o

.

-

different’ kinds of "demands" and "opportuniues" to which Dreeben re-

fers. 1'suspect that Dreeben's definitions were much-more appropriate
-~ - » * ! ‘ . ) “ v ‘ s
in the early 1960's, when school$' socialization role.was not- shared . y

- . .

- with othef child care agencies. Becuuse of the increasing.number of = .~ .

families ,in which b(qth parents work, more young children today are

s attending nursery school or being cared for by adults other than their I
s a B ’
LT .
parents than in the past. 1

S . . y

Although it lagks specificity, Dreeben's discussion of school func—

tions is still useful. His work is an important reference- because it-

~

"provides an -extended ana]ysis-of what is learned in schools. ‘Dneeben

—

acknowledges that not all families are alike; and he indicates that

4 4

some have many children, some have few, some have children w1de1y

+

spaced in age while the ch11dren in others are narrowly spaced. Some

have a parent absent ! . . thus, dependmg on the actual family cir-- > .

cumstances, there will be variations ‘in the way c%ildren cope with the .
L

family situation and in the principlés of copduct they learn to consider

afppropriate. Similarly, schools®differ. Some are large, while others

are> sma11 some are graded, some are ungraded; some employ ability

-

* e 5
groupmg, others- do not; and teachers vary in their styles of mstruc- '

tion and discipline. R - — .
. Dreeben- notes that the structur 1 charactenstu:s of schools and

families differ in potable ways. First, fami}ies are unitary in their - |




. - e . € - S
‘4 . - ¢ ’ - . ' . —1

. A \" . R - ". ) ’ 30 ’ 4

social orgamzatlon it the sense that they 1ack formally de£1ned subd1v1-

sions. On the other hand, school systems are d1v1ded into levels and

) «

/ .
within each level injo classroom ‘unit§. " The number of individuals

*Q

-

J . , % P
comprising 'the membership of. classrooms is almost always larger than
- that of, families. ‘The second differenice between home and school’is .

that the- school provides a unique experiénce in ‘establishing and sever-
T e

.

o ing relationships wiyx adults. That is, each ‘year.the child gets a ’
new teacher(s) to interact with. - The third difference is’ t-hat both in\’ .

3

. terms o.f relative and absolute numbers of adults and non—adults, there.

are fe‘wer adx.rlts per chll‘d at school than at home. Chlldren thus have ~
- , - "
~ fewer opportun1t1es for Jdndividualized interaction with an adult .at

¥ . -
. “ s »

"school.. Third, there is ty'pical.}}} a much more rigid pattern of events -

-in. schools. School is cyclical in tHat nearly- all-instructional events )

- -
4 ~

take pldce during each five-day school week, and one week or one day

is pretty much like another week or another day. Dreeben believes . .
| R . )

.

a * @ . N . . i -
. that schools are mcre heterogeneous than .are homes.  He further notes
: ' '-\., *
that affect is much, more *Hlfflcult to express in schools than at home.
A .

Also, classrooms are settings in which teachers are expected to avoid
estabhshmg en&u’rlng re1at10nsh1ps with pup1ls premised ‘on affections.

Another major diffe‘r‘ence_is that the central-aépect of schools is

instruction, and teachers assign pupils specific tasks to perform and
then assess the quality of performance. " According to Dreeben, ‘in the’

family the performance of. day-to-day activities and ‘emotional expres~
sion are equally important; both must occur <if the members are to sus-

tain themselves. . However, the school's explicit purpose:and official
% reason for existence lies inh the area of instruction. The school is an
organization concerned with the encouragement of activities in which

A 2
children demonstrate how well ‘they can achieve. In so doing, pupils

) Q . . : ~ .
ERIC I RIS
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distinguish themselves-from each other over a period of years on th
. N -~ “ -

basis ,of their achievement.. Although tegchers are likely to consider

the quality of performance in the various cognitive activities most ser-
" 3 ‘ t
N . V. yo ot B . . . ."Q
iously (in recognition of their latter occupation importance), quality is
B ) .

-

not -the. so:j{"iterion on which pupils are differentiated.
. Dreebén notes that what is learned in schools can be summarized

. in four important acts: (1) children,learn to act by themselves (un-

a4 []

less cpllaborative effort is called for) and ‘to accept personal responsi-’

“bility - for their conduct and accountability fof its consequences);
. N LY ‘ ~ . L.
(2) perform tasks actively ard master the environment according to °

certain standards of excellence; (3) acknowledge the rights of others to
.+ treat them as members of categories; (4) on the basis of a few discreet

° characteristics rather than orf the full consteilation of them that repre-

v -
. s
L

sent the whole person. ) .

&
. t L

Like Florio; Dreeben-stresses that much classrooom behavior is

contextual in nature and students must learn how to distinguish one .

context from another. .For example, he makes the important observation’

- -

that the irony of cheating in school is that the same kinds "of acts are
¥ 1

considered Mmorally acceptable and even commendable in other situa-

5

tions. For example, it is praiseworthy for one friend to assist another

-~

. Yy M - ’ -
in ‘distress or foy a parent to help a child; and if one lacks the infor- °
‘ v . , N . <

. mation. to>do a “job, the résourceful thing is to look it. up. In effect,

many school activities cdlled chea'.tir;g are the customary forfhs of sup-

port and assistance in the family and among friends. Only ih rare

<

situations are .pupils expected to not enlist the aid of family and-

-3 .

+

friends in ‘matters pertaining to work when that aid is appropriate.

Dreeben has described the modal aspects of schooling and how,
e . ,
the, structures of schools and the proceéses that take place in schools

-

Q . y . .
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~  differ from- thése in tneQ home. His position is hetpful in that it sug-

gests that home ‘and school do differ in important 'ways (e.g., adult-

7

. ‘ v . “u .
. child roles; degree of affect). However, the development of new types
5 b . fe o
of preschools makes this contrast less sharp than it perhaps was in
- \'\ . C. ’ . .

thé early 1960's. Furthermore, varied and sometimes contradictory

»

N >

demands of family, day care, or nursery s'd;lnool are no doubt confusing
N .
’ to -some students. Some schools are perm1551ve, unstructured and allow

students to express affect. -Other schools hold minimal academic expec-—‘

‘tations for students. In such' schools there is often less public evalua-
. £33

tion than in certain homes' (especially homes where parents frequently

- demand that their children play the piano, dance, etc., when other

- -; - LT % -' v “ v
-adults’ gnter the room). . . .

.

My purpose here is not to quarrel with Dreeben; indeed, his anal-
ysis sis admirable. The point is that most who have written about

2 schools, whether curriculum reformers (new. math, open schools), human-

i
ists, genpefal-critics, or lay persons . . . all have tended to describe

~ ~ . A . ¥ -

- . schools or problems %h.general, terms. As'I\emphasized earlier in the
paper, [ find it grffu:ult to conceptuahze the '"common aspects of
d schools" because the variance in educatlonal settlngs is quite 'pro-

“ °
nounced. + Although it is not clear what impact the var1atlons fn school
L

that, [ see and report on have on'Student beliefs and behavior, [ do

Y

beheve that there 1s considerably more variation in 'school routine"

0.,.0.

' than is- commonly reported in the literature. T,

H

"o ' The perspectWe that a wrlter brings to the phenomena no doubt
affects. h1s or her interpretation of the hterature. - For example, in one

*

earlier report to the Comm1551on, John GoodLad noted that only a few of

.‘the many tep.chlng styles that° are possible are actually seen in the

Y

) classroom. -t agree com,pleter with his observation; howéver, 1 would

. L. - . ,- . . 35 ) . | )




‘. add that the varlatlon w1th1n th%se few forms are. many,and com-

h -

-ever, .the transition between home and school may represent major hur-

plex.‘ What is cr1t1ca1 is whether students perceive these "mmor var-

.7 >

iations" and whethér they ‘infl-ué‘t‘tte student behavior ahd achieve-

. . |
ment. Unfortunately, we do not have data to answer this point and | !

»

it ‘is pqzrble to present views of schoohng as. either hlghlv similar . q‘g ‘

or highly’ d15$1m11ar, dependmg upon “the 1mportance one attaches to

." i -

the variations- in school form. The richness of regent observational -~
k1

¢ )
. . ™

- ~ N . v, R .. " \
studies has éonvinced me that schools and classrooms differ in impor-
tant ways. '~ | ) l _ ~ o ‘

‘ \

Culturall}'r‘Different Students - ' ‘ g - © .

o,

.' i - - » 3 . e ’
All students expemence some discontinuities as they move from

home to school. thhough the general language and exPectatlons of .

v ~

home and school are dlfferent, they are often mterpretable differences

(e.g., a child is used to answering questmns posed by adults, azl- .

- .

though the style of questions may be different across adults) How-—

~

dles Tor some students (including brlght, capable students) because the

&

general expectations and process in the school differs radically from

what students have experienced at home. .

Au and Mason (1981) examined the social organizational. aspects

v : -

of classroom learning and found that poor school achievement by ‘many
7

-

<

m‘inority children is related to the nature of teacher-pupil classroom
interaction.)_, These authors' interest in conducting research on teacher-
led gr:'oup instruetion .w‘as_ in part based upon earlier research.’

) Fer example, Gooci, Ebmeier and Beckerman (1978) suggest that.
academic engaged time -might be a more dccurate indicator of the'learn—’
ing of ],o‘w-SES -t':de\\s than of hlgh " There is ?onsidera*ble ‘evidence

s

that the rate of students' academic engadgement is hlgher when they -




*

- -

5

- .are being superviseﬁ by a teacher than when théy are working'in—t\

I
¥

dependently (_Stalhngé‘ and Kaskow1tz, 1974; ‘Stalhngs, Cory, Fair- .

wea:ther, and Needels, 1977; Soar, 1973) Flnally, individual instruct
-« tion has‘mpeatedly been sho\:m to be less effective than either small- e
s or large- groucp 1nstruct1on, probably because other chllld\ren grow 1nat-~

tentive if left unsuperv1sed (e.g., Stalhngs and Kaskowitz, 1974; stall--e

ings et al., 1977) ( R "

.
]

Au and'Mason. conclude”from these studies that if we wish to

1ncrease the academic performance of elementary grade m1nor1ty stu-

» - -

dents, we should provide: them with a substant1a1 amount of teacher-— -

-

group act1v1ty However, they pomt out that ‘these studies do not e

describe how the teach'er should interact w1th sthdents and allocate

N M . ' - .
time durmg-'group instruction. ” _r '
o

[

" Au and Mason examined four v1deotaped reading lessons g1v‘en ‘

f‘ (}

by two teachers to the same, group of d1sadvantaged seven-year-—old o

Hawaiian stu_d'ents.’ One tedcher (LC) 'had little contact in the past
) . . 'J "
. with Hawaiian children, while the other {HC) had worked. successfully

L * L .
with Hawaiian students for '«five years. Consistent with the back-

grounds, i it was found that the two teachers managed. 1nteract1ons in

=

their lessons very differently. Teacher LC used. part1c1pat1on struc-
el *

tures which were familiar to her but’-which, were not familiar to the
children. . Indeed, the participation structures used in her reading
lesson are commonly used with children ‘from the .mainstream culture;

. the major structure requires them to wait {o be called on and sto speak

one at a time. On the other hand, Teacher HC conducted .most of her

N - \ . -, L -' - * o
lessons in a different participation structure, one which allowed the

children to share turns in joint performance. R This structucre fpllows

.
£ ~ .,
=
. i

.
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\ , .
interactional -rules much like those in a talk story, a common non-class- -

m L4 . N
room speech event,for Hawaiian children. - ' ‘ Voo
. 5 . R . » * v

In the "tirn-taking" structure, only ‘a single person( fteacher’

or child) is allowed to speak at a time. °All others must orient silent-
ly to the speaker in order tp show that they are paymg attent1on. It
:one of thgm wishes to speak, he-or she must raise "their hand and

wait to he nommated by the teacher. Although md1v1duals may not

-

be consc1ous1y aWare of the rules, these rules, prowde) participants
® - ¢

with .certain commumcanonal rlghts as we11 ‘as constramts (e. g?.,, ’

- ' <

~

Sc*hultz,rErlckson and Florio; in press).
C ¥ C .o .
The  major "dif~ference between Hawaiian talk stqries and main-

2
A - - -

stream classroom speech events is ‘that the former entfail a high propor-

tion of turns 1nvolv1ng Jomt performance or the cooperative productwn
J

of response by two or more ch11dren, while "the latter emphasize the per-.-

formance of ind{vidual children. The authors stated that the child-

-

ren's responslveness in the readmg 1essons resulted from their bemg
perm1tted to build joint responses, e1ther among themselves or together

] with the teacher.

Unhke talk—story sessions, readmg lessons .involved 1nstruct10n.

A The teacher had to exert some authorlty over the group of ch11dren

-
'

to ensure that their s}eech (during the verbally productive talk story-
like structures) was channeled toward academlc ends . . . although
. S . * /

‘the’ confent of ftheir answers was almost always restricjd to teacher-,

ny tywes of

-

)chosen topics, the form-of their response, mcluamg m
joint performance,-was much less r_estr1cted. A child could reply inde-
pehdently of other children, receive hetpr from others, and comment

on, contradict, or compliment the angwers of others.

[}

- -




Equal talk time was evident in the control exerted by the teacher

’ ]

using Hawaiian talk stories and the allo¢ati_€>n of turns and time given

"to each participant to speak. Teacher nomination was used to equalize. -

the distribution of turns among the children, '\but not in a coercive
| . ) v

P \

manner.. Furthermore, the longest single utterance in the entire lesson

v [ i
\

- was a narrative told by one of the students, not a' téacher lecture. R

The equal time condition, then, applied to the"distri'b't;.t‘ion of talk not

only an;ong the children, but also between the l‘}teacher and the child-

ren. ) ’ ‘\’

. | .
Au and Mason found that in LC's, the highest proportion of time
|

K}

(61%) was spent in the exclusive rights-voluntee& structure. -The
teaclier-directions structure took up the second léargest pércentage‘ of , -
time (19%). Much less time wa; spent in the éx%:‘lusive rights-non-
volunteer structure and even less in the two stuaent—initiation struc-
tures. In the lessons of Teacher HC, 41% of the& time overall was occu-
pied by the open-turn structure and_23% was spe%nt in the primary.
rights.-voluntger structure. A considerable amourl}t-of time (22%) was
* ' taken up in silent reading. The silent reading !%may be as importan't
i |

as the joint structure that the author chooses to;emphasize. The teach-

. 5 . Lo .
er direction structure occupied 10% of the time, guite’a bit less than

in the lessons of Teacher LC. It was found tha:t the overall rate of

I haat

academic engagement was much lower in Teacher| LC's lessons (43% of
]

the intervals, as opposed to 80% in Teacher HC's lessons).

1

o . .
According to the authors, the results indicate that the social

aspects of lessons are as important as the instructional academic dimen- .
f .

sions. They also suggest that the procedures used in this study (and

other qualitative studies) may be helpful in explaining problem‘s of

schooling identified in more yuantitative studgés. For example,
0 | - /' ‘ i
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previous research indicates that low-achieving students are generally

engaged in academic work for less time than high achievers (Good

and Beckerman, 1978).

& ¢

Au and Mason suggest,that qualitative studies

‘(especially those that focus on the social aspects of classroom learn-

ing) offer some explanations for students’ differing rates of engage-

ment.

»

For example, McDermott (1976) demonstrated that top and bottom

reading groups may constitute different interactional environments,

directing the attention of the participants to divergent kinds«of prob-

£

lems. In the top group, reading pxjoblems“ served as the basis for most

"ment, turn taking, and interruptions from children outside the group

|

|

of the teacher’s responses to the children; .ifi the bottom group, manage-
| |

|

|

occupied much of the time.

.
~

Au and Mason further note that the work of Mehan (1979) 1nd1—

4

cates that discussion 'in conventional classroom settmgs generally in-

volves ‘a two- or three-part sequence (the teacher asks a question, a

"student answers, and the teacher may evaluate the student’s answer).

This sequence appears to be very simple; however, it may cause many

problems for some children. ~ For example, a child may need to know

how to bid for a turn and wait to be called on rather than interrupt-

ing the tu~rn of ‘another student. Schultz, ‘Erickson, and Florio (in

press) suggested that some ghildren might lack this kind of knowledge,

because partu:lpatlon l':trut::tt.l.\res routinely' used during specific. phases

|

of ‘home activities differ from those used at comparable times in class-

room acti v1t1es .

.

d1ff1cu1t1es expe‘nenced by minority children in dealing w1th convention-

The data presented by Au and Mason suggest that the

al classroom participation structures are likely to be much greater

-

than those of other children.

G

The cultu;:e of the school includes rules

.
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.

,for appropriate beha‘v‘ior‘in face-to-face; encounters, and some partici-.
. \
pants are better able to respond to these rules when they enter a
o ) "< ' ) . fot
school setting .than others. - ¢ : g
* » «

-, However, it should be clear that to participate in instruction -

L

-
&

P . \__ ’ ) .
“ ~ and knowledge. Competent students have both™ sets of skills.

4 AY + L4

‘. : .Part,.I'I:\ Variation in Curricula T -
. and-Quality of Teaching in Public Schools

£

In the first part of this’ paper 1 discussed variation in education-

-

al e}xperiences» students have .before they enter public séhogl.- 1 argued

-~

a

A <

. b . ! . .
that, at least for spme students, there are sharp discontinuities in

' ¢

the demands plaéed upon them as they move fz:om one, edhcatienal set-

ting to another. Public school experlences aré often d1ss1m11ar té ex-

» - -

) per1ences young chlldren haVe prev1ously haq However, the d1spar1—-

" ties- (increased qh11d-adul"c ratio; increased public evaluation; etc.)
between home and school are now fewer than they were in the past,

<

S

because more children‘ are currently errolling in preschool programs.

Even though preschools may .ease _the- trans1f1on from home to school

E)

i some.. respects,. overall, they may be more confus1ng than hel‘pful

at, ieast for sc;me students (i.e., they expos‘e children to a wide range

of behavmral anli academlc expecta**ons. At a minimum, teachers and

P pehcy makers must reahze _that preschoql or- krndergarten attendance

Y ~

does not guarantee that c.ihlldren have learned to behave appropriately.

L

: in a partu:u.lar fmst—grade classroom.

Aea deitic Content

: %Wha‘t are pup1ls to: master dumng their academic years7 Answers

tg this questlon in the U_ngted Stetes vary both within and across spe-

s X ’ A“ b 4 3 3 3 >
# cific states. In some states, ‘the curriculum in certain subjects is

includes ‘both'acad.emic knowiedge and skills as well as seocial skills .,




’ assoc1ated teacher's " manual for instruction), the partlcular textbook

‘only vary in instructional intent (e.g., one sixth-—grade'te.acher places

reasonably explicit. However, it should be clear that there is not J
. ) . : Co. '
only’ variance in general curriculum goals across states, but that the

A}

'*intended curriculum” in many states is stated in varied ways by par-

ticular school districts. Variation in curricula bejween and within

-

states is perhaps not surprising, out recent evidence suggests that

H

in many states the curriculum offered may vary s1gn1f1cant1y within

‘4 a school district, and often even w.ithin a school (e.g., two first-grade

teachers in the same building "place different emphasis upon partic ilar
. ) e

subjects, see Carew and Ltghtfoot, 1979).

Brophy (1982) has argued that teathers in some schodls are al- -

" lowed 'more‘latitude in deciding upon the curriculum than is the case

in many school districts. Hence, what children are* exposed, to depend§

'
¥ 4

upon tHe curriculum decisions that his or her classroom teacher makes.

Also., since many ‘teachers are dependent upon the textbook (and the

chosen by the teacher (or the school or district) exerts a heavy influ- ,

ence ypon what is learned.

-
!
6
Hence, classroomsWary in the 1ntended curmculum they planIto X .
implement, as ‘Brophy. (1982) notes. However, they also vary in hf:w v

much of the actuaal curri¢ulum they present. That is, teachers not‘

-

smphasis upon writing; whereas, another emphasizes'literature analy-.

sis), they also vary in hdw much of the school da)L is actually/piaced

.
0

on instruction.

"« For example, John Goodlad, in‘an earlier’ presentaxion'to the
Commission, reported that f-f'n some schools only 183 hours were spent
in instruction each week (although 25 hours was the reqdired minimum) ;

] » . «

/3% of the resources in ong high school iras devoted to vocational

. - ..ﬂ (sn
: &~
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education. Others have also comménte_d upon-how widely time -allocated ton
' ~ ‘; ? K \\\
for instruction (as well ‘as how well allocated time is used) varies . I

‘ . . \\‘ r o
from’ teacher to teacher “(e.g., Caldwell ‘et al., in ptess). 'Two children

»

who live in adjoining houses and who attend the same nelghborhooa N

scheol may receive.varied curriculum *because of the particular teacher ' N

they are assigned b.

-

Part of the dlfference in curr1cu1um received by the two students . "~

-

referred to above would be due, to dlfferences in teachers' .managerial

&blhty- (more time is spent on 1nstruct1on)' however, part of the dif-
{ S

ference ‘in curr1cu1um is due to behefs and preferences (How enJoyable
is it? How important is «it?) that, teachers hold for particular subjects

(e.g., see Buchmann and Schmidt, in progress). Also, a% Brophy (1982)
\ argues, the curriculum yaries because teachers' subject matter .

”

and skill varies. Teachers' erroneous beliefs about subject matter

and/or the extra knowledge they bring to a particular subject makes

L

‘learning about "science" (values and beliefs about what science means ,

as well as content in_ particular areas) in one classroom different than

hd L}

in another class.

-  Teachers in scme instances 'further reduce the intended curriculum

by the differential way in whlch instruction is presented to different -
groups of students (students beheved to be quick 1earners and students
) be11eved to be slow 1earners are the most notable cases although sex,

race and other individual characteristics are sometimes associated with

"

differential teaching behavior. Such d1fferences in curriculum to stu-

A

dents 1n the same class is most apt to be seen in classes where teach— ,
E ' '

ers group by ability for instruction.

A X 4

* As a casé in point, Confrey and Good (in_progress) observed

'
*

instruction in seventh-grade English‘and’ mathematics classes and




- . ¢

interviewed some: of the students in high and low groups in each class.’
L - ’

They believe that “the interided curriculum is especially likely to be
s ’ |

distorted because.of the.ways that teachers interact with low-group
ot T« . ¥ ’
students and the kinds of tasks they assign these .students. In gener- .

-al, they found that content presentation to low-achieving students often

5
- - «%

. -
results in content fragmentation, mystification, repitition, low quanti-

ties of theory, and limited exposure to powerful or integrating concepts.

“ o

Confrey and Gdod found that students in low groups_in.classes grouped -

by ability end up. spen.ding 'yuéh of their time working or\f‘repetitive

¥ -

drill- activities wh1ch are 1nadequately presented and dlscussed and

1nadequat°elyt t1ed to relevant integrating concepts, sd that the mtended

- .

benefn' from them is unlikely to be received even. if the activities are”

» L . .

Ry -

‘done -correctly. . ’ . R
Lanier -et al. (1981) found that much more time working on repe-

‘.

titive drill was more char‘acterls’uc of 1nstruct1on in general mathematlcs ' .

than in algebra classes. Hence, v.hether students are grouped for s
‘{ L

instruction within or between classes there often is less focus on theory’

and meaning «{but more drill and practice) for students bélieved to

-
be lower achievers. = . : P ) . )
1 \ ‘

———— e

In add1t1on, teacher failure to explaln the purpose of activities

adequately often produces diécrepancies between the meanings of those
* -~ N '3 €

act1v1t1es as seen by the teac.her and the students. é}or‘ example,

¥

Confrey and Good observed one teacher to assign twelve long—d1v151on .

problem's to her low. group. Instead of, having them do the problems N

[

as written, however, she had ‘them round of f the prob.lms. ,Thie © S

was mtended as an exercise to strengfhen their estimation skills and ,

-

1ncrease their eff1c1ency at long division. Once they completed the

rounded off versions of the problems, th 2y then were ¢xpected to- _"
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co&\plete the original problems and compare the strategie's and answers.

-
L4

However, these intentions were never communicated to, the students,

LY

"and interviews with stuQents indicated that they interpreted the pur-
pose of the round1ng -of f a551gnment as prov1d1ng .them w1th easier

*J

problems to work on. Furthermore, observations f1nd1cated that most o°
: . . % g ,
the ‘students did the first set of. problems on*one side of the page and

the second set on the back, so that tney never co’m'pared their strate-

L) . - Yo M

4 gies-and answers to the two forms of the problem and thus never got'

) the intended benefit from™ the exercise: ) o

- - -

In another example; the teachers  used tests emphasizing primarily
N L] N & - T - - \\
speed rather than power to group students for mathematics, conveying

P

. the impression that mathematics inyqlved solving problems not only

r L]

accurately' but quickly. What is more, students in the low groups were

“ - . i

' *+ observed tqQ- spend much of the1r seatWork time. attend1ng to what was
being said in the high group, so that only a portion. of then: seatwork

t1‘§ne was spent domg their, asslgnment. Often they d1d.‘not even finish
their assignment because they spengt most of theu' seatwork time hsten-
" : ing in on the interaction between the teach3r and the high group. The

- teacher was mostly unaware of this but was aware that the low group
)

4

)
students seem1ng1y were having d1ff1cu1ty cdﬁaletlng their assignments

within the available time, thus reinforcing “her low opinion of. these

-
L3 i

students' ‘mathemaﬁcal abilities.

,

Puli-Qut Instruction;  ° T ' . s,;;

Ironically,. some studentsgmay receive less and/or different

v 1

* instruction because of the attempt to provide students with more as-

sistance. Hill a'nd.Kimbrough (1981) studied pull-out instruction in

schools that operated four, or more categoru:al (special need) programs.

-

. State and distriet, adm1n1strators had 1den.t1f1ed these schools as ones

-
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; éxperiencing ‘difficulties in administering multiple categorical programs
ST ’ ‘ N v

(hence, the'sample may not représent all school districts). Case study

- . ~

data were collected in 24 elementary schools in eight school districts

» . .
- = .
. * » ¢ ¢ * ‘
3 . - 7

across the nation."- . . )

>

These investigators found that pull-out programs posed' problems . ;

Ead

for students wflo received special asdistance as well as-for regular
teachers. In S.Ome schools, children were out of classes for categor1ca1
programs so frequently that teachers had the1r total classes only 1%

hours daily and therefore weré unable to 1mp1emen’t the *ate mandated

curriculum., Fragmented instruction was espec1a11y LA problem for His-

f

panie stu_dents because they quahfled for so many special programs. .

’ (six .or seven daily!)A Indeed, even’ thodgh many Hispanic students

N ’ - 3,

had ‘attended school for five years, they had received no formal instruc-
.n‘ ~ v N N .5
tion ‘in sciencer or ‘social studies. Special programs were replacing,

‘not supplementing, the core curriculum for many* students.” Because "

~
\,

of scheduling problems (created by n{ulti,ple' pull-outs ), many distr'ich\

allowed special categorical programs °to replace core progranms. Many i R
gw-—achlevmg, drS"advantaged students thus ‘received only special in-’

. s

> ' struction, though they were entitled to regular instruction in math '

Y .
.and reading as well as supplementary instruction in those subjects.

When students did receive both regular and supplemental,instruc-

tion, they were still not well-served. Kimbrough and Hill found that
» * > . “
in seyeral cases incompatible teaching methods and materials were used ' ..

in special and regular classrooms. Hence, many children became con-

fused by convf:licting approaches taken by special and regular teachers..
\ : '
" Conceptual -learning would be .especially difficult fer students who're-

,
’ v

ceive conflicting information (i.e., it is hard énough to learn the con-

ce15t of fractions without being taught conflicting. conceptualizations »
! <

at the same time). o , . ,)
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» . ) ', . : ‘ \'\\ = ¢ <
. Finally, it should be noted that Kimbrough and Hill's ‘data clear-’

" ~

ly indic‘g‘ge_that, in addition to the ins'tr,ugti?na'l ambiguities that, may
S\ . - - § . .
_be inherent in pull-out programs, disadvantaged, students are segre%at—
R 3 - »> o .
, ed “from more advantaged pupils for much of the school day.
} . § - - * s ’ 'v

]

‘ . Ligon and Doss {1982) reached similar conclusiods in their exami-

nation of Title I programs in graxdes 1-S in the Austin, Tekas indepen-

'/dent' schc:?l district. They found that Title [ instructional services

-

B

were not supplementary to regulat services but instead supplanted the

" . . * st
v regular program. Students who attended more than one compensatory

program actually received less regular instructienal time than students .

-y

who were enrolled in only one program.

£ .
», N

. The disruptive effects of pﬁll—out instruction are demonstrated
.in one class in an ethnographic study by Florio (1978). She writes:
- ’ "Ms. Wright's classroom presents evidence of-the gradual

est@lishment of contextual éxpectations among children even dur-
ing events like worktime in which the constituent contexts are -

. . not discussed by participants.” As has been suggested above, .
e . the expectations are most ‘visible when they are violated. Recall,

‘o for example, th®t Ms. Wright's class exists within a Title I school
where there are many opportunities for tutorial help and enrich-

T ment outside of regular class activities. Children come ‘and go

from the room with great frequency and in large numbers for

.. bilingual class, remedial reading.and math, speech and:physical

% therapy. At first glance such coriings and goings would not
appear to disrupt an event which is as "open' as worktime.
However, we now. know enough about. the subtle, complex organiza- *-
tion of worktime to recognize that it can, indeed, be interruptesd.

* The teacher's resistance to interruption and what ‘happens when
interruption occurs serve to illustrate the contextual~ expectations,
that teacher and children come to share in the couxse of a year
of worktimes. The following examples illustrate:

. .. “Worktime was interrupted this morning by a trip to a
: - bake sale held by some older childrén in another part of
NN . the school. Ms. Wright mentioned the bake sale during the
. ..+ first circle. Howevef, at 9:40, while the children Wwere
- engaged in worktime activities, Ms. Wright attempted to
" call everyone together to get their money and leave for
Sl the bake sale. She said, 'Alright, would everyone go and .
sit on the rug for a sec?' At this point some children™
did go to the rug: but many did not. They began to clean
! up inste?:d, even though theif activities had barely gotten

-

. £ : c, -
Q v - ‘s /
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.started. Ms. Wright had to remind, them that they would be
réturning to worktime after they had finished visiting the
béake sale (Field Notes, 110/21/75). - t
On another day, an anticipated interruptidn of worktime
made it difficult for the children to become focused on their work-
time tasks. Although the teacher does not talk about worktime
. : having a focused t1me, she lamented its absence explicitly on &

., this day O .

. . _Today, the teacher and children’ knew in advance , > -
that their worktimes--would be interrupted by a trip to the T
auditorium where class photographs would be taken. They( %
were informed by the principal that he would tall over’

. -the public address system when the photographer was ready

for' them. The children had come to._school dressed for
the oceasion. They were reminded .by Ms. Wright that,
since théy were dressed in good clothes, they should be
« careful during worktime. As a result, worktime was physi~_ R
" cally subdued. It appeared that the 'impending interruption

Toe of worktime was making it difficult for Ms. Wright and

: ' the children to focus on activities and to get involved in . :

- - them. The level of. ambient noise-was high, and there was

: a lot of wandering. Finally, in an exasperated tone of

\ voice, Ms. Wright said, 'l wish 1 knew what Ptime they re’

R gonna do thlS so I could pla somethmg" (Eield Notes,

: 3/5/76). .

o
.

' Fmally, even when the special activity whu:h will .interrupt
o worktime occurs right in' the classroom, it is potent1a11y trouble-—
some. The following 1nc1dent is an example .
. o o ¢ . "o ‘e
’ A math tutor whom Ms. Wright had never met came
in during work‘nme tocay to’ announce that several students
would be receiving extrd help in the room during two morn- ...
ings each week. Ms. Wright, who has frequently voiced ' R
objection to the removal of so many of her students to work '
with spec1ahsts at the expense of their opportunity to engage
in "activities with-their own teacher and classmates, was
o likewise resistant to the idea of in-class help. Although
the math tutor said, 'I've worked ¥n open classrooms be-
fore, it will be no problem!' Ms. Wright dlsagreed~_ She
“cited the followmg obJectwns

v 4

A\ ]

(1) it would be 'too nmsy and dlst*'actmg for the
special students as well.as for the rest of the
' ) class; .
< ‘ (2) it would be 'breakmg up [her] time' with the . . .« |
' . .class: . . - t
e * (3) she said, in concludmg, 'l know Clarice |the
) ‘ . schoql psychologist] wants people in:the room, but = - -

The tutor.recalled the inttial objections of other teachers,
buttinsisted that 'open cla- .ooms' posed no such probiems.

y
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Ms. Wright reiterated ,that there were times of the day which
.. 'shouldn't be interrupfed." <They ieurned having decided
that the children would be tutored out the room and . '
at a more opportune time. Ms. Wright, however;  toldme
that she was determined to take the-matter 'to the office’
(Field Notes, 11/18/75). - Pe

\ ] - »
- Givel what we now know about the organization of, work- .-
time, we can understand Ms. Wright's obijections. They are not

- instances of arbitrary resistance to the tutor's help. We see
) that Ms.. Wright is attempting to protect the integrity of an impor-
tant interactional event.in her room, “an-event which she and
the children. are managing as a ‘seriés of contexts about. which e
there are shared expectations. .To preserve worktime as it -has
come to be known by the students, she must insure that the con-
texts through which children pass in its course continue to exist.
Personnel and social relations-as, well as activity in physical
space play important roles in the nature of those contexts" (p.

145-148). , - .

<

.

Ironically, then, it seems "that children who appear to be in

[y
-

. most need of additional instruction time often receive less rather than

. [

more instructional help. However, other possible problems are also
5 .

created for those students and their teachers by pull-out instruction.

.

Children who pérhaps' have the fewest time-management skills must know

when to leave.class, when to return, -and must negotiate with their
teachers about work' they have missed (while out of the toom). Also,

r - :
these stwdents hawe to return to their regular rooms and .no matter -

how carefully they enter the classroom, it is likely that their re-entry

<

)

often disrupts regular classroom activities. Considering .teachers' gen-

erally*ﬁegat'iye reactions toward interruptions and pull-out programs

(as noted:by Florio), it is.likely that they may react negatively when *

1

students try to find out what work they need to make up. Even though

teachers' reactions may be due more to.the program and. the interrup-

. tion than -to students, pupils may view themselves as causing the teach-

[} v

ers' irritation.

¢

Although no studies have directly examined this question, it seems
. : : |

likely that students in pull-out instructional programs will feel spme
y ' i
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tension when they enter and leave the classroom. Mary Rohrkemper

A

(personal communication) reports that in conversations with her, stu-

- dents- have commented about the unple’asantness of returning to the -

'regillar classroom ("Everybody knew where I had been'."). .

P

Florio's ana1ys1s would also suggest that perhaps the btggest

“\

" loss for ‘the pull—out student is less access to the soc1a1 1anguage and

the social 1den-t1ty of ‘his/her classroom 'group. That 1\5‘, the student s
frequent absence from the room will guarantee an 1nab111ty to partici-
pate in decisions about how the classroom rules 'and norms evolve as

M -

well as the chance .to learn more refined knbwledge about the implicit

¢

norms of behavior that the téacher (and fellow students) associate with

> . . - . - L
. certain .classrooim contexts. Hence, the pull-out arrangement works

3] virtuall'y*a'ssure that the student will be deprived of valuable‘social‘ ’

knowledge about the classroo'n and lack of such knowledge makes 11

likely ‘that the student will violate teacher and/or peer expectatlons.

LY
7

] Gifted Students May Also Suffer

[

The illustration’ of pull—-out of 1ow—ach1ev1ng students is but a

-~

single 1nstance of the genera1 argument that greater d1versxty and,

more bureaucracy causes management problems and inevitable fr1ct1on

-

between the regular program (classroom) and the 5pec1a1 program (e.g.,
. a g1fted program) Even relatively powerful students’ al.apt to be

4

victims of such tensions, at least on occasion. . .

- -

Movement in and out of the room is often reacted to negatively
by teachers, independent of the etatus of the student involved. For
example, in tnfo’rmal contact with several gifted pull-out programs, '
(gifted students are removed from the regular classroom for a few hours

' each week), 1 found that g1fted 1nstructors rout1ne1y experience great

- 'difficulty in coord1nat1ng the few hours thag they teach each week

s | '

*s
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with the regular classroom teacher. The irritation of the pull-out .
.1h ’° h - s B .

itself and the reteaching and/or reassigning of materials associated
with it are so great that students who are generally positively pe"r—.
Famd .y ¥ ) : r

ceived by teachers have difficulty obtaining assignments and 'in making

up work'assoc'iated with tasks that they missed. It'is thus not uncom-

*mon that gifted students have to _pay & pr1ce incterms of more negative

» . > - s

interpersonal relations with. classroom teachers when they participate

in pull-out iﬁstructi’onal programs. Even talented, resourceful, and

.t ’

confident elementary school, children have found it uncomfortable (and

may avoid doing so) to confront regular classroom' teachers about unfair
. » - .
practices. (e.g., testmg over material presented when they were in .

* -
&
-

.the ‘pull—out glfted class~) L i "

Teachers may be somewhat more likely to express their negatfve
i - v ”

attitudes toward pull-ou; programs generally when. lnteractlng with ’ . .
& - P ~ - .
"low" .than "high" pu_pils because these students are involved in more

14

programs and becausev they»have less power. Also, because they have

3

less developed soc1al skllls (and of course absence from regular classes
v 1

denies them the chance to develop such skills!), it seems more likely Q,,’
that\thes,'e stgdents'will eﬁperience\ir terpersonal difficulties.

Mainstreaming - v S S

.

Mainstreaming is another law designed to imprdve the educational

1

" lives of 'stud’e”nts'(just’as the, intent of pull-:out instru‘ction was to

provide students with additional mstructtonal ass1stance) . In particu-
v b

lar, the intent of publlc law PL 94~ LAZ was to place students who had ) .

¢ ~

been removed from regular classrooms and regular 1nstructlonal programs

-

beca’gse of alleged handicapping conditions (physu:al or mental) back

A}
-

into the classroom. The intention was to place “handicapped" students : .

- - 51- " t




in the least restricted environment and to allow them to receive normal
il’tucﬁono with regular students whenever possible.

' The effects of .mainstreaming appear to be problematic (in some
classes with certain teachers, it works:wel}; in other classes it has

negative effects on .all students). ‘However, perhaps a more telling |

H
i

argument is that mainstreaming legislation may have increased the '

frequency with which students believed to be less capable receive in-

struction segregated frodx students beheved to” be more capable.

Sarason (1982) put 1t this way "What the law intended and
. > M [ ) - . ‘
my experience bears out, 1s that the number 6f segregated individuals

should be reduced somewhat.. 1f anything, however, there has been

an increase in the number of special orograms housed outs1de of the

4

regular classroom' (p 253). - .

Sarason's experience has led him to co’nclu‘de that students are -

»

-

often denied instruction to which they are entitled and access to 1n-— .

struction with students believed to be more capable. However, 1f dis-

advantaged students do gain access to regular instructional programs

’1t 1s not ent1re1y clear i1at they will benefit educatmnally For exam-

T

p1e, there is a lorig history of tracking and ab111ty-group1ng instruc-

tion that suggests that many students in the 'same school are exposed

-y

to dramatically diffgrent insfructional expectatic;ns and experiences.

The Effects cof Ability Groupmg and Tracking - ) :
& i
Yet another regson that 'regular" students receive less or differ-

ent 1nstructlon in some classes is’ because of tracking and ability
'grouping. Students are .often segr;egated‘for.'instru'ction in American
schools. The im;;act of heterogeneous or homogeneous grou{)i‘ng (on
the bas1s of measured aptltude ‘or students' pre;xious .achievefnent his—

.

tory) has been a frequently e~<am1ned but 1nconc1us1ve research area.
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The difficulties of -reviewing and synthesiz/ing this‘research have been
.o . ! h .
commented upon elsewhgre (e.g., Good and Marshall, in press; Esposito,

1973; Rosenbaum, 1976; Persell, 1977). /{)espite the complexities of

Y

. —_ - 1
* the research issues embedded in this pérticular question, recent inves-

]

tigators and reviewers hay/{gun to,’/reach the conclusion that the
,/ / .
effects of ability grouping (teaching only students of similar ability

in an instructional setting) do not have much, 'if any,' positil&e effect

upon students who possess relatwely high and medmm 1eve1s of ability

«

but often have quite harmful effects upcn the ach_1evement of low, stu-

dents when they are placed .into hgmogeneous, low-ability grouped clas-

-

.. ses for instruction. ' , LS

. : Good and Marshall (1n press) have noted that the ill effacts of

-

. teaching . 1ow—ab111ty students Jn the same group are clearly demonstrat-
ed if one examines only the literature that has included observational
- measures. The research that has ex'arnined what takes place in tracked

classes and during gronp instruction when students are grouped on

the basis of ability, cons1stent1y illustrates that students who are
placed into low groups get less exciting instruction, less emphasis
upon meaning and conceptualization, and more rote drill and practice
activities. It is beyond theiscope of this paper to revi'ew. this litera-
ture; however, it is instrtuctive to examine one research study that

illustrates why the segregation of students from regular instructional

[}

[ : . 1y -
. L3

activizt®s seldom works. . -

Y
" - .

- ne of the mdst interesting studies of instruction .in high and

¢ L3

’

low first-‘grade reading groups in one classroom was_conducted by Eder
- (1981). This study.is chosen for attention because.it looks at both'
- . student and teacher variables as explan‘ations for what. takes place

~ during reading instruction and, in general, provides a comprehensive
s » * - ¢ [P} .
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examination of instructional process. She foun'd“ that students who were

likely 'te have difficulty in 1earning to read geherally ware assigned to’ ‘f

P -
o & *

groups whose social context was not very conducwe to 1earn1ng In

- »

* ’ N

part, this was because asslgnments to first-grade, readmg groups were

4

based upon kindergarten teachers recommendations, and. a major criter- - )

ion of placement was the maturltx of the students as well as their
\ .
pe~rce1ved ab1).1ty. Other research has sugoested that initial placement -

———

of students into, groups by teachers is dependent upon-their learning

5
&

- style\end level of maturity as. well as their ab111ty : ’
Mé\ﬁ\the students in the study were re1at1ve1y\i'hqmogeneous

4 .

in terms of tneir academic ‘ability and socioeconomic background (stu- -

AN

dents were from\mjd-dle-class homes). Importantly, norie of the\students .
could read prior to entering first grade. " Their progress in reading
could therefore plausibly be Telated to the reading instruction they

AL

- “ ‘
received in first grade. No doubt there were differences in reading

t
potential among students, but these students were all basically non- ,
. . . -~

readers at the beginning of the year. - Despite the relative héfogeneous

‘ .
nature of this student population, the first-grade teacher still grouped  ~

- pupils for reading instruction.
She studied reading group behavior throughout the year using * m

qualitative and ~uantitative Sbservational codes and made videgtapes -of S

many reading group sessions.  Videotapes enabled Eder to examine - '

" processes repeatedly and to more easily study instruction from a var- -

iety of perspectives (e.g., teacher as reinforcer, the social structure - =~

- )

H I

of group, etc.). N Co . )
. ‘ '!

L)
Behavioral Differences ) - :.”/\

Eder found that the teacher discouraged interruptions of .a stu-

dent's oral reading turn within the high group but not in the low
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'g‘rou‘pr It iz her belief that'the teacher may have been concerned

B .
e - . -

o with mamtlatnifng the interest of the low'gr_oup during other students’

= 'S

L2}

_ reading turns (in general, ‘théir reading turns tended ‘to be longer -8 -

and fifled; with r'nore. pa:usés)'. the teacher may also have thoughttthat
h lows had leséimt\rmsre mterest in the materLa.l therefore, she was '
- - more‘ w1111ng ta encounage most forms_ of part1c1patlon or ‘responses from '
low students but .demanded nxore ap.propriate behavior and ;esponses ' . o
' o .

- A}

. .bfrom htghs.

.

L in terms of the skllls and att1tudes of students in the low reading R
' groups, Eder (1981) state., that the most 1mmature, inattentive students

. ‘were a5,51g«ned to,low groups.» It was almost cet’tam that the teacher ' )

T wpuld have 'moretmanagemal problems, (e.g.,.distractions) with this o

. . .
group tHan others, especially 'early in the year. Indeed, because d
the teacher Wwas often distracted from a student 'reader in the low group , ;

who was resppnding (because of the need to manage other students
.- in-the group)~ students often provided the correct word for the reader.

" .Réaders were not, allowed t1me to ascertam words on their own; even
though less "than'a third of the students interviewed reported that they )

-

3 ,"Iikecl td be helped because they thouéht this interfered with their sown

L 3

learning. Eder's work indicates that low students had less .time than '

: highs to correct their mistakes before other students and/or the teacher
) , t )
mtervened. ) ",

N '
..

Eder also found that ‘students in the low group spend Z.O of their

y B

-

hstenmg t1me not attending to the lesson (versus 22% in the high . J ,

a

group). Low students frequently read out of turn, adding to the gener-

¢ .

b

*

. al confusion. Eder reports ‘twice as many teacher ''managerial-acts”

in the low éroup as 'in the "high group (157 versus 61), and fou'gd B

oo " NP ~ <
T that turn interruption increased over the course of the year. Due
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group. It is her belief that the teacher may have been concexgned

-

with ma1nta1n1ng the mterest of the low group during other students

readmg turns (in géneral, their read1ng turns tended to be’ longer

. “.and filldd with more pauses); the teacher may also have thought that

A .
lows had less intrinsic interest in the material; therefore, she was
. 4 o !
more willing to encourage most forms of participation or responses from

low students but demanded more appropriate behavior and responses

x4 . s

’ ‘f ~ ’ 1
In terms of the skills and att1tudes of students in the low reading

{
t

groups, Eder (1981) states that the most immature, inattentive students

&

from highs.

were a551gned to ldw'groups. It was almost certain that theé teacher

would have more managerial problems (e.g., distractions) with this

pu

v

"group than others, especially early in the year. Indeed, because

‘ \

the teacher was often distracted from a student reader in the low group

‘who was responding (because of the need to manage other students

in the group), students often provided the corre'qt word for the reader.

Readers were not allowed time to a.scertaln words on the1r own; even

>

though less than a third of the students interviewed reported that they

liked to be helped because ‘they thought this inte:z rerc{.d wirk their own

. learning. Eder's work indicaces that low students had less time than

1 ' ]
highs to correct their mistakes vtefore other students and/or the teacher

1ntervened

' Eder also found that students in the low group spend AO/a of their

listening time not attending to the lesson (versus 22m in the high

al confus’ 1. Eder reports twice as many teacher "managerial acts”
in the low group as in the high group (157 versus 61), and found

that turn interruption increased over the course of the year. Due

Db
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‘ s \
to management problems, frequent interruptions, and less serious teach-

ing, low students may inadvertently have been encouraged to respond

to social dnd procedural aspects of the reading group rather than aca-

2
g

.

demic tasks. ~
4 /’ ) .
Conceptualizing and describing what students learn in going to

E

school is a very difficult task. Howeve;rf it seems plausible to argue

@
*

. that one of the effects of being in high and low reading groups in

the classroom study by Eder is that students were ledrning different
norms for attention. In essence, students in the low reading group
- . 1 H

were being encouraged to be inattentive; whereas, students, in the high

group were learning to attend to instruction during grou‘p settings.
The_extent to which these norms were being transferred to other 'subjects
ar;d to other classrooms is unknown; however, it appears that the inter-,
ruption strategy that the s{udents. are learn‘ing will provide them with
some sharp discontinuities and d1ff1cu1t1es in at least some instructional

§ett1ngs. ;Although Eder “@nd Felmlee (in press) convmcmgly argue

3

that the norm of attention is being learned, 1 suSpect that other norms
. ¥

are being learned as well ("It's okay to think" versus learning-to

depend on others in difficult or ambiguous situations). ‘Such differen-

’

ces 1 believe u1t1mate1y contrlbute to sr..dents ~developing. elther a pas-

-

sive or proactwe ‘orientation toward learnmg

N 3

*There is ample and compelling anecdotal evidence to suggest that

)

cnce students are removed from the low reading group that they can
respond in better and more appropriate ways. Eder .and Felmlee (in
press) found that when a student (in the study described above) was

moved from a lower. to a higher group that his attention during reading

- [

gre .p iastruction imprioved over time. Similarly, Weinstein (1982) found

that when a student in a low group wds moved up (and in this case




&

e

v >

N

the teacher was reluctant to make the change), student performance

<

expectations and achievement improved notably. Hence, there is case
study data to shcw that when a student is moved into a higher group,

achievement increases. Presumably, as Eder argues, the ecology of a

£

low' group works ‘to sustain an env1ronment 'in which it is more d1ff1cu1t
[ 3

e
- ~

J . 1

to learn. . . . v X - ) .

Hrgh Achievers and Ab111ty Grouping

-
a

Assignment to ab111ty ‘grouping 1mpacts the ch11dren 's education

- .

lives from all soc1oec_onom1c levels as well as all racial and ethnic

. N .
L4 -

groups. It is important to note :that the influence works in a relative’

-

and not in a totally absolute fashion. That is, in the richest school

“

districts it is not uncommon that the children of 'bright, talented, and

successful professionals are placed in the bottem reading group, not
because they are not capable‘of readi,né (in #ome schools virtually all
students come " to, school readmg but are still grouped). " Hence, stu--

dents placed into the 1ow group are taught w1th a group of students.

- that are re1at1ve1y less ta1ented (.even though students who are placed

in the 1ow group in- one school district would be cons1dered model stu-

K N—

dents in another) suffer status differences in the class and perhaps

pick up subtle cues from parents and teachers 'that they have a prob:
lem ("Are you perhaps not try1ng hard- enough"") It. seems that such
chiidren are pr1me cand1da.teq to become "under achievers' because 1t

may be easier to be passive and to fe1gn indifference rather than to

"

try and to risk failure. One wonders' how much potent1a1 and creativ-

-

ity is wasted by the unnecessary and premature asstgnment to ab111ty

-

groups in | first ‘grade classes. v

Also, it should be noted that because of group placement these

students suffer from the fact that they cannot work with students who

54 e
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have somewhat better social .and académic.skills. (e.g., skills for ob-
'rk? ) ' ‘. . ) ¢

taining information from adults) If allowed to work with these stu-

—

dents who are effective r;ole models;, it would be probable that talented

r .

vouth who are placed w(to low groups would develop much more useful
social 1nformat10n}’than they do presently (e.g., learn hoéw to ask «a

quest1on in a way that the teacher answers and does not perceive the

. . - - . * . 2
questlon as needless or.aggressive; to learn when not to ask questions;
- - N . - T .

learn how to get information from other sources, as well as how to

03
A}

“self-motivate" and "self-evaluate"). )
Teacher  Expectations ) ‘ L
: Even when students rezeive instruction in.the same group, it does

not assure that students will receive the same or appr0pr1ate tréatment

v

in all c1asses In the last fifteen years there have been many studies

that have exam1ned the re1at1c>nsh1p between teachers beliefs about .

——— S N

‘individual students' achieVement level and classroom +interactions that

’

teiachers snare with students believed to be high and low achievers.

[N - 4 *

- For etample, some time ago Brophy .and Good (1970) expressed a model

for. study1ng»the re1at1onsh1p__between teachers achievement behefs for

Individual students.and classroom behavior. The model appears. as fol-

lows: R ’ _ . ' .

1. The teacher, expects specific behavidr .and "’ achievement from
. . o) > ' - A

-

.particular students. - - R o

. ‘ ' o . .
2. ,‘Because of these varied expectations, the teacher behaves

* L

differently toward diffement students.

3. This, treatment communicates, to the students what behavtor
and ach1evernent the teacher expects ‘from them and affeets the1r self-

cohcepts, achievement -motivation, and 1evels of aspiration.

i

El
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<

4. 1f this treatment is consistent over time, and-if the students

- A » »

do not resist or change it ']'.I:l some way, it will shape their achievement

. Lo : w o .
and behavior. High-expectation students will be led to achieve at

. ’ .

o < ]
| high levels, whereas the achievement of low-expectation students will

decline. L ’ N 1 .

5. With :time, students' achievement and behavio; will conform

more and more closely to the behayvior originally expected of t}iem..r
! . i

In 'subgequent work (e.g., Brophy and Good, 1974; ’Good, 1981;

.- Brophy, 1982, Cooper and Good, in press), .it has become clear that

14
PR ) N -

overreact to differences that students bring

4 KY

the éxient to which teachers

to the classroom (such that students' behavior and achievement is un- .7

1'.} duly - constrained) appears to be an {ndividual difference variable (it

i

has been estimated on the basis of- n{any_ studies-that perhaps one-third
of teachers interact with students believed to be low achieving S »

in ways that will sustain low ‘achievement). Although the way in

" “which this takes place varies ‘widely, some of the ways in which teach- = .
’ € ox ' . ” .
ers have been fonnd to exoress low expectations can be expressed in

-

<

Y " the following ways:

P P

R 1. Seating slow students farther from the teacher or in a group

4

{making it harder ‘to monitor low-achieving students or treat them .as
P -+~

# N
-
s

. *
| » tndividuals).
. .
I4

. 2. Paying less attention to lows in academc situations.(sr‘niling

*

.-less often and maintaining less eye ‘contact).

3. Calling on lows less often to answer classroom questions or

‘l v A

make public demonstrations. .

l;. Waiting less time for lews to answer quesfions.

5. Not staying with lows in failure situations (providing clues,

asking fdllow-up questicns). ‘ ' ) .




6. C}riticiginé lows more frequently thgn highs for incorrect pub- .

lic responses. . .

-

.7. Praising .lows less frequenély than highs after successf_ul.

. public responses. _ L

Ry ~

. " 8. Praising lows more, frequeently than highs for marginal or

. 1
<
-

madequate public responses. . . -

=

9. Prov1dmg low—achlevmg students w1th less accurate and less

-

detalled feedback than highs.

. -10.- Failing to provide lows with feedback a'bout their resporises

I3

. more frequently than highs. ’ ' 3

»

A 3
L]

11. Demanding less work and effort from lows than from highs. - 5

12, Interrupting the performance of low achievers more frequently

S than that of high ‘achievers. S - , &

-
. . LS

Unfortunately, the effects of d1fferent1a1 teacher\behavmr on student
behavioz, attitudes, perceptions and achievement have not been studied

systematically. However, there is growing evidence that students are

o~ +
¥ .

: aware of differential teacher behavior and -that certain practices have .

Y
-

negative effects on students' beliefs and achievement (e.g., Wemstem, ST

_ 1982). ' , :

.

What students learn over time (e.g., what they conclude from

»

. ) < .
specific patterns of behavior they receive) about the meaning of school
work and their role as a student is uncertain, and we have no re-

4 " LI s ¢ N y R
search evidence about when and how students reach basic conclusions

about their commitment to scholarship generally or to particufar sub~-

]

‘Jects, or about how students derive conclusions about particular work

L I3

habits (how to prepare for an exam, is it better to ask teachers for

information or to feign knowledge).. Howvever, there is growing

evidence to suggest that sodme studeats leara to assuume a relatively

<

* .passively orientation to classroom life.

. 6.
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- : Passivity Model \ .

‘ It is my beli'ef that the ambiguities of interactions with different ) \

. teachers is sufficiently varied so as to pose trarslatmn probléms (What
¢ .

»

am 1 expected - to do?) for some students. In particular, 1 believe

S

\
that some students who are believed to be low achievers' receive varied }
. - . ’ |
teacher behavicr that,-in time, reduces student initiagtive both behav- ‘
iorally te.g., raise hand approach teacher) and cogmtwely (e.g., '

attempt to think . ‘about the meaning of an assignment or a particular .

-

subject). As I have argued’ elsewheré (Good, 19817%. )

> R . » ¢
.

Variability of Teacher Behavior Toward: Lows

Tedchers also show, differencés in the way they 'express-.‘expecta- T

tion -effects. Semetimes these style differences are very dramatic.

. * .“, -

Some teacher criticize low achievers more frequently than highs per .

~
AR 4

incorrect response, and praise lows less. per correct answer than is.

the case for highs. In contrast, other teachers will praise marginal
. . ¢ .

or incorrect responses given by low achievers. These findings appear
-‘ 1

AR

to reflect two different types of teachers. Teachers who criticize lows ,

t

for incofrect responses._seem to t be basu:ally intolerant of these- pupils.

.

- ——

Teachers who reward marginal (or even wrong) answers appear to be "~ — .

-

" excessively sympathetic and upnecessarily protective of lows. Both

types of teacher behavior illustrate to students that effort and class-

a

rogh performance are not related (Good and Brdphy, 1977).

Over time,’ such differences in the way teachers treat low achiev—=  «
4 . .
. ! B v
ers (for example, in the third grade a student is praised or finds

ieacher acceptance for virtually any verbalization but in the fourth ‘ p

grade -the student is seldom praised and is criticized more) may reduce N

low students’ efforts and contrlbute to a passive learning style. Other
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3

teacher behaviors may also contribute to ‘this problem. The low students
: - . ¢ . )
whq are called on very frequently one year (the teacher believes that

they need to be active it they are to learn), but who find that they |

*

are called on infrequently the following jyedar (the teacher doesn’t want
to, embarrass them) may find it confusing to adjlst to different role
N r
- .definitions. lronically, those students who have the least adaptive

!

capacity may be asked to make the most adjustment as they move from

A
classroom to classroom. The greater variation in how. different ‘teachers
interact with lows (in contrast to the mote similar patterns of behavior

%

that high students receive from different teachers) mzay be because

~

teachers agree less ‘about how tg respond to students who do not learn
) -

readily. .

s

It may also be the.case that even within a given year low achiev-

-

ers are asked to aéjust to more varied expectations. This may be

- !

true in} part because low achievers have different téachers (in addition

»
x ’ o

)
to the regular teacher they may have a remedial math, reading, or

[

.

speech teacher). The chance for different expectation: 1is thus en-

.

, hanced. Certain teachers may also be more likely to vary their in-
L _ structional styles toward lows within agiven year. For example, they

may give up on an instructional technique prematurely (when the pho-

netics approach initially fails the teacher tries another instructional

method) : - o . .

What are the implications if teachers provide fewer changes for

N

lows to partii‘cipate in public discussion, wait less time for them to

‘respond when they are called on. (even though these students may need

k]

more time to think and to form an answer‘), criticize them more per .

& o

' incorrect answer, and praise them less per correct answer than they

do for high studenfs? It seems that a good strategy for students who

~
t

ERIC | S ¥

]

v

\

~

<




that students are strongly motivated to do so (Doyle, 1980)--it seems

- the classroom. For example, if problem solving in mathematics is

KC ment.

- . 60 .

face such conditions would be net to volunteer og‘nof to respond when

called on. Students would appear to be discouraged from taking risks

- » . v

and chances under such an instructional system. To'the extent that -

. v

. that students would lanecome moére passive in order to reduce the risks

|
students are motivated to reduce risks and ambiguity--and many argue ’
of noncontingent teacher feedback and assignments.

What we need to begin to consider now are the circumstances

under which major differences in teacher behavior are adaptive and

for which types of students. For some styles of learners, variations

&«

P

in teachers' instructional behavior and expectations will surely haize{l

positive effects in many instances.

v

Having acknowledged that variability is beneficial for growth
under certain conditions, 1 want to come back to the problem that some

students may experience too much or uninterruptable discontinuities in N

taught one year as '"take your time and. come with one or two best
approaches for stating the problem” and the next year it is taught as

"come up with as many hypotheses as you can and then’ begin to re-.
’ N~
spond to the problem'"--what are the.effects on student beliefs ,about

mathematics (e.g., does he or she c“ggclude th&t mathematics is an

arbitrary set of rules . . . a system that he or she can't figure out

©
#

-

or doesn't want to?).

A1

(S . “ 5 .
" The argument here is not necessarily to, _reduce approaches: taken

- . .

to presenting subjéct matter or reward structures associated w1th work,
but to argue that discontinuities ‘when needed and app‘ropnate (as

many are) and how such expectatlons and work standards can be commu-
nicated in ways in wflich they are more likely to facilitate dchieve-

For example, it is my belief that when mathematics teachers
. —— S

- 6&'
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o -

know their programs differ ‘in style and emphasis, student learning

i

initiative could gr“ea‘tly, be facilitated by brief recognition of and expla-;-

*

. nations for.stch differences at the beginning of ~t4heAyear. "Last yeai‘

we approached problem solving this way for séyeral good reasons . . .

this year we are going to look at it in a different way 3 . "

~ -~ -

However, discontinuities may occur r‘\ot;o’nl'y because of differen-~'

3

v

tial expectations that different teachers hold for:groups of students or

~
L]

for particular students (e.g., low achievers), but may also result from

’ 'A

incomplete or inconsistent teacher plans. Doyle (1979) has commented

upon bne of these forms of” ambiguity. Specifically, he advocates the

)

examination of classroom tasks and activity structures because he be-

c g
lieves ‘that the two differ within, some and pos.,sib'[‘f many,\‘c\la.ssrooms.l
. A T

In some cases, Doyle contends that what students do in classrooms

H

(and the perceptions of what they are doing and why) may be discrep-

ant with the actual task that the teacher has ih mind. That is, stu-
dents, are practicing the wrong operations. For exahple, a teacher
£ . .
. N
may spend much class time having students diagram sentences; however,

»

the teacher might choose not to ‘test whether _students can apply this

skill (e.g., students are required to write' original sentences). In '
g quired to write® orig

x

this case, from Doyle's perspective, having students pfacti'ce diagram-

F

ming sentences would have plaeen an activity and not a task, since
it was not functionally related to the intended outcome.
As an explicit case in point, Doylé~(1979) notes that teachers

have been found to praise inappropriate student responses. Recsons
\ N

. 4 .
-

1From Doyle's perspective,‘ a-task consists of two elements:

‘a) a goal and (b) a set of operations necessary to achieve the gnal.
He argues that there are two co sequences to accomplishing a task.
First, the person develops information (e.g., facts, principles, etc.)
and also the person will practice operations (e.g., memorizing, anaivz-
ing, etc.). " : ' .

»
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for such teacher behaviors may be 1audab1e (e.g., to encourage class-

room part1c1pat1on), however, the d1screpancy between stated teacher

Behav1or (get thoughtful answers) and accepted behav1or (wrong an-

. ~

swers) may teach students that the real task is to. respond quickly

»

-

M

and not to think. Su ,. discrepancies between activity and task de-

* >

) - 1 - N . .
‘ ¢ 'mands may communicate low expectations for K student 1earmng. ) 3

Doyle s work has important 1mphcations for the ,study and design

of classroom 1nstruct1on. Teachers may create- vamed tasks for diverse

‘

student graups in the same class or for different classes that they
"y
" teach. In some cases, tasks?m_ay be different because of student influ-
o ) : SN i o -
" ences on teachers (as Doyle argues), but 1 believe that the quality

of teachlng and individual teachers are “important variables as well.

~ ~

For example, Doyie maintains that students actively reslst amb1gu1ty

.

%

~and risk; however, 1 suspect that some teachers are better able to
encourage ‘students to hccept more r1sk and cmblgmty than Are others. ~
However, the issue of the re1atlonsh1p between risk ~and achievement

(too much versus too little) needs-reséarch attention. . ‘~

- .

. Classroom Composition

-

I suspect that a ’key aspect of educational programs is the assign-
ment of students to classrooms. However, little is known about the -
'cr1ter1a that. pr1nc1pa1s use when they assign students to part1cu1ar

classes. . There are data to 1nd1cate that the d1str1but,.on of students

AN

in a particular classroom may influence achievement and such research

+

suggests that "high" and "low" students can learn together in the same

instructional setting.

£

Beckerman and Good (1981) studied the ratio of high~ and low-

achieving students in classrooms using a sample drawn from  a large

metropolitan school district ‘that basically served a middle-class popula-"~

tion in neighborhood schools. Individual standardized aptitude (1Q)

66
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and achlevement data were available for 103 third- and fourth-grade -~
classroo s They defined classrooms with Vmore favorable ~teach1ng

4 -

situations as\hose in whu:h more than a -third of the students were

.~

high aputude and less than a, third of the students were 'ldw aptitude.

"Less favorable" classrooms\were those in whlch less than a thtrd of

. ‘. A

the students were high aptitude and more than a third of .the students

. ~

were low, aptitude.

- “ » L

Beckerman and Good found that both low- and high-aptitude stu-

-dents in favorable classrooms had higher achievement scores than the

two groups in'unfavorable classrooms. This effect was -observed in

\

both third- and fourth-grade classrooms, although the ‘effect was not
significant for hlgh-aptltude, th_z:ﬂ—g‘r"de students. In this stu'dy,

bétng in a classroom with many h1gh-—apt1tude students was. more bene-

- b

ficial than being in a low-aptitude classroom \for low-aptltude students

"

and some high-aptitude students.

- ‘ ‘/

-

Veldman and Sanford (1982) also found evidénce that classroom

composition rmght 1nf1uence student achievement. They ‘measured class-
" . P

room composition by determ1n1ng the mean achievemeént level for each

class at the -beginning of the year. Their data were from 58 mathema-

LN Y -

" tics and 78 Enghsh ‘classes in Gradés 7 and:8 in nine junior- hlgh

- L

schools. Veldman and banrof:d report that significant 1nteract1on effects

9

were found indicating that bnth.hlgh-— and low-ab111ty pupils do better .

in high-ability classes and that the eﬁ{ects of class ability are more

pronounred with low-ab111ty students. These results, a1though obtained’

-
- -

w1th different methods, resulted in conclusions fhat were very slmllar

>
!

to ,Beckerman! and Good's. -

In addition td achievement d’ata,n Veldman and~Sanford a'lso\de-/-‘_

[ Ehlgt - v

scribed _process dlfferer:;s- between h1gher -and, lower a'b111ty classes.

——— ‘. . €

-

Y

- . ¢

Y .
,6‘ b. " . ‘
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tions ‘.

- s
- -

They report that'in higher ability classes there were fewer procedpfal

behavioral criticisms, and misbehaviors.

s

that class ability level affected the behavior of low-ability students

contacts,

»

N . - ) ‘ . h 4
more than highs, and that there was more active teaching and a better -
learning environment in hlgher ability “classes than in lower ones: &Y

Veldman and Sanford also found (as d1d_Beckerman and Goed, 1981)

hd . -
= « &

. W ‘
that lower apility students were more affected by group placemer_lt,:t}.an

bl

highs. YThey argue that. lower ability students are more likely than,

highs to conform to the behavior of the.mgajority of their classmates o

* .

and that all low-ability classes can be described as poor learning
environments which are frequently disrupted. Accordi.ng to these re~=

searchers, changes in class composulon or other context varlables are

- ¢,

unlikely to convert a very effective teacher into a totally ineffective "’
one. Although composition is impovtant, the quality of instruction

is a cracial variab_i'e which also affects (ach‘ievement.‘- ‘No doubt re~ a
search will show quality of teaching, class ahility level, and varia—‘ ’

; Further+ " .

learners' ability in the classroom are interrelated.

more, it appears that certain compositicen declsxons place many low

3 .
achievers in the same class and 1ncrease the odds that more studen‘ts

v o~

assume a passive role in school settings.

'

Teachers Make A leference . - k . N

- "

Comp051t10n effects are important (and peorly understood)

§ but

they appear to be less important than the quahty of the 1nd1v1dua1

teacher. Some teachers are better mstructors than are others. Gold-

berg, Pa'ssow, ‘and }ustman (1966) conducted a major study of the ef-

fects of ab1}1ty grouping on student achievement and found that for
\ -
most puplls soec1f1c classroom membership”influénced achxevement as

much as the ability pattein of the class. "That is, within dlfferr

N - H ] "

They concluded ) . .

.
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types of homogeneous and heterogeneous’ classes, achievement variation
wiihtn"an'ability 'pattern was as wide as variations across ability

- patterns. Tea‘chmg etfects were qu1te obvious; _w1tjun a grouptng cohdi-.

tien, some teachers obtained more achtevement from students than did

~
-

‘¢ther students. 1 sugge_st that some teachers encourage active student

v . ,roles in .which students are successfully completing academic work and

.
- Al »
x

‘o 1n” which learners are not implicitly encouraged to assume passive roles.
Teacher Research . :
) Pl
Concern w1th what teachers and students do in ‘glassrooms

- led many researchers to .focus on how teacHers interact with high- and

. low~achieving students. An 1nc1denta1 ,outcome of this research was
the demonstration‘tha,'t teachers vary greatly across classrooms in their
1 13

behavior, as well as in how they distribute the1r time and resources

- 3 )

L )
’within classroops. Teachers, as noted earhe" in this paper, have

w

. *  been found to vary widely in how they organize and conduct classroom

learning. Because of space limits, 1 cannot comprehensively discuss
s 4 +

teacher ef,fectlveness research I would like to describe a research

program that, 1 have conducted with Dr. Douglas Grouws at the Univer-
/ .
sity of Missouri (for more detailed review of general teacher effective-

ness, see Brophy, 1979; i’eterson and Walberg, 1979).

{ Missouri Mdthematics Program - g .

© We began work inm the area of mathematics in the early 1970's

N

'when many persons doubted whether teachers could. affect students’

learning. Our lntt;al purpose was tc h2st the hypothesis that teachers

» . -

can make a measurable dtfference in student achievement. In our own

classroom observattons, we found cons1derab1e variability in the behav-

J
.

1or ‘of ‘classroom teachers and we wanted to see.if variations in teacher

behavior. could be related to variations in student achievement. (Details
ry " .

-

‘ : 6‘("\




1 : : |
f ' ’ © 66 - ‘
i

of the research ptogram can be found elsewhere, see Good, Grouws, and

v

-

Ebmeier, in press).

Naturalistic Study

»

. The purpose of the original study was to determine whether it
was possible to ideatify teachers who were consistent, (across different

groups of students) a-d relatively effective or iheffective, ﬁsing student
. performance on!the Iowe; Test of Basic Skill§ as an operational cri,t:er- ¢

ion. 1In brief, high residual mean achievement scores were f‘ound to be

associated yvithjj severa‘{ teachgr' behaviors. Among the strongest rela-

i

<

. : }
tionships were the following teacher behaviors: (1) generally clear

S . - 3 - k3 3 ' k3 ) ' % ’
instruction and ava11ab111ty‘ of information to students as_needed (pro-

'
. s

cess, feedback, in particul'ar); (2) a non-evaluative and relaxed learn-

ing environment which was task-focused; (3) higher achievement expecta-

relatively free of major behavioral disorders. Teachers who obtained
("‘ . r
high student achievement test scores were active teachers. They gave

-

|

|

\

i

|

|

|

|

| | | l
tions (more homework, faster pace); and (4) classrooms which were {
|

a meaningful and clear presentation of what was to be learned, pro-
(," ' [ " -
vided developmental feedback wher}, it' was needed, structured a common ‘

seatwork assigr_imeni, and respondéd to individual students’' need for

|
’

help. Teachers who were obtaining student achievement gains placed a = :

premium on providing meaningful cdntent,!but they also seemed to lis-

}

- ! . - ,
ten to and learn from student respcises f{e.g., reteaching when student

[ »

performance in41céted the need). Effective teachers also encouraged

students to parti¢ipate actively and to initiate questions when appro- -
p'riate. Indeed, these teachers were helping students‘:to be active not

passive learners.

Elementary. School Experiment C ) s
L 4 .

We, were pleased that some consistent differences could be found t.

@ in correlational research between relatively effective and ineffective

o 0 ~




- activity is initiated and reviewed in the context of meaning; (2) stu-

practice are built into the program; (4) active teaching is dsmanded,

- >

mathematics teachers. However, at that point we.only had a descrip‘-;'

Y

tion of how more and less effective ,teachers (in our sample) behaved .

' 5 ' i
differently. We did not.know if teachers who did not teach the way

»
“

more effective teachers did could change their behavior K or whether

=
~

:tudentb. would benef1t if teachers were trained to use new methods.

~ —~

~——

. - [
To answer these questions, we developed a\training program (combin-

Tt — 7-

ing 1nformdtlon about how effectwe teachers behaved in “the- naturanstlc

—

study ‘'with other research f1nd1ngs) and conducted an experimental
- L4
study to determine what effects the program would have on .teacher .
. . . .
behavior and student achievement in fourth-grade classrooms. . .

In writing the training program, we characterized teaching as

a system of instruction with the following features: (1) instructional

dents: are prepared for each lesson stage to enhance involvement and

to minimize errors; (3) the principies of distributed and successful

m,pectally in the developmental poruon of the lesson (when the teacher
e§<p1a1ns a concept being studied, its importance, etc.). ‘ / ‘
In the naturalistic study, emphasis was placed upon internal .
consistency. We choose a relatively stable school district in order
to exclude as many rival hypotheses as p:ssible to the conclusion that
teachers and teaching were affecting student learning. In the initial
) '

erperimental study, a more heterogeneous school population was sampled

because we believed this would be a more rigorous test of the training

‘program:
Observers' records indicated that the experimental teachers
1mplemented the program very well (with the exception of certain rec-

ommendation$ concerning how to conduct the developmental portion of

.

.

{4
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the lesson). Pre- and post-testing with the SRA standardized achieve-

ment test indicated that after two and one-half months of the program,

>

students in expérimental classrooms scered five months higher than

. . 4

( N “
those ‘in control classrooms. Results on a content test which attempted
to more clogely match the material that teachers were presenting than
did the standardized tests also showed an.advantage for experimental

classes (for details, see Good and Grouws, 1979).

. PE.-— afid—post-tes ing on a ten-item attitude scale revelied.that

——

expertmental students reported 51gn1f1cant1y more favarable att1tudes

at the end of the experiment than did contrdl students.. Also, it is

AN

important to note that anonymous feedback from teachers in the project

1nd1cated that they believed the program was practical and that they

> -

planned to continue using it in the future. Resea“.h eliewhere 1nd1-—

2

* cates that teachers have a favorable reaction to "the program, even

when it is presented and discussed without the involvement of the devel-

opers (Keziah, 198C; Andros and Freeman, -1981).
To explore achievement patterns more fully in terms of student

and teacher characteristics, it was considered important to define teach-

«

‘er and studfant types more ‘breadly. To develop student typologies,
an mstrument (Aptitude Inventory) was 'designed to assess student char-
acteristics which rﬁight interact with key features of the treatment pro-
gram, 1dent1f1ab1e teacher character1st1cs, and/or classroom procedures.
To obtain teachers' views of the characteristics, crgamzatmn. and

typical activities of their classrooms, a quest10nna1re was developed

_(Teaching Style Inve‘ntory)‘. The Aptitude’ Inventory was adm1n1stered

.to all students in the sample and thé Teaching Style Inventory was

administered to each ‘teacher.

R
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Results suggested that the treatment gen%'ally worked (i.e., the.
» o &

{ . .
means n each cell were in favor of the treatment, group), but the pro-

gram was more beneficial for certairi. combinations of teachers and stu-
de;lts than for others. The data collectivc;.ly indicated that teachers’
who implemen;ed the model got good results, yet some teacher types

- used more facets of the program th)an did other fc?achers (see Ebmeier

and Good, 1979, for details). ‘ . e

Experiu{ental Research in Secondary School

¥

+ Considering the relatively successful results of experimental work -

dt the elementary ‘school level, we were v'ery much interested in expand-

» N
-

ing our inquiry to.secondary classrooms. . Our work at the secondary

level involved a strong control for

Hawthorne effects ( as--did_the _elemen-

tary school work) and also a spécial condition where some treatment
teachers (partnership group) had the chance fo help us adapt the pro-
‘gram for use in junior high mathematics classes. Both partnerzhip

’

teachers and the treatment teachers were asked to use the instructional

program in their classrooms.
Again our findings indicated that some teachers implemented the
program more fully than others. Among many findings were the follow-

ing: (a) the average implementation score was found to correlate sig-

v nificantly with students' attitudes toward mathematics, and (b) instruc-

tional time spent on verbal problem-solving activities-correlated sig-
nificantly with students' problem-solving achievement scores. Finally,
students' performance in verbal problem solving in both partnership

and treatment classrooms was superior to problem-solving p®rformance

in control classrooms, although students' general computational achieve-

s

ment was not affected by project participation.

I S
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Our research on mathematics instruction, especially at the elemen-

7 - ‘

tary school le"vel, has convinced us that teachers do make a difference

in student learning, and that inservice teachers can be trained in

N
’

; Can s e "
such a way that student performance is increased. The system of in-

.

struction that we believe 1s importantican be broadly characterized
as active teaching. It is,instructive to note that in.our experimentdl

B

work active teaching was an important difference between teachers who

\

were getting good achievement gains and those who were getting lower-
than-expected gains. : Active teachers presented concepts, explained the

meanings of ‘those concepts, provided “appropriate pr-acAtice activities,

.
e,

< - ‘.
and monitored those activities. prior to assigning seatwork. The fact

that these teachers apbeared to look for 'waysut\é confirm or disconfirm

that their bresenra}ion_s had been comprehended by students was particu-

larly important. They assumed ‘p";rt‘ial responsibility for student learn-

ing and appeared to be ready to reteach when necessary. -~

. Suggestions/Recommendations ' .
3

Research on teacher effectiveness has not yielded specific guide-

lines about _k_l_é! to teach, but it has provided ciear evidence that teach-
. ers can and do, make .a difference. As reflected in many recent arti-

cles, the current Zeitgeist appears to be a callﬁ‘ for increasing the’

quantity of teaching (more time for basic skills “instruction, more "time

‘ on task'). Howeaver, the most evident message that recent research
|

presents to me is that the quality of teaching needs attentien. ' Our
\

~ initial naturalistic study of more and less effective teachers indicated
that effective teachers were distinguished by how they taught mathe-
matics and not by the amount of time they spent on mathematics.

Teachers who obtained higher gains made better use of time and ob-

tained more’ student involvement, but they also maintained a good .
. { '
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balance between theory and practice (conceptualization, application,

4

and drill).

“ -

1 believe’ the most important implication which teacher effective-

ness research has for teacher education is that teachers need to be

LY

active in their teaching. Teachers who are more active in presenting .
information, pay attention to the meaning and conceptual development

of -content, look for  signs of student comprehension and/or confusion,
v

and who provide successful practice opportunities appear to have more
achievement gains than do teachers who are less active and who rely

more upon seatwork and other classroom acrtivities.

I prefer the concept of active teaching rather than the term "di-

’
f

rect instruction" (which has been used to describe the pattern of behav-
ior of teachers who obtain higher-than-expected achievement from stu-

dents) because it represénts-a broader concept of teaching than does

o? N

-

ther existing research base. In active teaching, the initial style can
be inductive or. deductive, and student learning can be self-initiated

or teacher-initiated ‘(especially if thorough critique and synthesis

~

activities follow student learning attempts). Active teaching aiso con-

notes a broader philosophical base (active teaching can occur in class-

’ ’
rooms using a variety of classroom organizational structures), and )

shiould become somewhat less direct as students become more mature

-

and instrucyional goals’ become concerned with affective’and process
outccmes. Also, active teaching techniques can be applied in both .
teacher-led instruction as well as in stydent team learning/instruction.

Active teaching provides an important instructiona. construct for char-

N »

acterizing the teaching role. With the apparent growing pressure for

teachers to function as classroom manggers rather than as instructors,
more emphasis should be placed in teacher education programs upon
< A

p~
{
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helping teachers to understand active teaching. Others, too, have
called for more "attention to active teaching. For example, Durkin‘
(1979) argues that comprehension skills are under-emphasized in read-
ing instr :tion and that some educators appear to feel that they cannot
be taught. Such low expectations can obviously be selt-fulfilling.

- 1 be11eve that this research has significant implications for teach-

er training and that more re5earch on existing variation’ in teacher

behavior needs to be conducted (e. - 1dent1fy teachers who are effec-
t1ve in getting gains with a low-achieving reading .group and systemati-
c:ally study their classtooms). The generaf issues of teaching style

and student achievement are d1scussed here to show that variations in

teacher behavior have important effects on student learning and that,

n

certain teaching skills can be improved relatively quickly and ine>.<pen—‘
sively. Although\teachers' general styles may look similar to observ-
ers (‘e.g., all teacheérs use a recitation style), variance among teachers
in quality of}stille and the effects of this variatiori on student learning
appear to be much greater than many have thought.,

Many writers have called for major changes'in the structure of

4 i

schoolirg and school experience, In some respects,‘l too call for re-

form of schooling. For example, my observations in elementary schools

and my- knowledg.: of extant literature have conv1nced me that students

i ’

perceived to be high oir low in ability are unduly segregated for in-
| B . P

struction. I believe ‘t"hat excellence of education (producqve individual

learning of content and concepts as well as enriched respect for indi-

vidual differences) can often be accomplished in heterogeneous classes

Y

that are led by teachers who plan carefully and actively teach.

)

It seems to me that teachers often use ability grouping unwisely

@
v

(e.g., too many groups are formed--creating supervision probiems; the

!
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criteria for group assignmént are vague and/or based on relatively

minor differences among students). When teachers do use ability .

: N , - 1
~ groups, they . need to make exphcu\the basis for assignment to groups.

) .
It 1s Likely that many teachers assigrl\sq;dents to particular groups

for, vague reasons (one group already is to%r\gyather than because

. of important objective differences in students' abilities‘%e\e.__g‘.ﬁg Eder,

1981). Unfortunartely, when’students are assigned to separ}t\g learning

conditions (whether they are tracked, pulled-out, or stay ip“a class
but assigned to a Iow groupf., students perceived as lows too oft‘én
receive instruction that is less serious (.c.ajftén trivial), more likely to

be devoid of substance (drill and fécts rather than meaning and Eoncep—"
tualization), /and instruction in which both students: and teachers be-

/

come trapp in the managerial and procedural aspects of instruction.

. "

Inferior if\struction for "lows" occurs in suburban as well as inner-city &
schools. / Teachers who group students should make special efforts to ,
assess instruction and to assure that students believed to be 'lows"

receive the same quality of instruction as students believed to be

"highs.” In practice, "lows" often receive instruction. .

When lows are taught separately they experience problems other b
than content fragmentation. ' Because they (eve# in first‘grade) often
have more teachers (sometimes five or six), it is likely that lows have
to adjust to variations in behavior among different teachers (some
teachers want students to .work first and then ask- questions; other
teachers prefer that étudepts approach them scon so they don't practice
errors). It is thus not surprising that many slower students view

A .
adults and school situations as arbitra;‘y. " Because these students “

cannot determine their proper role, they often respond passively to

school. Most attempts to help students who start with somewhat lower

»e s
{
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academic and social skills (in some cases these differen 2s are minor

I'd

and in yet other instances they do rot exist--students are assigned

to the wrong group) will therefore widen, not-lessem, the,gap between

their skills and those of other students. Furthermore, these students
A .
are systematically denied contact with students who have relatively
S
more social and academic knowledge. Such separatlon denies lows 'an

excellent chance for mastering skills that are cr1t1ca11y important to

sc;hool success (e.g., how to ask guestions, etc.). Failure to learn

. ,//,I—
thse skills flf.rther increases the likelihood that slow students.will
develop a reactive or passive stance toward school work (Good, 1981).

‘ Students learn more than content in.schools, ard it appeaws that

’

!

the form of work arfangements ean have important influences upon stu-'-
dent achievement. Boss/r/t (1979) has shown that soc1ometr1c chou:es
‘of elementary school chlldren were affected by mstructlonal arrange-
ments. He found that children .m teacher~-centered, whole-class ar-

<

rangements tended to pick friends who had achievement patterns similar
to their own. However, ’this effect was’ not seen in/a class where there
was a lot of small-group work. Research in this//area consists of only
a few studies, and it is he;rd to judge how gne//form of school work
generally affects students' attitudes and ac/hievgment. However, extant
research indicates that social aspectis of education have ir;xportant effects
upon what is learned and how well (e.g., Florio, 1978; Eder, 1981).
Future studies will establish whether particular types of teachex"s and
students mediate these effects in complex ways. oo~

My point here i5 that we need not c1ing.to~t‘eacher-—domir{'ated
.1nstruction as the only \{/a}; £o facilitate desiraBle changes in student

attitudes and behaviors. However, we shc 1d carefully understand

why we change and evaluate the effects of those changes. Too often
/ N
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American educators have attempted to solve |p1job1'emrs with geﬁeralg solu-

tions . . . an\d'wixh little suecess. Fortunately, there is growing

interest in examining the effects of organizational form on student

achiever=nt- and attitudes (e.g., Bossert, in progress), and in under-
‘

standing how students perceiive and react to instruction. In time,

it may be possible to integrate research on teachers (e.g., Good,

Grouws, and Ebmeier, in press) with studies of classroom composition

(e.g., Bossert, 1979), classroom ecology (Doyle, 1979; Hamilton, in

r

press), and 'students (Weinstein, 'in press) in order to more fully under-.

stand how schooling influences student achievement and affective growth.

s -

At present we do'know that teachers' beliefs and behavior signi-
ficantly affect student achievement. We need to make teachers aware

of this information and its potential for application in their classrooms.

Unfortunately, data concerming the relationship_ between ;eachér behavior anci_ i
. + . -

student achievemgnt is limited only to basic skill instruction in ele-

» ~ b

%
mentary school Je need much more, information _about how teachers can

A

influence the development of students' social skills as well as other-

Y

-

important ouiéomes of schooling. As I stated above, increased knowledge

%

about the effects of teach:th must be intégratéci with information about
organizational and student factors if it is to have important effects
upon student achievement.-  Recent research has become more sophisti:
cated and more systematic and has provided insights about k;ow class—
rocms function. | believe that continged investment in.ba‘siq classroom
research is necessary if we age to con‘tinyue to successfglly pursue

- K

excellence and equity in American schools.

o
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