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e purpose of this paper is to briefly characterize schooling in America

in brnad terms, to describe what is known about the relationship between teacher °

behavior.and student behavior, and to explain why'cérfain classroom character-
istics are related to student achievement. The paper begins with a description

of classroom practices in American schools, a description based in part upon

selected papers,fhat have been presgnted to the Commission. f£xtant findiugs
clearly indicate Ehgp teachers vary widely in (among other things) (a) how they
Utiliza’time in éhe classroom, (b) how they manage classroom activities, (c) how
they s2lect and design classroom 1earningrtasks, (d) how actively icy teach and
commmicate witﬁ stﬁdents about classroom 1earnin§ tasks,’and (e) the expectationé
and academic standards that they hold for themselves, peers, their classes, and

for individual students. Not only do teachers vary across these dimensions, bu::
\ ] -

-research demonstrates that these aspects of classroom life are related to shudent

z

achievemeut. 'Research also shows that student factors mediate between beaching.
And‘lenrning. A.major;?oal of this paper 'is to describe'these research tindings.
Howevgr, we also want to ¢o bevond the information given ia rvesearch ceports
and suggest how particular pétterns of classroom behavior hindecr or facilitafe
stﬁdent achievement. In attemptingnto construct explanatocry arguments, we will

of necessity draw upon a variety of research studies and [rameworks beyond those

mentioﬁpd above. Exglanations'concerning howtsbec{figfprgcticas celate to
achievems:nt should be viewed as speculative, because classroom research nmus not
bea2a Jdesigned nor éondﬁcted in a Qay which facilitates tqeory buil@ing and theory
testiay;

.2
Time and Learning

Theories of Time and Learning

Oaz major set of theories wviews time as an economic variable, or a resource

which can be manipulated by educators to optimize school productivity. A secand

2 . . . . . .
Maay of the descriptive statements in this section are contained (n the
oanae perapared for the Commission by Nancy Karweit.




type of theory views time as a psychological variable whiéh mediaées the teacﬁgf
ing anyt learning process. Most models of learning which«inéorporate this view
are basad éhbéhe work of darroll'(1963), who suggeéted that learning was a |
func?ion of the time spent learning a task divided by the time needed to learn -
the task (although most research only takes into account tﬁe fBrmer‘aspect of

<

Carroll's theory).

Measures of Learning Time

Thare are several measures of instructional time (lecture and :seatwork) :
scheduled and actualidays per;school year, and scheduled aﬁd adtéal instruc-
tional time per subjéct.. Although the days scheduled per schoql }ear are fair-
ly wmiform across states, recent,’iimited data on length of school days indi-

cata somne variability among grade levels. ‘The amount of time allocated to a

<

particular topic varies considerably from school to school and from ¢lassroom
0 -»lassroom. Furthermore, once. instruction in a subject has bagun, studies
ihow that the actual time spent on instruction varies amonyg classromms accord-

ing to such factors as grouping practices, instructional techniques, class

size, student ability distribution,'nUmber and length of interyuptinns, the
ability of the teacher to manage the classroom, etc. Estimates differ, but

studie:; basically indicate that only about 50-60% of the school day is acﬁuafi

s

-

ly used for instruction. : : ' o
o P

| - . . ",',. ' ’ .’
& fifth, and more refined measure of learning time is studeat engagyewent.,

or on -tnsk behavior. Recent observational studies suggest that pupils are on
task about 70% to 75% of the time. Hgyever, although variations in amount of
Hime-oir-task occur across days,-Students, and classrooms, little research aas

N . '/ . .
attempted to ascertain tihie sources of this variation: stident factovs, class-
o~

s

room Eoaching pgaéfices, or ‘day-to-day fluctuations. Tt is clear from a vari-

ety of studiés, though, that teachers' beliefs and bghaviors ars strongly cala-
. ;/(/// ‘ v .
ted-Xn time utilization (e.g., Schmidt & Buchmann, in press) .,

- O v v . ' h . ‘ C '
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Concerning student factors, studies show that Eigh;ability, h?ghf
aptitude, aﬁd femele students tend to have higher retes of on-task behav-
ior. Dufing certain periods of.the yeer,;eqch as those_iﬁ close proximify'
to.holidays, and generally on"Mondeys‘and Friaays;‘stueents ara 1ike1y to
have_lowev engagement raéee. ’The BTES study (Fisher et al.,”198Q)'indi—h
cates that some classes var?.as much-.as 40% in raé%éﬁof attentiveness.

This var{apility in engagement is associated with many-of the‘seﬁe“féctors

s

that affact actual time devoted to instruction in a subjeet:' teachers’

'-/

Mode of instruction is a manipulable variable which has been shown to

//

manageviai abilities,; classroom composition, mode/of”instfuction, etc.
l
be related to engagement. Using thé BTES data, Rosenshine found that

engagement,waé 70% duriggnunsupervised seatwork and 84% during teacher-lad

discussion. These/aifferences are important because students spend about
- - = ‘ o
70% of;glaésroom time doing seatwork, a practice necessitated by grouping. ' |
P . . o - : .
_dbwevce, shether whole- or small-group instruction is betterl depends upon

/////////// whether the losses in time through grouping are compensated for by in-

creased guality of group instruction (appropriate seatwork tasks, inslruc-

tion which is better matched to students' ability). However, as will ba

N

|

|

|

|

=

; : |
|

\

\

argued later in the paper, most empirical evidence euggests that too eften
classvoom designs that call for large amounts of student seatwork are
macked by insufficient procedural details and tasks'that are pootrly watched

with student ability (e.g., Anderson, 1981; Doyle, 1982).

student learning time, and as one moves from more general measures of tinma

(e.g., days allocated) to more specific ones. (time-on-task), the amount ot
- ; —
learning time is reduced. Despite the focus here on time-on-task, it is in

$ .
many vaspectS'the factor which is least relevant to policy. Mﬁny variables

{t should be clear from this discussion that many factors affect
|
|
|
|
|
|




~

whiéh aff=ct student engagement (sex, aptitude, interest) are eithaer
JQiffiéult or impossible to change. On'the other hand, research shows

that facvurs such as ipgtructional‘practiées, organizational variables,

and student absenteeism have sizable influences on amount of learning

- time available.

Studies of Time and'Learning

Most recent studies of time and learning involve eﬂgaged time,
ceflaciing the opinion of many persons that anlindisputéble relation-
ship has bean.established bétween engaged time and aﬁount of iearning
(Harnischfezer S‘Wiley, 1976; Borg, 1980; Si?otnik, 1982). However,
others ave more qualified in their support ofltﬁis relationship (Kepler,
1980; Husen, 1967; KarQeit, 1976). Thus, although there is much evidence
that'hlmeuoc¥taskkis important,'reasonable doubt about the gene{alizébility
of these gtudies énd thé magnitude of'theAeffects justifies a c;reful
ceview, Kabweit's»review éoncentrates onAéightj”more recent” studies of
the effect of time-on-task onulearnihg.

- The Beginning Teacher Evaluation -Study (Fisher et al., L980) is

A

) probably the most widely known stﬁdy to examine the effectéwa time wn

learging.' One hundred fifty students'(six from each of 25 éla;svooms)
inkgfadms 2 and 5 who scored in the 30th to 60th percentiles on specially
designed ceading and.math.pfe— and post-content tests participated in the
majovvphase of this study. Duripg a 17-week perioa allocated‘time&per‘con~
tent area ana per pUpilAwas.recorded aﬁd térget-students werza observeut.
Results of this study showed that amount of time teachers gilocated\to
instruction in a'pafticular content area.wasApositively associated with =iu-
dent learniay in fhat sﬁbject and thé propértion(of allocated time s budents

were aongaged was also positively associated with 1eafning. Further; the

t
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vroportinan of time that reading and mathematics tasks were performed with

h{gh‘sucﬁess; or Acadenic Lea;ning Time (AtT), was positivelyAassociatéa“
with test.scores. However,_Qhen~Atwaas divided into fout separate vari~
ables amd re?ression‘analyses were run for wach grade and each'shbtest -v
(Qith the individual student as thebgnit of analysis),'thefe were«signifiF
cant’(esidual variances on‘only 35% of the subtests. Eurthermore, the
cogeassion weights indicete tﬁet a substantial aﬁount of additional time
would oe needed to make noticeable_cﬁanges in studerits' achievement scores.
There are several problems with the,BTES study, such as+;1& d}fficulty

of controlling for pre—achievemeqt,_the use of short, criterion-refevenced

_tests, and the use of '"percent easy" and "percent hard" to calculate ALT

for individual pupils. “In fact, when class~level analyses were conducted

~on the BTES data (Fisher, Dishaw & Marliave, 1978) none showed any signifi-

cant effects of aﬁy time variable on any test scéres. Karweit concludes -

that it is llkely that the BTES. did not find stronger effects because the

effects themselves were weak, not because of methodologlcal or statwstLeal

[

artifacts

/ﬂmméeveralfother'studies of upper elementary and junior high classas
(Edmindston' & Rhoades, 1969; Lahaderne, 1967; Cobb, 1972; Smith, 1979;
8ell : Davidson, 1981; Evertson, Emmer & Clements, 1981; Karweit & Slavin,

1981) nave found engagement measures ("attention'" was the time measuce in

.eight studies) to be related to achievement in the range of ".25 to .98,

with ianitial ability controlled, the partial correlation between achieve -
ment ond the engagement variables was .09 to .43,

Conclusions: Karweit Review

Although Karweit's review focuses on studies of student engaged tine,

studias generally show that only about 55% of the school day is used fou




“T’gXamine general factors such as classroom interruptions and consider

instruction. School districts and schools might therefore want to

N

.
¥ .

.

new meliwds of organiz;tion.

Another generai finding of time’stﬁdiés, that student sngagement
rates dfe Tower during éeatwork than teacher—ied in;fruction, must be
viewedl sauﬁiously. Karweit suggests that if seatﬂork is Capefully
designed ﬁﬁd appropriate to students' ability 1evé1;;ugrouping nay be

a mors aFficient method of instruction than whole-class teaching,

, pavti&ulavly in classes with pupils of diverse abilities. However, ko

reiterate, extant data suggest that seatwork aséignments are often
poorly conceived and insufficiently monitoréa:

That these stﬁdies}yieldeg weak ap@linconsistent relationships
betwesn Lime—on-task and learning after ability was ﬁartialled out has

Linpor il implications for classroom organization. . That is, theories
. I . . .

of clanseroom 1earnihg (and subsequent studies of time and learning)
should bLe based more on accommodating student diversity in ability
(e.g.,-groupigg practiéés) ana on quaiitx of insﬁruction fe.q., nature
of subjcct matter; content, within subjéct matter, mode of instruction,
1nstru¢tiona1 pace; appﬁopriéteness‘of séétwork) rather than on allo-
cated tim& per se.

Tha same amount of learning time.can have d:amatically di ffarent
consequeacas, depending upon classroom andwiﬂaividual student factors,
and learning depénds upon both student éttentiop and appropriate
instruation. This dynamic view of learning assumes that factors affeci -
iﬁg classrooﬁ 1eérning Qary over time (eng;,'stgéent ihterest, instruc -
tional éace) and that on-going events in clasérooms afféct this.variaa

Eioa,




Problems with Research,

Kacweit concludes from her review of eight‘sfudies'of'engagément
ratas that the relationship betw?en time and learniﬁg is "weak and in-
consistent,”" Nevertheless, low to moderate correlations between atten-
tion and learning existéd,(;OS - .43), even when a;;iity was statistical-
Llywcontrotled. |

¥ive of the studies she reviewed used "attenéion” as‘a‘measure of
tim:2, but we do not know how attention was operatiohally defined or
measured. A relatea problem is shown inyEesearch'by Peﬁersgp‘and Swing
(1982), who intervieweqrstudents who had been taught a lesson on prob-
‘abiliity, ‘They found that some students who aﬁpeared to be paying
attention fo lectures or class discussions were actually thinking about
other things, such as how they would perform in comparison to othef
{ oup Lls if they were called on. éPeterson’aﬁd Swing found that attcndﬁng‘

as measuwrad by a studént's responses to an interview was a better pre-
dictor of achievement than attending measures baséd on classroom observa -
tions.,

. One stﬁdy Karweit reviews included high school‘students,‘andftwo
were of junior high stﬁdents, where oﬁe might not eXpecﬁ to find as much
Variahtlity in on~-task behavior .as in elementary schools. Diverse means
were also used tq‘measureﬁléarning, although only two studies (BTES and
Evertson et al.) used content-specific tests, which hight increése the -

corvelution between time and learning.

Other Studies ' t
Others who have reviewed different studies have éohcludedﬂthat
there is a moderate relationship betwsen time and learning. (Rosen-

shine, 1979; Stuck, 1980; Caldwell, Uuitt & Graeber, 1982; Wyne # Stuck,

A




o
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1982). Vyue and Stuck (1982) review timg and learning research from the
\ perépaétivé o, the classroom teacher.l They also point out that in inter~
preticg tﬁis ;ESearch oge'must consider methodological issues such as
the.diverse operational definitions of time used. As the levél of time
becomes more refined (from days allocated to ALT), the correlations be-
twéen time and learning become stronger. Further, a wide variety of
vmeth6d$ has been used to collect data. A thifdvproblem iz that mnstc of
these studies are cérrelational and thus we caﬁnot infer 2 cause and--
effect: rrlationship between time and learﬁing.  According to Wyne and

- Stuck (1982), the préctice in time and learning research of testing the
correlatiins among a large number of variables and‘repofting only those

which are significant is questionable. They also point out (as does

!
i

Karweit) hhat;studies Vary in-the unit of analysis they use to analyze
dat? (student; ciéss, school). ‘ : ‘

J Caldwell, Huitt, and Graeber (1982) also emphasize tho vari.ous
levels of timg. They computed Low Average, Ayerage,~and fdigh Averaye
amounts ot various time measures available fér schooling (daily“and
yearly) fvom’data reported in four studies. Among their important find--
ings wera that allocated time for basic skillé in Fhe ioQéaverage situa -
E}Qn was about two-thirds that of the average situation, but only halt
as mucﬁ A% in the high-average situation. Time allocated for ma thema--
tics was about;one—third that for readiﬁg/language arts. ([t was evident
,that'small.changes in daily allocations of time, eﬁgagement rate, or ALT
could‘véuult in large changes over’the course of a vyear.

Implications of Time Studies

whatl,, then, can Wé‘say about time utilization and &ducatioral prac -

tice? Maay =2ducators believe that the U.S. should consider lengthening
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the schoél year and the school déy in order to increase achievement and
to‘keep pace with countrigs ~uch as Japan and Rﬁssia,'ﬁﬁéfgrstudents
attend school for longer periods. They noint out that the curfent nine
month allotment is a carry—ovef from a time when the U.S. was an agricul-
tural society. Although gross time measures such as available or allo-
cdted time necessarily place maximﬁm limits on thé amount of time avail-
ablé.for instFuction; it is likely that there may be optimal levels of
time, and that these may vary according to students' bgckgrouqu, ages,
subject matter, and other factors.

Aside from increases iﬁ these more general‘measures of time, Wyne
and Stuck (1982) rightly point out that a primary ch%gacteristiéwsf
effective instruction is.teacher behaVidr‘that leads to increasedkoppor—
tunity to learn and high levels of student time on task. They suggest

that teachers: (1) begin and end lessons on time; (2) reduce transition

time between tasks and activities in a lesson; (3) minimize confusing or .

repetitious directions, distractions, and interruptions; and (4) monitor

all pupils at all times. Perhaps most important in increasing engage-
ment rates and achievement; however, are teacher behaviors related to

classroom organization and quality »f instruction such as grouping prac-.
; -

i

. . . i 1 . -
- tices, mode of instruction, task strucktiyre, etc. In making any altera-
3 ; " b

tions in their behavior or zlagsriom ozpanization, teachers will have to
consider their own teaching abilities and classroom contexts.
*- . . .

It appears to us thazat time measures do tonsistently relate to stu-
dent achievement but that this relationship is not always substantial
(although these relationships are positive and range from weak to moder-
ate). When used with appropriate qualifications, time can be an impor-

tant measure for analyzing classroom productivity. Still, we share

Karweit's perspective that time measures are only a proxy for student




10

échievement and perhaps the most pressing question to answer is why tine
measures ;re.ngg more fully related to achievement. Even precise meas-
ures of time (e.g., academic learning time) cannog be used for difect
evalnative purposes because time measures are not powerfnl predictors of
achiévement (for an especially thorough critique of time measufeﬁisee
Griffin, Confrey, & Webb, 1981). ‘ -

Among the many reasons that time measures do not predict achieve-

ment better is the fact that curriculum tasks students are assigned can

= be inappropriate or irrelevant even though students appear to be "en-
gaged.'" As we shall see later in this paper, students are sometimes

poorly prepared for seatwork assignments (teachers fail to provide stu-

dents with an adequate rationale or motivation for doing the work or do

L
I

not give students adequate procedural directions‘or sufficient infofna—
tion abont the concept being studied), are&aséigned tasks tnnt fill time
but do not logically extend students' understanding of subje;t matter
content, and are not given evaluative feedback about class work. Under
such conditions one would.noF expect time—dn—task to predict student
achievement.

It is likeiy,that measures of engaged time tend totshow at least
some‘correlation wifh stuaent achievement because even superficial task
involvement suggeéts that (1) the teacher possesses m;n;mal nanagerial
skills;'(Z) the teacher has negotiated some nompliance with‘studenté;

(3 thére is some apparent agreed upon direction and purpose in the
class, and (4) at least some of the time students reflect upon assigned

work

Quality of Time: Student Effort .

We suspect that unless the content on which students spend time is

examined as well as the quantity of the time spent in specific settings,

¢
<
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relativitsiips between time and achievement will remain relatively weak..

Recent ok reported by Robert Pace in a paper for the Commission ilius—
trates tha potehtial of"stud;ing efforf’from a qualitative rather than a
duantikative perspective.f' X |

?ace'spresearé% was with collede-age Etudents and his goals‘Qese to

address those questions: What is quality of effort? How is it meas-

ured? Hor does quality ofﬁéffort'belafe to student satisfaction and
perfovmanné? He made thé fundamen£al ObserQation that leacrning requires
an investment of time and effort by students and'he noted that time is é
frequeuy dimension; whereas effort is a gquality dimension. He asked
students yuestions abbut theif college work and assessed aot only
whether shudents spent time op cértain éétivities, but also the quality

€

ot thei~ :fforts (e.g., prepafatién . « .. merely taking notes and read-

ing vs. wmaking outlines of class nbtes and/or attempting to explain tha

+

a3

maleriual Lo someone else . . ; routine'visit with faculty member ho

check »n re;d%ng list vs. substanfiVé conversation with faculty member).
Ia prediéting studght achievemgnt (a variéty of self-réport percep 

tions, =2.yg., improvement in thé‘?bility to write, etc.), Pace found that

before «uisidering his qualityiof effort measures he could account for

. >

somewh.iny hetwen 24% and 36% of the results on criterion measurss. This
is alwos! axactly what many past studies have shown.. However, when the

qualiiy of effort measures were added, he could.explaiﬁ from $9% to 47%

of iHe pecformance on the criterion . . . a substantial increase, and

v

frow 1 o 15 percentage points more than past vesearch. His important

new. com:iusion was that although various factors influence who goes

wheve i. ollege, once lLhe students get there what counts most in hsems -

nf leAcaiayg gains is not who they are or where they are but whal they do.

B

-

3 3%
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Yacve notes that time-on-task has been shown in many research stud-
ies to b= an important factor in explaining achievement; however, he

notes that compared to quality of effort, time-on-task is a relatively

. weak explanation. Time spent on academic tasks is important, but gual-

ity of the time expenditure is more important. We now turn atiention to -
classroon management--one of the ways teachers can improve time utiliza--

tion in the classroom.

Classroom.Management

Tn the 1960's it was popular to view classroom management as class-

room liscipline and considerable emphasis was placed upon what to do

‘after staudents misbehaved. A researchrparadigm'{ﬁitiated by Kounin

(1970) aad validated and expanded upon by a number of researchers in the

vagi. few years nas strongly illustrated that good classroom managers ave .

3

ot shuuply differentiated in terms of how they react to student misbe--

havior,. BRather, the key behaviors that distinguish good classroom manag -
ers atce techniqués which prevent misbehavior by eliciting student coopec -

ation and involvement in assigned work.

Important Management Behaviors
KXounin (1970) studied teachers who had classes with relatively hign

engagenant cates and infrequent discipline problems and tried to deter- -

- mine how these teachers managed classes in contrast to other teachers.

He identifiad five major variables which differentiated effective and

ineffective managers: withitness, smoothness, momentum, alerting, and

accountability. Brief definitions of these terms follow.
C 1 o
Withitness refers to the extent’ to which a teacher communicates -

;
¥

awarencss of student behavior. One basic operational definition wsed by

Kounin fo: neasuring withitness was the ratic of the number of times the

kteacher séopped misbehavior appropriately (e.g., sanctioned the riyht

~




13
student or =topped thefmisbehavior beforé it became more serious) to the
total ﬁumber of teachervattempts to stop misbehavior.

Overlaoé;ng refers to aAteacher;s abiiity to deal‘wifh two or more
iséués qt the same time. Kounin found that somé teachers could deal
Qith mu;tiple events at the same time, whereas other teachers became too
invplyed inione.activity‘and”neglected the other."

Smoothﬁess is a teacher's ability to move through an instructional
sequence without interrupting academic wopk by providing irrelevaﬁt in-
formation o students or ﬁy not overrésponding to classrcom behavior
that‘}s noi interfering with clasSroom work. A_negative example of
sﬁoothness would be a teacher's request for a student to pick up a piece
of ‘teash dwing a public lesson, thereby délaying all students and break-

ing their c¢oncentration on the lesson.

o

Momentum refers to avoiding behavior that slows down a lesson un-

‘ ' s , - /
_necessarily,. Teachers who continue to complain about a student's behav-

ijor after ha/she is back on:task; those who slowly pass outAwork,sheets

to the class one at a time;-of teachers who dweil on an academic topic

.Tonger than is neéessary for student understanding'all illustrate poovr

inomeaan .

Alecting behaviors ére teachers' attempts to keep students énéaged
in tasks by té&ling students that their work will be examined or
checked, .ixamplesAof'alerting during récitation lessons include teach-
ers' calliny on‘stdden£s randomly, or reminding students that they may

be asked to comment upon responses of other students. puring individual

seatwork, the teacher may .alert students by telling -them that their work

will #o chocked in a few minutes.

Y
e
~t
.

o
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Accountability is defined as the extent to which teachers follew up on

their aiertihg behaviors. Do téachers acfually ask students to respond to
the answars of other students (after alefting students to that possibil-
ity)? Fceom Kounin's staﬁdpoiﬁ£, the purpose of.alertipg behaviors‘is to
kaey students involved (e{g.,blistening e&en though another student as re-
Fponding); whereas, accountability teacher behaviofs assess.student perform—
anca (a.y., did fhey listen). | |
Teachers differed considerably on specific manaéement dimensions as

well as <ombinations of measures (high on withitness but low on alerting).
’ 1 R

Maniayement and Student Behavior

kounin fouhd that withitness, smoothness, momentum, alerting, accowlb!
ability, and overlapping wefe all posiﬁively and at least modehétely corre--
lated with stUdent involvement in classroom lessons. Kounin's (1970) basic
findings have been expanded somewhat; For example, researchers have subse -

“.
quaatly aoted that teachers can alert or engage in too much accountability

-as well as too 1ittie). Fundamentally, however, Kounin's work iias been con-

sistently replicated by follow-up reseatch and remains an important source

of information about classroom management.

Mot recently, Kounin andyGump (1974) studied 596 videotape lessons -

"and found that teachers of more successful lessons (lessons which had high -

er student involvement) provided continucus, explicit cues for appropriate
behavior and insulated students from external intrusions.

Other Managemeﬁé Research

Emmef, Evertson, and Anderson (1980) studied 27 third-grade teachers
during the first week of school as well as throughout the rémainqer of the

yeaﬁ.-cThese investigators éttémpted to ildentify teachers  who had compac -

-abla classes at the beginning of the year but differed in kheir management

I -
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effactiveness (degree of student involvement in lessons) during thexﬁear.
-rhe findings of this study suggest that the form of the management system
is not as important as the gual_ with which it is 1mp1emented. The
authors state: g, |
Both groups of teachers had fules and procedures for their classe;..
What distinguished the more effeetive managers was the degree to which ‘~f
‘the rules and proeedures were'integrated into a workahi; system and
how affectively the}sYstem was taught to the children . . . The better .
managers tygically‘sbent considerable time during the first’week |

”

explaining and reminding students of the rules. Their pupils were not

uniformly “ready" after the first day or two, and several of:the teach-

™

ers had rel ati\aly high amounts of off—task behav1or at first. How-

" aver, they taught the pupils to behave appropriately, through a

variaty of means (pp. 224-225).

Although effective managers differed from ineffective managers becausa

of unique techniques they used {which less effective managers failed to. o

i I
- e .

use), the effective managers were superior primarily because oI their clear

expectatiens, commitment to teach thesevclassroom routines, and their systeu ‘

matic follow—throughf ;"ﬁﬂ | - N » I
Evertson and Anderson (1953) renortbthat at. the beginning of?the year ;

effecfiue managers spent mote time helping students to behave%app;outiatéé a . 1

ly. These teachers had carefully thought out procedures for how students

could get assistance, 1ine up, turn work in, and genehal standards for

classroom conduct, and they communicated this information to students.

Some teachers had to "teach'" these skills daily, whereas effective manag
taught them systematically only at the beginnlng of the school yeax AL - . =

though {t seems a sma11 point, it is amazing how much time teachers can

|
, |
save by teaching simple routines and procedural expectations to s budents — '
, ; , o |
\
|




early in the year. Some teachers lose valuable instructional time every

day byAfailing to build in managerial routines (e.g.,_the teacher who talks
five minutes at the start of the period to students who were absent»the da&
befors while neglecting the rest of the class).

Evertson and Anderson report Ehatrbefter mandgers were a}so"ncre care;

ful monitors of student behavior and dealt with ﬁisiefayiér‘more quickly

chan less effective managers. More effective managers alerted students to
the behaviors they expected and held students'accountatle for those behaQ—
iors. o the extent that students internalized these rules, they could
monitor their o@n behavior more continuously (e.g., they knew when and how
to‘get help from other students about missed assignments). Internalizing
c}aserHm norms for conduct and procedures not only makes the 1nd1v;dual
learnet more;efficient (e.g., minimal time wondering about when or now to
abproach the teacher for feedback), it minimizes the numberkof situations
that demand dverLapbing teacher skills. |

Researcnerskelsewhere have shownvthat more effective managers not only
vexhibit different patterns of behavior,in their daily lessons (more withit-
ness) bnt Lhey also vary from other teachers in how they structure the in-
structional year initially. In a study that compared how beglnnlng teach—
ers star+ed the year with a group of 'best! teachers {(who had been nominatm
ed by classroom students), Moskowitz and Hayman (1976) found that good
teacherr spent more time settlng expectatlons and establishing behavior pat~
terns on phe first day thankdid beginingkteachers. However, '"best" hLeach-
‘ers were also more.willing to;acce;t_and use scudent~ideas than were beyin-
.ning teachers. Hence, dé;pite s§W¢ popu1arlsh§bbcleths Eo the contrary,
’Jteachers who arefsuccessfni manaders are noé necessarilybsternyand rigid.-{
They dc appear to’be skiliful in stating expectatiens and listening‘to andi

working with students to be sure that workable and urderstandable rules are

18
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astablished and enforced (Qgrkable end shared expectations are probaﬁly
more imgoftant conditions than who initiates the rules). :Simply put, thése
teacheré teach norms for appfopriate behavior in the-classioom.

Junior high research. 1In general, research in secondary schools sug-

gests a similar relationship bétween teacher behavior and étgdent thvolvej
ment. Ffor example,'in é.sfudy of now more and less effective juniof nigh
éeachers started the yéér, Emmer aha Evertsoﬂ (1980)'report tbat hetter
maagayers sat clearer expectationé for behavior,tacademic work standards,
and qlassrécﬁ procedures during the. first .several class meetings Cthan did
less affective manégers (althougg they did not,geed as muchAﬁi@ewEor these
tasks as alementary schoolufeachers). Fugthermore, they found that good
manayars in junior highkschools (as in elementary'schools) %onitdred stu-
dents aad dealt with inappropriate behavior promﬁtly.

How Proactive Behaviors Enhance Involvement

tive managers may therefore sanction more behavior during the ficrst three

Teachars who are successful manager: atart the year by establlshlng{

rules .ud procedures (some announce——-others negotiate) and by communicating

7 ' .
to students general expectations about what constitutés appropriate class-

_.room vbehavior. Other teachers who are ambiguous Jabout theirqgehavidral

expectaltions spend much time aftempting to clarify expectations.  Students

n these teachers' classes may spend considerable time wonderinyg (sometimes

justly »0) whether their behavior is inappropr{ate or nmot. [n affeclive

maﬁagers; cooms it is £hus easier to know what is expected; and it is
easier for students and teachers to monitor classrocm pehavior because they
can dlsflngulsh appropriate from 1nappropr1afe behavxor.

It is 1mportant that teachers who establlsh rules actlvely monl%op and

deal w1rh 1nappropr1ate behavxor (espec1a11y serious mlsbehavwor) Eff@r

oe four lays of the year than do other ‘teachers. Because stgggnts
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eventu;lly'begin to engage in fewer off-task behaviors, it soon becomes /JV
aven sasier for the teacher té monitor -the class (few disruptions to attend
to) gnd to\sanction behavior -appropriately (e.g., correct the right student:
. for ﬁks/her misbehavior). Failure tp follow up on inattentive; diSruptiVe
beﬁavior suggests to studentsrthat’the ﬁqacher is not sérious about.main—
taining rules and such behavior.encourages stﬁdenﬁs to do as they please.

© Similarly, a teachér who consistentiy reprimands the wrong student (e.y., a.
student who did ﬁot misbehave or a student’whq’joined but did not initiate
the misbehavior) indicates t6”§£ﬁa;nts that he/she does not have»the‘skills“
‘to maintain a managemeﬁt sfstem (why not misbehave if you're as likely to
be sénctioﬁed for misbehavidf when attending,to assigﬁedvtasks as }ou are‘
when actually misbehaving?). TIf teachers éxhibit a lack of pﬁrpose, and/or
a lack of interest in maintaining a management systeﬁ, iﬁ is llkely that o+
students will ignore the teacher and c1assroom~rdies much bf the time.

{f teachers establish reasonable and workable rulés; expect conpli-

ance, monitor the class, and insist upon appropriate behavior when neces-

’ .
~

sary, we believe thatvstudents will undefstand the teacher's se?tbusness
and'purposefu;ness ébou£ classroom management and will begin to internaliz:»
c¢lassroom ruies; expectations, and pboéedgres.‘

n addition.to establishing prpcedural'and behavioral expectations,
vteachérs must also demand that‘students use théirftime to complete curei -
culﬁm tasks (as we will seeiléter, the quality of teaching, supervision,
and ;urbiculum tasks vary widely). Effeétive managers assume th%t stuf
‘dents will complete assignments and hold students accountable fiae work.
-.Studgnfs*kpow what to do. when they finish a;gignment$ §nd,do not wagte
btimevtryigg to'detepmiﬁé the next étep. Thét is, efféétive managexs
consteuct classroom environments in which expectations for studeal Jehav -

ior ava corntinuous.
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T some classrooms teachers make it difficul} for students {as well

as hteachers) to monitor their own behavior. For example, following a

+*

demonstration léssoﬁ such a teacher might assign seatwork but say, UIf
you work now &ou wén't haye homework.!" Such statemepts and expectations
Tﬁge s tudents' éiassroom role ambiguoés. VP?esﬁmably, studenté”can do
the work'how or later. Hence, when students choose not to do sgatwork
it ‘is Jifficult to tell if fheir behévior is appropriate or inappropri~
ate. Furthermore, there is the quesfion of what these students will
do while other pupils are likely engaged in seatwork.
in contrast, more ef%ective managers are likely to make A transi-
stion {rom demonstration to seatwofk in the fglléwing way. ‘'Now you do
problams L5~3O at your desks. In ten minutes we will check to see what )
- progrisss you have made and correct gnyiproblems we encounﬁer, L€ you 
have'difficulty with a problem do the next one and I'llfﬁe around - Lo
“help you., Get stafted now:“ Here the st;dents' role is cleér; gnder
ail ccmditioqs students should befatéempting to AO assigned WOPR v
even if they enco&ntér difficulty they know to proceed to the next'p;ob—
lem.
411 of these aspects of managément must be in‘place fof the sys-

tem 'to work. . For example, teachers who build general credibility with

students during the first few days of school, explicitly eskablysh leavn-

-ing goval;s on a daily basis{ and whé build‘in continuous criteria for
helping students to know what is expected of them at‘a given moﬁent will
soon losée students ifyéheir.WOrk is not éhecked oﬁ a regular basis.

- Do?le, in a paper;for the Commigsibn,saréues tﬁat accountgbility
;fives fhe taék system and that stuéénts téna-to take serviously only
that work for which»fhe§‘aré held accouﬁfabie. We share his belief that
accountability is important and we écho his contention that teachers

21
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aeed to learn the importance of Aaccountability and expliore ways in which
, ] ‘ A ‘ .
accountability can be handled creatively and constructively in class- .
rooms,
. : # '
We have discussed some classroom management variables that relate
to student achievement and have offered some tentative explanations

about why these variables influencé student achievement. In essence, 2

gond wmanayement system announces intentions and makes it possible to

activaly wonitor teachér and student behavior to-see if progress is

s

being made in shared goals. Such information increases the understand-

ing of students who are intrinsically motivated by school tasks and
teachers .oncerning how to proceed and do.well in the classroom. A
managemen: <ystem helps to establish necessary conditions fofjstudents
without Fhese orientations to learn self-control and to engage in aca-
demic tasks.with the understanding that classroom reQards“and privileges
are associated with personal progress on assigned tasks.

Alony S%milar lings, Doyle argues that Qithogt higﬁly'developed
management skills é'£eacher will rely on simpiistic and rougine Assign -

- i p

ments which elicit cooperation from studehts, especially/gtudents who

are inclianed toward disruptive activities.

Summary arid Coriclusions

In thiy secti?n we ha;e described some classroom managerial vari-
ébles thai are as;ociated with stﬁdent achievehent. Good manayement.
skillé provide a necessary.struéture (but not a sufficient one) for

active ¢lassroom learning. We believe that poorly managed classes in--

’hibiévstudeﬁts' involﬁeménf in the instfuctidnai program and negatively

affect leacrning outcomes, Although we have not examined the research

base in any detail, the correlational evidence relating the managéﬁent

vehavior: veviewed here to student achievement is very consistent and

(9 Xy
é&f

e
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ﬁthe obtainer relatlonshlps a;e typically at least moderate (Brophy,
1979‘. Fiz*thermore, there is grow1ng experimental evidence that the
manageriallprinciples discussed above can be taught to teachers, who can
use them to improve student attention'to assigned work (e.g., Anderson
et al., 1979; Good, Grouws,ﬁs Ebmeier, in press).

Cons1der1ng management research andvthe ava11ab111ty of materials
for teaching managerial skills to teachers (Good & Prophy, 1978; ing
press; Emmer et al., 1980) it is 1mportant that th1s 1n;ormat10n bea con-~
veyed to presermice (and inservice) teachers. There is much new informa-
tion about classroom management that‘was not‘widely accepted or under--
stood a decade ago. It is not clear, however, how widely these ideas
are held aad disseminated by many teacher edUCators, We find it surpris-
ing that #many recent teacher\graduates are unaware of managerial con-
ceyts like "withitness" and ”o'\‘rerlapping.'l which have repeatedly been
demonstrated to be impqrtant considerations in effective management.
Teachers' unfamiliarity with these concepts is‘especially surprising
wheni one considers that many teacher educators believe that classroom
Jmanagement is an important teaching tash. The  access that we have to
teachers from many different institutions‘is limited, and our'perspecv
tive on this issue may be inappropriately biased.- However, Ken HoWey
{personal communication) snggests that his survey of over 200 teacher
educakion institutions supports this view., It would seem that Schools
of educatton, as well as staff development programs, ﬁéeé to integrate
.flndmngs from management researchklnto their academic curricula. '

Although me advocate greater dissemination of management research,
certain quallflcatlons must be cons1dered when related flndlngs are

applied. Cirst, effective managers in the research revxewed here

i
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_thought about the needs of their students and’adjuéted ‘their teaching to
partiqular classes. These tegchers appeared to be Qood,decision makers.
Although better.managers’seemed to build abcommunication system that
’helped studeﬁts to identify how to respond appropriately without teacher
directioﬁ in the classroom, Emmer et al. (1980) Qofed that they also had
a sense Qf:studehtS' rerceptions and needs. Thét is, in contrast to
othav teachers, effectiye managers first taught students fules related
to their wost immediate qeeds (e.qg., where to put tbg lunch box, how to

obtain permission to use the bathroom, ntc.). Effective managers were

also more likely to appropriately consider the following factors in vela- |

tion fo lesson design: (a) attention span of students; (b) relation

) of lesson content to students'winterests; (c) appropriate work stand-
ards; and (d) assurance of reasonably high level of studeﬁt success.,

It thus seems that in addition to an understanding of management tech-
nicquaes, teachers must also possess i keen understandigg of bow~students
learn and develop.

Although extant résearéh yields important, practical knowledge, w=
need more research %o assist in understanding how management strategies
influence student. learning in various classroom cpntexts. The boun-
daries between inséruction and managemenf become "nlurred” upon examina-
tion, ‘The managerial or instrﬁctioqal issues which are important to
teachers will véry, depending upon the subject matter and whether teach-
ers plrsue process or prodgct gpals. For example, to a teacher interest-
ed in student achieyément inkmathematics; student attentivqness and par-
éicipation a§é 1arge1y ménaggrial issuesé From thg‘standpgint of a 5
gocial studies teachér pursuing process goals, the form of attentiveness

and level of participation may be instructional issues.
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- Thig discussion is incluéed to remind’the reader that classroon
management has traditionally been viewed as‘é product variable (e.g.,
maintain studeht attention). Reseééch has yielded imbortant facts and
concents concernihg management, but it seems important to reglize'that
other ways of viewing t?is variable have not been expiéfed. We concur
'with B¢ophy (1979),“who advocatés the study.of instfﬁciibnal issues
which :{0e independent of claésroom management. 1In order to do so¢, how-
ever, vantter definitions. of management»and instruction tha;'presently
exist will be needed and these issues should be studied both from pro--
cess_gnd product perspectives. In addition, futuce researchers must
better,uonceptualizé,ﬂgz some classroom managenent strategies work and
test specific theoreticpl arguments. Similar attention should be paid
to why and th ‘teachers who were observed to be effective (without inter-
venéinu) developed their managerial strategies.

fa particular, researchers should examine how Lteachers' classroom
"management styles influence studen£ initiative and self-control. Stuf
dents need structure -and purposeful diréction, but they must”élso have
" the ogportunity to learn to determine their own objectives and to devel-
op stratpgies for evaluating_%ﬁpg?ess in self—thosen;goals.‘ Such abili-
tias bacome increasinély important aS~studen£s get oldév.

46 have stressed that befter time utilizabion“and appropriate =lass-
OO managemegt techniques can facilitate achievement; however, wocre
tinme and well—managéa classrooms are not likZIy to increase sfudéut
achieyzment unless students are brovided withyggpropria;e curriculun

and instructional opportunities. We now turn to a discussion of vecent

cesaarch on these topics:




Active Teaching

Tu’gur dﬁinion a major contribution of the reséarch of the 1970's
W3 to»daménstrate thaf'teachers make an important diffefence in student
learning in basic subjects. ’This point is now well documented,  T9 some
this ¢laim sSeems only common sense; however, many have argued that teach-
eges, and a2ven schroling, ﬁakeAno substantial contributiqg to students'
lntelledtual’§eve}opmént; Research conducted in the 1970's indicatos
tho i nome teacher behaviors are associated with increasea student
achiev:zat, ﬁwwéve:, these 1arge—sca1e investigations have shown <on--
siderabla ngiézigg in how teachers use instructional time. Concerninﬁ
educational policy, it thus seems that the use of public funds to ade-
kquately i.rain teachers is a wise and necessary investment if student
achievemeut is to be, enhanced.

Lt Ls.beyond the purpoée of this paper to describe the recent re-
search oun teacher effectivé;ess, but it is useful to illustrate the im-
p}icatious of these studies by briefly describing one program’of re--

L , . ;
'éearch. For more details the reader can consult the paper prepared by

Good o the Commission or see Good, Grouws, and Ebmeier (in press).

Missow'i Mathematics Program

'ﬁbout ten years ago, Doué Grouws and i became interested in trying
‘Lo deterwine whether or ﬁot teachers made a differénce in mathematics
learning, We decided to study, ﬁathematics because we fellt that.il was
an'jmgortant part of the elementary school curriculum and that teacher
effects ﬁould‘be more gviﬁentfin mathematics than in ;pbjects like read-
ingi Wo waﬁted to avdid\és m;ch as poésible SUbjectstheré teaéhing
influencé might be contam%yéted by homé ihfluencés (e.g., most parents

won' t attenpt to teach‘}new" mathematics) .

A
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?he»yurpose o%_the original study waslto defermihe whether it was
possible to identify teachers who wefé consistent (é&ross»different '
groups of‘studenfs) and relatively effective or ineffective, using stu-
dent performance on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills as\an:operéﬁional cri=
,t¢?10u~ A[n\brief, reéults showed that high'reéidual.mean achiévemehf ﬁ
scbre; were stronglyvassoéiated'with several teachér béhaviorsﬁ |
(a) geharally clear instruction and availability of information to stu-
dants ﬁs needed (procéss feegback, in partiéﬁlar); (2) a‘non—évaluative P
| G and relaxedylearning énvironment which was task f6cused; (3) higher
achicvement ekpectationskkmore homework, faster pace); and (45'Classw
krophé which were relatively free of major bghavioral disorders. ég%

. Teachers who obtained high studént achievement test scores were

active teachers. They gave meaningful'énd clear preséntations‘of what : : -

AAS té be 1éarned, provided developmental.feedback when it was needed, .

structured a common seatwork~£ssignment, and responded to lndi&idual

§tuéeuts' needs for help. These teacherslpresented‘meaningfui uqntedt,
- but thcykalso‘seemed to 1istén to and learn from student responses

(e.g., reteaching when student performance indicated the need)q  Effec-

tive teachers alserncouraged students to participate activély and to-
P initiate academic questions'wben’approbriaﬁe. Ingeed, these teacheés

_were helping students to be active learners.

£lementary school experiments. We were pleased that some consis«

]

bmzent‘differenceé‘between relatively effective and ineffective ma thema--
éicsvteachers could be foﬁnd in correlatibnal research. However, at

that point we only had a description of how mére and less effective 2

teachers (in our sample) behaved differentlyub We did not know if teach-
ers who did not teach the way more effective;teachers did could change
bhneie behavior or whether students would benefit if teachers were

o
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trained to use new}hethods. To answer these questiqns} we develbpedva
. traianing programb(;omﬁining informatioh about'how_effectivevteachers
‘behavéd in the naturalistic study with other‘researdh findings);ahd con--
Jucted an éxperiméntal study to determine what effects thewprogrQAnguld A .
have on i:eacher behavior and stUdent achievement id fodfth—gradeﬁglassj

rooms,

fn writing the training program, we characterized feaching as a

system of instruction with the following features: (1) instructional

activity is initiated and reviewed in the context of meéning; (2) siu-

dents are prepargd for each'leéson stage to enhance involvement“gpd t6;~

.minimize errors; (3) the principles of distributed and successful prac- ' f ¥

ticé_a;é built into the program; (4) actiye teaching is demanded, espe- |

cially in ﬁhe dévelopmental portion of the lesson (when the teacher.
;gxplainS'a concept being studied, its importance, atc.).

N Obsérvers' records indicated that the experimental teachers imple-
mented the program vefz well (withthe excepgion of certain reqommendan
tions goncérning how to cohduct thé.dévelopmental portion of the lesson).
Pre- and post—tesxihg with Fhe SRA standardized achievement test indi-

v cated thdt after two and one-half months of the program; students in
dex§eriﬁenta1 classrdomsdscofed five months highef than those‘in conleol
 ‘c1asserms. Results on a‘dontent tqst”which dttémpted to more closely
match ‘the material that teachers were preseqfing Fhan did the standard--
ized tests also éthédIan édvantagdrfo; experimental classes (foc
et details, dﬁe Good .& Grouws, 1979). o | 4 5 o
Pfe— and post—testing on a ten-item attitude scaie revealecd that

expe;imnntal students reported significantly more favorable attltgdes 5

at the end of the experiment than did control students. Aalso, it is

g

timpor tant to note that anonymous feedbhack from teachers in the projrut

T
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indicated tﬁat’they believed thé proéram was practical and thét they: |
plannedvto continue usinghit in the future. Research elsewhere indicates

that teachers havé a favorable reaction to the program, even when it

is'presénted and discussed without the involvement d%'the developer:s ‘
(Keziah, 1980; Andros & Freeman, 1981). ‘

'Hoﬁever, it is important to qualify these findings; Altﬁough our

results suggesﬁed that fhé trea¥ment generally worked (i.e., the means - o
s in each cellvwéfe in favor of the treatment group), thé program was more Coo ﬁ
beneficial for certain combinations vatéachers and students than for
others. The-data céllectively indicated that teachers who implemented;
the model got gopd results, yet some teachers used hore facets of the
program than did other teachers {see Ebemeir & G?od, 1979, for details). |

Secondary school experiment. Considering the relatively successful .

results of expefiméntalﬁwqu at the elementary school 1eve}j»we we;e
very‘mucﬁ'intefested in expanding our inquiry to secondary classrooms‘
OQur research Ft the secondary level involved a strong control for Haw-
thorne gffécté (as did fhé elﬁmentafy school work) and our findings
again indicated that some teachers implemented the progfamkmore fully
thén others.“Among mény findings were the fplloQingE (a) the average
impleméntafion score correlated significantly with students' éttitudes
toward mathematicé; aﬂd‘(b)'instQuctional timejspent on vebbal problem;
solving -activities correiated significan£iy with students' problem-
solving aéhievement scores. Finaliy, students' performance in verbal
problem solving in both partnership (teachers helped to modify the pro-
gram) and treatment classrooms was Superior to probleh—solving perform--

ance in control classrooms, although students' general computational

achievement was not affected by project participation.
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Sumnary of research fihdings. Our research- on mathematics instruéf
tiun, especially at-the elemenﬁéry school level, has convinced us that
teachers o make a difference in student learning,_énd that inservice
teéchersﬂuan be trained to:téach so fhat £hey increase student perform--

ance., ‘'The system of instruction that we believe is important can be

broadly c<haracterized as active teaching. Active teachers presented
concepts, explained ﬁhe meanings of those cqncep£s, provided appropriate
pfacﬁice aclivities, and monitored those activities priwg to adsigning
seaiwork. !Tﬁé fact that these teachers éppgared to look for ways to |
confierm i disconfirh‘that their presentatibns had been comprehended oy
studeﬁts‘was particularly important. They assumed partial responsibil~

ity for siudent learning and appeared to be ready to reteéch;when neces-~

sary.

Implications
Reseavrch on teacher effectiveness has:not'yielded specific gufae~
lines abeut how to teach, but it has providedkblear evidence ﬁhat teach-

I .

ers can and do make a difference. Many recent articles advocate increas: -

°

ing the quantity of ;eaéhing (more time for basic skills instruction,

" mgre "time-on-task'). However, a more important implication of recent

reseavch is that the quality of teaching needs- attention. The initial

natucalistic study of more and less effective mathematics teachers indi=.
cated that effective teachefslwere distinguiShed by how they taught,

not oy the amount of time they spent on mathematics. Teachers_who ob-

tained higher gains made better use of time and obtained more student

involvemEnE, but they also maintained a good balance -between theory and

practice (cénceptualization, application,/and drill). We believe the

.

most important implication which teacher effectiveness research has for -

teaci:or education is that teachers need to be active in ‘their teaching.

.80
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' WC.prefér the concept of aCtivéitéaching‘pathef than the term
"direct instruction" (which has been ﬁéed to describe the pattern of
behavior of teachers’who obtain higher—than—exﬁécted achievement from
studentis), becausg it_ConnéteE-a broader d;fihition'of Eeaching than
does tﬁe gxiéting research b;;g.v In active teaching, the initial
style can be inductive or deducﬁiVe, and student learning can be.
sglf;initiéted or teacher-initiated (eupecially if thorough critiques
and synﬁhéseS‘follow*student learning’attempts)i“:Agtive teachihg“
also comnotes a broader philosophical base (active teaching can occur
in élassrodﬁs using a variety of cléssroom organizati&nal structurés),

and shoui: become- somewhat less direct as students mature and instruc--
. i
tional go:uls are more related to affective and process outcomes. Also,

-~
¢

-

, !
active teiaching techniques can be applied in both teacher-led instruc-
tion as w2ll as in student team learning instPfuction. Active teaching

»

is an important construct for describing “teaching. With Ehe appacent

.2 : . . . 5
growing pressure for teachers to function as elassroom mandgers rathec

3

than as instructers, teacher education programs should devote increased

time to helping teachers understand active teaching.

»

Others also advocate more attention to active teachﬁng,,including

instruction which encourages student problem solving and critical thiak:

ing. Vor example, Durkin (1979) argues that compbehension skills ace
insufficiently g%phasized in reading insfrgction and that sémc aduca-
tors beliéve that these skills cannot ?e taught.. Such low axpectations
can obviously be self-fulfilling. Duffy dnd McIntyre (1982) note ,a;'n.c
unfortunate and unproductive tendencies of teachersxto'eqﬁate teaching
with providing opportunities for practice. Cufrent.fesearch,suggests

that mova effective teachérs take the time to explain concepts -and to

AE)
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assess siudents!' comprehension of material assigned to them before
extendad practice is required.

Qualifications

The concept of active teaching is particularly applicable to
basgic subjccts such as mathematics‘andAreading in elementary schools
and secoundary, schools when achievement goals are of primary interest.

Active heaching may be iﬁconsistent with teachers' objectives in other

subjeuts (2.g., social studies) where process goals are more lmportant

than product goéls. The codel of active teachtnc discussed here has
evolved from research on the short—terh effectsmof teacher cehavior on
sfudent Achieveﬁent. Further work may enable educators to understand
how patbteens of teacher behévicr infiuence stcdect motivation? initia-
tive, and Ablllty to learn independently. Within the context thac it
has bean studied (math, reading, short-term achlavemeﬂt goals), however;

n

active teaching abpears to be a ccnsistently effective teaching method.’

These cosults may be aseful for educators, if they do not over-react to

/
o

them. (f . . . seen as a‘set of specific behaviors or as a generic form .

of teaching that transcécds all settings, then it is another polemic:'

2 s anothér educational shibboleth. However, if'active teaching 1is
used‘ﬁs'an oriccting'concept th;tnhas tone.adjdéted‘sensibly and sensi-
tiQeiy ha;differcnt educationallsettings,’then it cén'be valuable to
précbitioners. 4 |

Good and Doyle (in separate papers for the Commission) point out

. that if structured and active teaching is used it should focus upon Lthe .
meaning of concepts and helping ¢tudents to Lnltiéte questions about the
kmeanjvq of conceptg under study. Tt is hypothe512cd that such.a form ot

_ gtrnciuced teaching will have short-term poalrlve affects upon btudant

"3
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motivation without 1ong—termenegative consequences for students (2.g.,

making them overly dependent upon the teacher). However, we do not yet

nave information about the forms of structured teaching that optimize

both long-term and short-term achievement. Still, it is clear that at

present ton many teacﬁérs do nof give stﬁdénts systemafic, meaningful in-
gtruction. Althoﬁgh we acknowledge that: there can be too much informa;
tion prouéssing and modeling of p?bbiém;solVihg”p?6Eé§ééé“by”teadhérs

for stude nfs, this does not seem to be a perva51ve problem today in
American ciassrobmé.

«  However, asfstudents become older, “they should assume more respon-
sibility for establishing their learning goals-gnd evaluéting their
performancé. Unfortunately, when students are asked to accept Ehese
‘esponulnllltles they often have not been taught self—managemenL skills
fe.g., -hé Commission papervprepared by Neumann makes it clear that may
colleye studenES'db not know how to manage time). Students need. ko be

taught these'skills before.they are allowed to -use them.

Why Active.Teaching Facilitates Achievement

Having made some qualifying stateménts about the practical value

of active -teaching, we now suggest why active teaching relates to

.achievement. Such comments are speculative, because research which

3

tests theories has not been.condﬁctéd} however, we think it meortant'
to at least begin to explain schoo;—rélated research.”
Theory. Past résearch has shown that teachers vary in their be:

navioe and in-their effects on students. Since the Missouri Mathematics

8

K \ ' * . : Bl .
Program focused on whole—class instruction, it .is difficult to speculate
" aboul ils effects 'on particular learners or for specific content. -Navec-

theleaus, Lt might be instrdctive to preéent,some hypothetical comments

H

abouk why the Missouri Program appears to work at a general.level.

(;)
Y]
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‘ﬁe have evidence-that the Missouri Mathematics'Program'in general had
va positiVe lmpact upon the mean performance of;students ..... in experimental
classrooms,‘but we have no data to explain why the program worked. The’
progran was probably effective because many elementa;y school teachers
simply dovnot emphasize the meaning of .the mathematical‘concepts they pre-
sent and do’not actiﬁely.teach.these concepts. Too mgchfmathematics in-_
B ‘struction in elementary schools involmes—a brief teacher presentation_folv

lowed by 4 long period of seétmork. Brief explanations of seatwork do aot
allow fov meaningful and successful”practice of concepts that have been

12

taught, and the conditions necessary for students to discover or use princl~

[T

P

oles on rhelr own are also lacking.

It seems plaus1ble that the empha51s in our program upon devplopment

12ads teachers to think more deeply about the concepts that tney present

| o

anl &6 search for better ways of presenting thoseyconcepts to students*

Fucihecuore, because of the way in which development is conducted, teachecs

. . " N .
t

- can detect students' errors before. they have a chance to practice those
mistakes for a long period of time: This feature of the program seems to
be especially desirable, Because some research indicates‘that it is very

dlff|vult for students to tell teachers that they do not understand instruc—

.

ulon A dlear; extended development lesson nelps students to understand

1

moce tully the concepts ‘that they .must master and how those conceoLs ace

g L e b e, "

4relAued o others they have learned.‘ Development Lhus ngea ooth teachecs Co

£

and students a better ratlonale for learnlng activities. and a sense of the

|
|
: | |
continuity of mathematical'concepts. - : ~ _ ‘ '
¢ h . . ' |
The controlled practice portlon of the lesson enables teachers ans
u ‘ )
students to determlne whether ‘basic concepts and mechanlcs are beiag UndPI* _ Lw‘f

stood. a|udents of teachers who expect that initial Leacnlng will oftcn
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result in . less than adequate student cimprehension and believe that student
mistakes «all for reteaching, not rationalization, will benefit most from

controlled practice. The information such teachers gain during this lesson

_phase allows them to correct and to reteach aspects of the lesson so that

a

students/develop‘appropriate eonceptuei‘understandings and skills prior to

~ \\\
_practice. Furthermore, students should be much more active thinkers during
~Z_

S~

the development and controlled practice portions of the lesson becéuae\tneg
Know that successful completion of seatwork and homework are dependent on
their comprehension of material presented during development. Checking of

geatwork allows teachers one'final opportunity to correct misunderstandings

prior to the assignment of homework. Following successful practice, brief '

homework assignments should offer students positive learning experiences

that both provide for better integretion of material and the development of

more apuvropriate attitudes ;§9u§ mathematics‘and*their ability to learn it.
In particular; étpdents”yill g;;bably conclude that increased personal
effort during'meéhenatics instruction leads to positive learntné’exeer—
jerices. Students wou;d thus be presenting more positive feedback to teach-
ers about mathematics instruction (e.g., handing in completed homework and
exhieiting pdsitive verbal and non—verbeldeehayiors duringbmathematics in-
Structién) which in turn‘inereESe’teaChers' belief that they can present
mathemaiies effectiQely.L Such belief 1eeds te renewed efforts on their

"

part to carefully structure mathematics instruction.

‘Future research.- It is important to note that the'preceding hypcothe—

ses need to be tested if we are to develop a more adeqﬁate undérstanding of

the antecedent condltlons necessary for successxul mathematlcs learning.

e,

et
For °xam31e, research is needed to determlne if in fact teachers ‘who use
1 .

the progeam identify more student errors and can more readily undersiand

30
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'

those misltakss during development than teachers who'use different teaching

tecimiques. It would be equally ‘important +to assess whether students in ex-

perimental classrooms are more active thinkers during development than are-
students in control classroons (perhaps by asking students to do problems

1mmed1atﬂly after the development portion of the lesson). More vesearch is

needed concerning the conditions under whlch student errors are development—

ally helpful and lead to increased student effort to 1ntegrate material,

rathec thaa debilitating and convincing students that ‘they do not under--

w

staad mathematics. When researchers begin to examine the assumptions on

"
2

which sLudles of teaculng effectiveness are based by stating and testing

the" spetlflc ways in which student learning is 1nfluenced the condltlons

.

~

under which teachlng and learning strategies are useful will become clearer

3

‘thas they are at presen

Anothar important area that needs more study is the gquality of active

-~
-
.

teaching. The Missouri Mathematics Prooram\appeared to be helpful in ele- | s

mentary 5Ph0015 because 1t 1ncreased the amount of\\lme teachers wecre ubili--

zing for development, an and it thus helped them to become erally more

active in their teaching of mathematics. However, we found tha nost secon-

dary'teachers regularly 1ncluded a development portion in the1r lessons. and

that time, per se, was. not as 1mportant as is the quallty of development

%3 1mp<ovements are to be made in teachers lnstructlon during development

it seews important to develop more adequate procedures for conveying to
teachers criteria whxch can be used to estimate the quality of their in-

struction. In particular, more content-focused development needs to.tue

emphasized in future research.

Altnough the Missouri program provldes generalpstrategies-for teaching

'mathematics, particular content needs to be SLudled more thoroughly. Better

COnceptualization ot the instructional demands of different types of
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nathemétical content is needed and information about how.the development:
oortion of the lesson can be adjusted in ways that are |consistent with

<haages ia .content.

"‘Curriculum Content and Academic Work Structures\
feachers vary greatly in the.amount'of time that’ they spend on particu--
lar subject areas in elementary. schools. Iﬁdeed,rstudents agsigned to a
certniu‘teucher in a schpol may speﬁd'twice {(or more!) as mucﬁ timg study¥“
iny mahhemntics as students assigned to a different teacher. in the same
school. - Tn addition to the amount of time teachers allocate to a particu;

lar subject matter, there is also a great variance in how teachevs use in-

teachur:t assign considerable seatwork; however, others spend more time o
devslapnzat (explaining to students the meaning of concepts and how Lo do
wovlk ) peioe to making seatwork assignments.

Teacher Attitudes and Time Allocations

.[t seeﬁs‘that teachers'»prefe;ences for teaching various subjects may
‘be an important determinant of how’time is'allocatee in elementary class-
rooms . ’Schmidt and Buchmann (in press) heve found that teachers allocate
time to varioususubjecﬁs in part according to their'aﬁtitﬁdes toward those
}subjeuks.(the degree of enjozment they expefienee in teech;ng them) . The

g$ix teachines studied all averaged the most time, about 100 minutes pev day,

\\\J" . for readinyg/language arts instruction, but they varied widely in how wuch

. of that time was devoted to each of these areas (particularly to writing

S

dﬁrigg language arts). The next largest allocations were either to mathem:a-

tics o;\éoeial studies, but there was a reciprocal relationship‘betweeh”
;,ﬁhese fwo Subjegts: teachers who-taught more mathematics tended to teach

lecs sowial studies; and vice versa. ' ’ x

ERiC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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All of these differences were related to teacher attitudes. Teachers

who &njoyed teaching reading more than wrltlng tended to stress readlng
ovef lénguage arts 1nqtructlon, and, teaéhers who engoyed mathematics more
,than bOFlal studles aended to allocate con51derab1e time to mathematics
but little time to social studles. .In-fact, teagheré who - enJoyed teachlng
fmathematics spent over 50% more time per pupil teaching mathematics than
teachers who did not:

Teacher'svéontent emphases (how much emphasis they felt should re given |

to five curricular areas) were also generally associated with larger alloca-

tions of time. However, the relationship between their sense of competence

in teachiqg content areas (how difficﬁlt they found different subjects to
teach) and time allocations was less clear. |
This stﬁdy dées indicate, however, that for successful instruction
. .
Lo occur,lteachérs' knowledge and teaching skills must be sufficienﬁly
d&veloped iﬁ each subject that they éan enjoykand feel successful Leaching
that subject. . - - S o

How Teachers Influence Content

That the influence teacher préferences have on curriculum amphasis
varies somewhat across scbool,settings‘is shown byla recent review ofvrej
search. describing how teachers determiné tbe coﬁtent (bofﬁ inﬁéutionally
and unintentionaily)‘fhat students learn’(éégégy, 19825. Brophy. describey
work by the Content Determinants Group at Michiggn State Uniyersity : .
(Schwille et al., 1979) which showed that seven fourth—-grade mathematics
teachecsVAdecisiohs about cohten£ were complex and varied. .These decisions
include: how much time will be devoted to a subjéct, what topiés will ve

taugh i, bo whom these topics will be taught, when and how long each topic

will e taught, and how well the topics are to be learned.
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s

Jome teachers had a great deal of autonomy in making these decisions,

but other were subject to officially mandated instructional guidelines._,-“h

3

In additiun to external pressures,\teachers' own knowledge of subject meate-

ter; past experience teaching,'beliefs; and their assessments of the benc-
fits.and costs of eontent altcrnatives affected their behavior. Further-
more, regardless of the strength of external pressures concerning the curri-
gdidm,for students in generai; all teachers responded to individugl.diffcr~
ence:s among students, and all differentiated to some degree within theair
clagses by teaching'more or different content to bright%r than to duller

studants, It is clear that teachers are policy brokers rather than policy

1mplementers, and thus the content taught is likely to be a compromise be--

'tween of ficially adopted content and the needs of students as teathers view.

them (Suhwille'et al., 1982).

Brophy refers to the curricula teachers adopt for their students as
"intendodﬁ curnicuia. However, due to time pressures and unforeseen learn-
ing-difficulties, the material actually taught td students is often oniy

’y
a subset of that intended. Furthermore, some of the material that is taught
will unwittingly and unsystematlcally be taught 1ncomp1ete1y, incorrectly,
or in ways that cause student learning ‘to be different from that originally
intendud. In addltlon, some of the mater1a1 that is taught will be distort-
ed by’wl1dfnts as they attempt to 1ntegrate +it with erroneous oreronropn
tions . |

ﬂeductions in the intended curriculum. Be:ause of time c¢onstraints,

VR

overly vrief or vague 1nstruct10n often occurs in the classroom of two
types of teachers: those who try to fit in too much content and thosa who
are ovacely dependent on curriculum materials to convey instruction to

pupil ;. The latter <type of teacher does very little active instructing.,

v




For axampla, Ouffy and McIntyre (1982)\found that most reading Eééchers

. , -
sere heavily dependent on curriculum materials provided by commercial

publishers. Teachers' expectations for their classes are also important”
determinants of content taught (Lanier et a}f} 1981), both to entire

classes and o subgroups and individuals within classes.

Distortions of the intended curriculum. One type of distortion

ocours as students infegrate new material with their existing (and often

&vvonedus) preconceptions. In additi&n, direct content distortion .can
occue because of the teédﬁéf’ékinadequate kndwleéééwgf Suﬁject matter.
Indirectkdistortion occurs beéause of incompiete, poorly sequenced, or
inadequate Leaching. This inadequate teaching likely has ‘the most serious
effects on low—achieving Stugents, especially in classrooms where Sfudents
are grouped by abiiity. Algo, teachervfailure to explain the purpose Qf

activitics adequately often produces discrepancies between the meanings of

tlowae auvbivities as seen by the teacher and the students.

Differences in Mathematics Curricula
Many elementary school teachers seem to be relatf%ely free to decida

the extent; to which they emphasize‘science, math, or social studies in

their classes. However, after decisions to allocate time arg made, how do
teachevs Jdetermine what content they will teach? Freeman et al\,, {ia press)

suggest thnt the textbook used by a teacher 1arge1y determines the cuvricn-

Ium that students will receive. However, these investigators‘fouhd that

- the mathematiss curriculum presented in four different textbook series var-

ied ¢onsiderably. Considering that teachers usually teach the‘curricula
presented in textbook (although?sometimes distorting and fragmenting <on-
tent, as noted above), Freeman et al. contend that variation in text con-

tent suygensts that the material students are'taught (opportunity Qo'hearﬂ) :

40
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will vary in important ways in classrooms at the same grade level which‘ﬁse

Bl

different bnooks.

Freeman et -al. note that in addition to the variation in content that'
exists'among textoook\series{ there are also considerable differences be~
.
tween the content of varions“textbook series and that measured by some stan-
’dardized mathematics achievementitests.‘ They note that the mismatch be~
tween materlal in some textbook series and(concepts measured by particular
achievement tests is quite large; It 1s thus likely that some school dis~-

tricts use dchievement tests that have little relation to the cprriculum

that some teachers are using.

Variation in Social Science Texts

~

Similar variations in content have been found in social science text=

1

i

books. A comprehensive report (The Status of Pre-College Science, Mathema-

tics, and Social Science Education: 1955—1975) compiled for the National

Science Foundation 1nd1cates that most studies report that there are sub-

stantial variations in quality and amount of treatment of soc1al science

content“\geography, history, economics, political science, sociology, psy-—

chology, and anthropology) and methods from ‘one text to another. - Texts

emphasize geography and anthropology at the elementary level; secondary

~ books iaclude more political science and economics.k Some of the factor~

on whicb texts are found to vary include: structure/format (how connectable
r " ,

or felataole ideas presented are), accuracy, whether and how controver>1a1

material is presented; emphasis‘on ideas of social 1mportance, extent of

multi-disciplinary approach guidance prov1ded in teacher's manuals about

what concepts_should be covered; degree to‘whichnconcepts arevoriented

around the individual; strength'of the "content base" provided‘for‘teachihg

a subjecin general representative content coverage; and extent to which
. ) :
1
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critical thinking and p;obiem solving skills are encouraged. It should
be noted that texts in general were found to be seriously deficient in
these last two areas. In particular, most texgs'relied on memory and empha_l
sized "what" in detail, ignorihg "why.'

As an,exémple of variation in content coverage;.Ratcliffe (1966) anal-
yzed six eleventh;gréde‘ﬁistory texts (75-94% of total market). He found

-

that oaly 44 of 98 terms judged to be "representative ideas" of. the social
écienues qera ihcludéd i; the texts} Only.one term, inflation; received
qualitative treatment in all six books.” In féct, only 20 terms received
such treatment in more than one pf'the‘texts. Obviously, the social
science concepts and content th;t a pqrticular student has the opportunity
to 1earn.depend upon which textbooks his/her teacher adopts, which concepts

the teacher emphasizes, as well as how much. time the teacher allocates to

souial science topics.

Quality of Instructional Materials

Ta a éaper for the Commission, Doyle notes thattstuQenté spend much
classroom time reading textbooks, and hé argues that WPCh instruction con-
sists of'little'mdrekthanrthe teacher going over content zontained in the
tektbook. ‘Herver, considering that’the cénteﬁt presented in fextbooks
varies widély,‘and that many textbooks are of inferior quality, such in- .
struction will often’be inadequaﬁe. |

Doyl notes that, "Analyséé focusing on discourse propertieé and cog-
nitive demands indicate that school texts are not élearly written and often
unwittingly pose complex logical and inferehtial taskslfpr students (see

Anderson et al., 198Q; Frederiksen et al., 1978; Gammon, 1973; MacGinihie,

Poe

1976); fa -an intensive analysis of the suitability of eight beginning vread-

ing prograns for low-ability students, Beck and McCaslin_(1978) <oncluded




that wmany «f the programs presented information to students in ways

that were likely to cause confu51on. In addltlon, the instructioral pro-
cedures recommended to teachers were often convoluted and unnecessarily’
complicated for students. 1In a similar analysis of five basal reading
proyrauns , Uurkigv(1981) concluded that the emphasis was.on praetice and
assessinent exercises with little direct instruction invcomprehension pro-
cessay and that many of the topics (e.g.; identifying‘referents for. pro-
nouns) wece never explicitly connected to reading skillé'butkrathev were
andyv in themselves" (p. 46-47) .

Studehts are often asked to read material that is ‘too easyjor Eoo

difficulk for them. According to Doyle, Jorgenson (1978) reports that in

examininyg the match between readihg and social studies textbooks and sbtu-

dents' roading ability at the third- and fifth-grade levels, 61% of the

© student:s were aséigned to material easier than their ability'levels,~ fn

fifth.grade social studies there was a single text for all students, and

" 85% of the students were required to learn from printed material that was s

abova their readlng ablllty Students in reading were able to work inde
pendently, whereas students in social studies spent time sollg1+1nq nelp.
frnm tha teacher and other students.

Orgénization of Curriculum in Early School Years

{n a previous paper for the Comm1551on, Good argued that even akt the’
Towest grades the movement from grade to grade is characterlzed by manyv
discontinuities.  The home environments of most young children are~very
structured.’ Parents clearly communicate what the chllﬂ is expecLed to do
and about what behavior is acceptable‘and what is not. When the chlld
enters nursery school, however} he or‘she‘enc0tmters a very differesnt
mapagement style. Most nursery schools are permissive and allow children

‘frensdom io which they may or may not be accustomed.

43
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The transition from aursery school to kindergarten returns the child
to a more stcuctured managément style. Kindergarten is characterized by
' commbn task structures and public evaluation of perfofmance. Tn this re--
vgard, kindergarten is more similar to the home environment than is‘ﬁursery
school.

3aginning in first grade, all stuéents in a class do not receive the

same »amivviculum nor share a common set of learning expériences. First grade
is distingtive becéuse ability grqupiﬁg usually begins here, Résearch

) i
indicaias thiat from here on, students' elementary schéo@ exéerienccs will "
be extremely varied. Instrucgion in low-ability groups focuses on Srill
repei:ition, in high—aﬁility groups it ﬁore“often relates té thé meaning of
material and the nature and applidation of ideas.

Curriculum Demands in Elementary, Sedondary, and Higher Education

tn}a paper for the Commission, Ward, Mgrgendo;ler, and Mitman suggest
hai. lospite some public concern over the "transition'-that students nus
make whén‘they move from elementary school to junior high of middié
schools,imost students perceive the demands of elementéry and junior nigh
to be similar rather than different and have }ittlektrouﬁle makiﬁg the tran-
sitioa. | | | |

Accoréing to Ward et al., thé curricula offered by junior high sch?ols
in Etho UnﬂEed States can bé reviewed from threevperspectives: (?) contentk
COvéreﬂ; 52).éognitive complexity of learning tasksf,and (3)'social qu»
ticipatidubrequirements sfudehts ﬁust understand and respond to iﬁ ordec to
ﬁerform successfully in each class. V

(n their intensive sfﬁdy of one. junior high school and its elehentary'
"féader" schbols, Ward e£-al. found that the content being offered in the

Jjunioe high was aot more difficult from that which students received in
. ," : 1

fifeh- and sixth-grade classrooms; In fact, the authors found that many

Y

.
~
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studenty were placed invjﬁnior high reading skiiIS'developméntxciasses in
which the worklwas too easy. Furthérmore, the gramma; and conposition - com:-
‘ponents of ﬁhe language artﬁ,curridulum repeatéd skills that étudenfs had-
gxtensively practiced in the upper elementary.érades} The authors also
point out that’the seventhj and eigﬁth—grade general mathematics tektbooks
used in this sunior high school had not been ﬁpdated £§ accommodate the in-
creass in eléméntary.school pupils"ma£hema£iéal skills.

Ward 2t al. found that the students in tﬁeir sample confronted a curei -
culum undiffepen?iated according“to skill. level, and that a great many
teachers relied on worksheets as their'fundémental curficulum. Such an in-
listruutional strategy forces stuaénts‘to leagﬁ material independent of +the
‘téachef and assumes that students cén engééélin self—instructién; The
aﬁthovs contend that the task asisigned to studeﬁts ih many Jjunior high/
middle‘schoglé is likely to reéuire 1itf1e nore thén méreiy memqrizing tact-
uay'kuowleﬁge or comprehending simple ihteliectual procedﬁres. They‘chm
clﬁde from thF research~they’réviewed that junior high~students aré seldoin
' required to synthesize, analyze, or expand upoh\information presented by
teachers. |

Similar argumenfs have beenkpresented about the lack of academi¢
demarids in secondary schools and‘higher education by Cus Lok (1981) and
Jewnann {1982). For example, in a paper prepéred for tﬁe Commisssion,
&éumaun suggests that class attendance and selection of ﬁourses are becémn
ing more optional énd he argues that many colleges reguire little more than
minihal reading, writigg, and.matheﬁatical ékillsl Itvmay be that only

reading is absolutely essential in order to graduate.

_Lower Grades: More Electives -

. ¥n a anews release describing Commizsion proceediugs (School Board New:s,

v,Noveﬁber 24, 1982) findings were discussed from a drath form of the vepntrt,

oo 45
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"A Study of dlgh ochool Transcrlpts, 1964-1980." This study analyzes high
chonl »ranserlpts from two 1arge data sets (over 1? OOO students were stud—

ied) .. Ohe,file of transcripts includes a natlonw1de sample of 6,000 stu-

dents 1(1961-1969) collected for a study at John Hopkins. The second data

set is hakeh.fromla nationwide sample of 6,000 transcripts_gathered at Ohio
State Uaiversity (1971-1981).

'ic coumparison clearly 1nd1cates that. students Ln the 1971..1981 sample_
=1ee\ed to take fewer Carnegle unit courses (academlc courses) and instead |
took muro elective courses (courses such as driver education, trainiqgffor
;arriage and adulthood, .and vocatioaal home economics). The article sug-

gestg that the transcrlpts give ev1dence of the presence of three lracks in

schools: academlc, general, and vocatlonal. Students get d:cf rent views

" nf subjects on the basis of which track they are in. For example, in @ome

courses a uriit on taxation focuses upon how and why government systems

qovk, out in other courses instruction in_Ehis:unit concentralas on how’to
£i11 eut property assessment forms, etc.

‘Tn the School Board article, Cliff Adelman is reported to nave arqgued
that'the percentage of students on the "general tfack" increasaed from 12%

in the late 50's to 42.5% in the late 70's. The study does not find a

“ simple form of erosion of grade standards as many have reported. C(here is

grade iuflation 'in the sense that in the 1971-1981 sample there are note

A's and B':s than in 1961-1969, but there are also more D's and F's.  As

-students continue in a sequence (e.g., from -algebra to’geometry to trigo-

nometry) grades become higher. This observation leads to speculation con-

serning whether teachers grade easier or students perform.bettev.

L

in the 3chool Board News article, Alexander Astin is cited as reporang

uhaL there was a 40% drop from the sixties-to the Jeventtes sﬁmple in the

o,

}4‘3 - .‘},v' .‘ ,  ‘ f\




 few if any negative c
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proportion Qfscarnegieuuhits in‘fofeign languages and goverﬁhent aﬁd a‘ZS%’
drop in Eaglish. Astin suggests that the drop iﬁ English.woﬁld have beeh
Iargér if credits in remediéi English had ndt been counted. Math and
science‘units declined less (from 5% to 10%) . \Astin alsé notes that these
ieclines ith%e number‘of écademic courses taken are accompanieﬁ,by corfes«
pondingly lower SAT?scores. That‘is, until very recently student ﬁérfgfm«

ance had been declining on both verbal and math portions of the SAT, bﬁf.‘

yerbal scores have dropped more sharply than math scores (this, of céurse,z

5 s

corresponds - to shifts in the curriculum).
There can be no question that content coverage.and opportunity to

learn are strongly related to student performance on measures like the SAT.

If students do not take algebra courses or if they are not taught appro-

priate content when they do enrcll in such.coﬁ}Sés,‘tbeir pérformanée will

‘ decline,in.enrollment in academic coursesfaf the high school ievel.

In part, students take more non—academic courses because ‘they are

offered‘ahd presumably stgdents_enjoy taking“Eheg. Students -experience

* -

i .

onsequences for failing to take more.academicfcdursés,»
(i.e.,. they .are not denied admission to "state universities"). The number

of alective courses in some secondary schools is substantial. 1In a paper

. for the Commission, Cusick notes that in one school there are 30 different

coufses;ayaiiabié_in Eﬁglish; In this school students can choose  from
Sh§kespeare, mifhblogy, or tradition and revélt iﬁ‘literature, muéic a; .
expressioﬁ,_speech, yeafbook, et;?“‘lndeéd, there»ége‘even thrée options
fo? illitefate or marginélly 1itéra£e studqnfé! ;p addition to 30 courses
in English;~§his school offeré 16 courses in éocialkstudies,:lz in math, 15

in ‘busindss, 10 in vocational training, 8 in science, 8 in art, 7 in musiz,

and 3 in home economics.

47
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; But why does‘such diversity exist? Cusick afgues that schools are
alﬁays vulnerablé'to addipg'mdfe curriculum because it is very difficult

.

bb define ‘students' needs and, having no articulaté view of what students“

-_ﬁeeds are,,schdols'are always_in’a weak position relative to a group that

:fhas a clear idea and who is willing to argue it. Thus, the fact that diver-

sity is abparent in seconqary‘school curficula.cén invpark be accounted
for tﬁé vulﬁérab}lity of £hé school curriculum, in barticulér to outside4
pressure groups. |
Cusick suggestsnthat the respopsibilities of.schooling are so consbruc—
ted that administratérs spend their time on attendance, discipline, and -
public relations. Speéifically, he argues that schéols are foundea in the
. . . . . - t ’

basic beliefs that the acqﬁisition of positive knowledge is:or can bhe made

interesting and appealing to everyone; that'schools should be comprehens?

vand, since they_aré publicly fuﬁded, they should respond'tb the needs ol

*a diverss2 population. Thus, since schools must serve a large and diversa

student population, édministrators are under pressure to (a) secure tnhe
éftendaﬁce of students who méy have little interest in school, and (b)'main~

tain order among this diverse population of students.
. e i

‘Given that administrators' attention is focused upon the structure

“

‘of scheoling, the day-to-day responsibility for curriculun falls to ‘teachsts

" who have two types of demands made on them. . Firvst, they wust instruct and

learn to get along with the students. 'Second, they should not‘burden al -
ready busy administrators with additional disciplinaryfproblemé.i Accordiag

to Cusick, it is ultimately the teachers who create the diverse courses to

a

‘fulfilﬁ‘what they perceive to be the demands of students, and to meet their

-
]

own needls as teachers and individuals.

Ho further argues that one possible negative side effect of fragmen-
tation is that little emphaéis in such ajgchool systen is placed upon?

<@ R

poY

¢




47

building and maintaining a community within the school. That is, satisfy-
ing individual needs consistently takes precedence over the‘preservatioh of
communi bty or school-wide norms. He writes, "And it may be as some have

suggested that the community itself, serving a pedagogical end of inspiring

and motlvatlng students to do better ‘and work harder, is something that

Nevm x,

pgblic schools were too quick to discardho It may even be that wh11e tha

"pﬁbtlc system offers broad advantages to those students sufficiently sophis—-

Licatad or Juided to take the best available, such a eystem might €prther

disadvantage those who lack both sophistication and/or strong guidance.

Thai!; would e a paradox; after all, the strongest argument for diversity

and fluidityinas been ‘that they help extend educatlon to ‘the less advan—

taged, ft ”ould be unfortunate, as well as paradox1ca1 kif the sum of it

all further dlsadvantaged those people whom_ 1t was the intent to assist"

(pp. 21-22). ‘ - | ¢ , ’ D
Others have made sihila} argumentssooncerning the decline of performu

ance expectations. For example; Tomlinson (1981) argues that ;n the-search

for equityband the legitimate need to instruct an ever inereasingly diyerg

gent student population that educators.over time become lax with regard N

to certain important conditions of iearning. He argues his case:
"FOllowingithewsorge of uﬁdefachie?ing children ano everétiqhteninu
resthaints on their own-bebaviopLweehooliwgradually reliaquished the
necessary conditions for learning. These necessary conditione incLude‘
teaehers willing and able to teach ‘a cﬁrricuium that everyone can
learn, order and stablllty-ln the learnlng.enV1ronment mlnlmal dis-
traction from the 1earn1ng process, and chlldren w111tng and able to
learn what they~are taught.

fThesekconditiona.gge’the requirements of an efteciive school;

¥

they are reliable and . valid at'most any time or plaCe and with most
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any uhilﬁ} I can think of no exceptions to these ?uies. Leafning

is more likely to take place'in a tranquil context than in a chéotic

ona; in a‘distracfion—fpee context'than in one that diverts c¢hildren's

N , .

attention to%other'thaﬁ the course of instéuction4.and in a context~

that providgs youﬁgsters With optimél‘tim; on task. Becaﬁsekmodern )

schools provide %hese éonditions less often than befofe, we have indeéd

'stré}ed from tﬁe fﬁndamentals——ﬁot from the curricula of‘donteut sot

much as f;om the conte*t that learning reguires" (Tomlinson, 1981,

p. 373), ‘

Thus, there are those who argue that both the conditionsvbf schooling
and the acédemic>content of schooling have declined,'and, ironically,.it

%, -

may well be that the students who have suffered the'most from such declines
9 . f : .

are children from low SES homes..

Quality of Teaching: Subject Matter»Assighments
Dovle states that risk and ambiguity afe‘key concepts in understandiay
classroom situatioﬁs.yﬁAmbiguity.refers tp thhe extent to which gn exact
| formula for opéaining an answer is.évailabie. It is imporﬁént to ?ealizé
thﬁt‘ambiguity does not neceséarily result from péor exblanations bywteach-
/ers;'rahhgr, it is an inherent feature of éertainvtypes of academiéiwonk,
Riuk'r@fe;s‘to‘fhe strinéency of Ehe critérig‘a teacher uses to evalﬂate
student: pcrfofmance aﬁd the iikelihoéd that these.criterié ;én belmet on A
given occasion. .
'ADoyla argﬁes;that some tasks, especially those whiéh involve under--
stanﬂiggya higher-le&el cognitive brocess, are difficult for teachers anl
studentéﬁﬁovéccomplish in classrooms. In’pgrforming sﬁch tasks students
may farc %mbiéuity.and risk. When teachers make more complex assiénmenﬁé;;"m"

they otften have management probleméyresulting from delays and from the tfacth

thai a siqnificant'portion of the students may not be able bb accomplish
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the'assigned work. Unfortunately, the usual emphasis on classroom manage--
@éht of‘group contingencies and on answering often focuseswtne attention of
teachacs and-students>on simply getting work done rgtnet than on nigher—
level cognitive tasks: Doyle's analysis thus fsué—oests that, in adddition
to the influence of textbooks, which emphasize nenory tasks, classroom

envivonments have stable aspects that cause many teachers to emphasize such
. . 23

tasks (low eisk, low ambiguity) over problem solving.

Q

Noyle wontends that in some eases what students do in classrooms {(and -

their perceptions of'Qnat they are doing and why) may be discrepant with
the actual task that the teacher has in mind. That is, students are prac-

ticing the wrong operations. For example, a teacher may spend‘much class

time naVIOQ students dlagram sentences, however, the teacher might choose
A g

nok to t ;. whether students can apply this skill (e g., studeats are re-
quired to write original sentences). In this case, from Doyle's perspec-
tive, having students'practice diagramming sentences would have'been an
"activibty'" and not a task, since 4t was not functionally related to the
intended outcome. X

Ooyle (1979) further notes that teachers have been found Lo praise

inappropriate student responses. Reasons for such teacher behaviors may be

-laudahla (e.g., to encourage classroom part1c1patlon) however, the discrep- .

ancy baiwoen stated teacher behav1or (glve thoughtful answers) and acveptei

behav Lov (wrong answers) may teach students that the real task is to

" respond yuickly and not to think. Such‘discrepancies betWeen'activity and

-

task demands may communicate low expectations for student 1earning. Tn the
section that follows we will examine more fully how teachers' expeetations
may intlueace student pefformance:
conclusLon

[ is important for teachers to know how to select and adapt curricul o

materials for their students. Through preservice and inservice educatiOn




50
téachars ihould be made more aware of student]s needs and prepared to deal
with thewm z=ffectively. For example; teédhers ﬁeed a-mﬁ{e thorough back-
ground in developmgntal cognition, especially in relation to curricula.

“Because of limited time and the complex demands of schooling, teach-- -
érs' presant dependence on plblishers* curriculum materials and'téachers'
guides i~ likely to continue. kHoweygrr teacﬁersf guides can and should be
'imp¥;veﬂ. Téachers, though, should depend on these gﬁides only for Eléﬂ;
gigg; ooi, for conveying instruqtion to studéﬁfs. Rathér; teachefs.must
know how to adapt materials for their,students. In their role as instructf
ors, teachers will have‘to learn to meet students' needs for advance oryan--
izers; integrating concepts, detailed explanatiohs, corrections of persist-

--------

ent misconceptions, etc.
. i w ' N ' ' ’ '
feachers also need to know how classrooms operate as gocial system:

(teachers have to deal with groups of students) . I particular, they need

b T

to'devclop skills in designing academic tasks and instructional material to

supplement teitbooks and other published materials. Furthermore, we agree
with Doyle that teachers néed to think about academic work and become more

aware of the various methods students use to avoid task demands while still

accomg}ishing'academic,work (delaying, seeking unnecessary help fromw teach-
et et e © .

. \ R .
ers, =20¢:.), With this increased awareness, teachers can begin to devise

ways to sustain task demands and thus have students use the cognitive pro-
cewses which are intended for task accomplishment.

Teacher Expectations

Teachers vary considerably in how they use time, manage «<lassrooms,
mediate textbdok and curriculum assignments, and in the extent to which
they encrhasize either meaning or drill-like activities. However, instruc-

tional vaciation can be foind not only between <lassrooms {(=.g., how two

52
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teachers vary from one another in their classroém behavior), but also EEEE;;
in classcooms (one teacher behaves in different wa?é toward‘subgroupé of
students in his/her class). For instagce, séme teachers wno provide consid-
erable feedback may evenly distribute their evaluative comments ‘to stu-

dents, bul other teachers may provide feedback to only a few students in
£ .

the class. Although some teachers fail to provide entire classes with ap-
. w -
propriates content and stimulation, in many classrooms students perceivad by

Eeachers to be low achievers are the ones who receive inadequate instruc-

tion.
¢

Much of the research conducted in the 1970's consisted of classroom

observational studies aimed at determining what teachers do in their inter-

actions with high- and low—achieving students. 'The extent to which teach-
ers differventiate in their behavior toward ‘students has been found to repfe~

- ' H
sent an individualfdifference variable, with some teachers varying their

.

behsavioc moré than others'(Brophy & Good, 1974; Good & Brophy, 1980) .

Explanatory variables which indicate when and why teachers are likely to

- behave differently toward high- and 1ow=52hievin§ students have not been

frequently studied (for exceptions Sg? Coopér, 1979;'Cooper~&<Godd, 19§3).
It is not clear whether teachers who differentiate sharply in their béhav—
ior §oward highs and lows do so because of personality variables (defenstveQ
ness, ciyidity), school or’classroom organizational factors, characterist-

ics that individual pupils and groups of students bring to the classroom,

-

or a combination of these and other factors.

Although the causes of differential interaction are not definitely

established, it is clear that many teachers vary sharply in their inter-

action patterns with high- and low-achieving students. B8rophy and Good
(1974) astimated that about one-third of the ciassroom teachefs who have

been obsecrved in belated research have shown patterns of highly differen-~

tiated behavior toward high and.low achievers. Teachers differentiate

53
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their behavior toward students the& percgive'es high orvIow acbievers in a-
vafiety ;f ways. (For a comp?ehenslve dlscusslon of these variables see
Coopar uam! Good, 1983 and Good and Brophy, in press.) Ve w111 lLsi here
only a fe«v of the ways teachers have been found to differ in ‘their treat-

o

ment of students: kl) calllng onflows less often to answer classroom.quesf
tions wr LO make‘public demonstrafions; (2) waiting less.time for 1ows to
answevuquestions; (3) praising lows less frequently than highs after suc-
cessfui sitblic responses; (4) criticizing lows moreffrequently'than highs
fo« ineorcect public responses, and (5) not staying wifh 10Qs ?n Fa{iure
gibtuations (prov1d1ng clues, asklng follow- -up questlons) @

Tt s lmportant to examine the. 1mp11catlons of such teaohet hehaviors
for'low achievers.’ It seems that a good strategy for slow students who
face Such'conditiops would bé not to volunteer or not to)respond when
call2d on, because such an instructional systeh discourages students from
taking risks. To the extent toat students are motivated‘to‘ceduce risks
and ambiguity—;and maﬁy argue that students are strongly motivated to do so
(see the.oaper,prepared by‘Doyle for ﬁhe Commission)——it soems‘that stu-
dents dould become" more passlve in order to reduce the risks of publie fail-

ure.

Explanations for Differential Teacher Behavior

One basic cause of differential behavior is that classrooms are very
ous and‘oomplex environments and it isVdifficult for_toachers to accurate -
1& eSScss the frequency;and quality of their interaefions with individual
studeni:s,

A second explanation involves the fact that much classvoom behavior

nas to be 1ntergreted before it has meaning. Research (e.g., Anderson-

Leviti, in press) suggests that once a teacher develops an expeotatlon

aboul 4 student (e.g., the student is not capable of 'learning), the teacher
. . s} .




(foc 9X1mp1e, see Brophy & Evertson, 1976) Such teachers may interpret

.(1981) has noted that some students are able to t1me their m1sbehav10r in

“guch a udy as to escape teacher attentlon, whereas other students who mlsb=m

. attention. According to Green and smith (in press), the 1anguage some S -

53,

Lnterpreté subsequent ambiguous c1assroom.events in a way consistent with
PR _ ’
the nrlglual expectatlon. Good (1980) maintains that most classroom behav--

ior is ambiguous and subJect to multlple 1nterpretatlons
A bhlcd reason why teachers dlfferentlate.more or léss in their behav-
ior towart high- and low-achieving students involves the issue of causality.

3

Sun@ teachers be11eve that they can and w111 influence sLudent learning

s

- gtudent Ffailure as the need for more instruction, more clarvification, and

eventual ly increased opportunity to learn. CQther teachers, becausckthey
assign blame rather than assume partial responsibility for Student failura,

may 1ntecoret failure as the need to prov1de less challenge and fewer op00n~

cﬂ;tunities to learn. Teachers who do not have a strong sense tnat they can +* E

influencc student learning are therefore more likely to overreact to stuwiant

areoc and"failure!(perhaps by'subsequentiy assigning work that is too =asy)

than teachers who feel that they can influence student learning and that -

they are a partial cause of student failure when it does take place.

&

Another explanation for differential teacher behavior is student behav:

-

ior. Students present themselves in different ways to teachérs and these -

self—presentatlon styles may 1nf1uence teacher responses. Dee~Spencer Hall ;

®

have JUbC as often are reprlmanded con51dexah1y more frequentl ecause the
timinq of their misbehavior is inappropriate.f Larrasco (1979} suggests

Lhd1 q\udents may demonstrate competence in a style thaL escapes feache:

dents us> makes it likely that teachers will Underestimate thelrxbotenttal.

Macsy (1978) provxdes another lllustratlon of how students may 1nf1uunut

i | 3 . 'i i [

teache© hehavior. She reports that’ students in low track junior high
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clasées.like tp do seatwqu and dislike public interacthﬁJand classroom
Lec tuce In paft; low achievers prefer seatwork (and encohrage teachers Eo
assiyg. noce seatwork) because it presents less EiEE to them. ﬂe»previously
noted khat teéqﬁers whé do not bossess manégement skills are eépeciglly
”llikely to be vulnerable to studént iﬁfluence. Finally, McDermott,(1976)
foundt that in one classroom low achievers received less reading practice
varzusa they were interrupted frequently by ofher'studéntsqduring reading
instpeverizion.  The interruptioné were partly due to the féct that thes low.
achiwvors' behavior'durihg,reading group allowed'ofherkstudents'ho interg
upt e Hegce, students appear to be -an active part of ;he'expectancy
cycle ‘The behavior of some students encourages and reinforces té%chiﬂg

effor by, whereas other studenfs' behavior discour@gés teaching.

-”
‘

Srcen‘and Smith (in press) report tpat tea@hers use‘linguistic perform;
ﬁ/é&éﬂs 45 one basis fof evaluation of,stuégpt~performance. Thus, students |
nus . knew academic information as‘well,é;-how (and when) to display aca-
demiv knowledge. Being accurate Y§5Jnot enough; studenfs needed‘ho present
information in appropriate form ét‘the appropriate timé. Students have to
kniow bothAthg farm and the_cbntent fequired, Thus, because of linguistic

" deficioncics and/orrlackféf aﬁareness'of sociai cues, some -students may
nave qm%h more diff}éﬁity convincing ‘teachers that they know the material
th;n do uthéf stpaents.

o havg;édggested seVeral reasoné Why teachers maf behave d;fferently-
Sowaed higiv- andilow-achieving studénts: the comglexitz.of the clasSroom;
the aﬁbigEqEE natufe of student éerforman;e; teachers' beliefs about causal-
Ezzk(their ability to cause or to influence.étudeqt performance); and stu-

dents' behavior. Obviously, these are dynamic influences and they,ofﬁen

decue iniuompination. For example, Confrey and Good (in progress) note
~ ~ ) : S i i
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. some bLoachers criticize low achievers more frequently than highs per in-

55

"that ia ona class students were placed in either.a high or low mathematics

group oa ihz basis of thelr teacher's 1nterpretat10n of the students' per4

d(l

formaaces ducing the first weeks of mathematics class. ‘The ass 1gnment of
students  to the high group was based in part upon the EEEE. w1+h whlch they
were pevforming'mathematics tasks. |

lronically, a week of observation indicated that students in the .low
group often watched what the teacher was doing in the high group and in
intevview sessions they indicated that they observed the highs becausa thay
wantad to get a step’ahead and learn what kheﬁhigh group was learning.
Unfor tunately, because the feacher was interested in speed of.performance
and beeauée;lows spent time watching the other group rather than doing
theivvowd saatwork, their incomplete seatwork assignments reinforced the

teachar's ociginal expectations and supported the beiief that the assign-

ments to high and low groups were correct. Students' interpretations of

5
£

theic gl\ssvoom roles and’ thelr behavior influenced and ma1nta1ned rﬂaeher

expectai:ions and behaviors.

Student Passivity: Role Confusidn
Recent research suggests that teachers vary widely in now they  react - ‘ )///f'
to student problems and this variation may make it difficult for students

to naderstand what is expected of them. . As noted above; studies show that

. 5o, . . .
correci cesponse, and praise lows less per correct answer than nighs.

T ,onLrast, other teachers pralse marglnal or ihcorrect respon ses given

by low achievers. "These findings reflect two different types of teauhers

Teachers who criticize lows for incorrect responses seem to be basically
: 2

intoleranit of these pupils.. Teachers who reward margiqai even wrong

i _ansvar" are excess1vely sympathetlg and unnecessarlly pro»ectﬁve of lows., V

£ { . i %

Rofh types of teacher behav;or 111usttatn to students that effori and
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students that effoft and cléssrdom performaﬂce are not related (Cood b
%Brophy, 1377y, Qver time, such differences,among teachers in the way they
praiée low achievers may reduce low stgdents' efforts and contrig;te to a .
passive learning style.

Othexr teacher behayiors may also encourage student passivity. Low
students who ére called on frequently one year (the teacher believes that
they aeaed Eo be active if they are to iearn), but ére seldom cal;ed on ihe
following yeark(the teacher doesn't want to embarrass them) nay find it
.confusiné tg adjust to different role définitioné. Irogi;ally; these stu-
dents, who ﬁave the least adaptive qapacity,‘may be asked to make the most
acdommodatioh és'they move from classroom to claésroom. Tﬁe greater varia-
tion in how different teachers interact with lows (in contrast to the more

\similar‘patterhs of behavior that hiéh studenté feceivg from different
_teachers) may be due to lack of agreement among teacheys about how to
respoud to students who do not learn readily.

Evenlwithin a given year low achievers must .often adjust Eo more: var -
iéd.expectationéj.iThis may be true in part because hany lows havevseverai
teachers (in additionbto tﬂe régular teacher tﬁey may havé a remedial‘Math,
reading,~or $peech teachér). Ironicaliy, these students may receive less
and/oc different instruction because of attempts to provide'themvwith exbra
assistance. .Hill and Kimbrough (1981) studied pull-out iﬁstruétion ia
ScthLs that.operated four or more categorial (special need) érograms.

They foﬁnd that pull-outvprogram$ éosed pfoﬁlems for»étudentédwho veéeived
 special assistance as well‘as for regular teachers, becauSe,.due to schedul-
ing problems,képecial progréms were_reglacin , not supplementing,‘the core

cUrriculum for many Stﬁdenté. .

Vo { Pk I | { b
{ ‘ i Fwven when studen%ﬁ did receilve both rebular and supplemental unétrucw

tion, thoy were still not well served. Hill and Kimbrough Found that in;
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several cases incompatible teachihg methode and materials werelused in spe-
cial and regular classrooms. Hehce, manv children becahe confused by con—.
flicting Aoproachee takenfby special and(regular teachers, and conceptual
learning was especially difficult for these students:.

Groupingiand Expectation Effects

Much of the recent research on teacher expectationa examines teacher
Dl

behavior -toward individual students. However, there is growing evidence

"that students may also be affected oy'grouping, which often resulte in dif-

ferential instruction. Confrey and Good (in progress) observed instruction

in seventh~grade ﬁngiish and mathematics c1aSSes’and'interviewed some stu-
dents in high and iow groups in each class.a4They found that contentipresen—
tation to low—achieving students was often characterized by fragmentation
of material, regetition, little presehtation of theory, and few integrating

concepts. Students in low groups in classes grouped by ability spent much

,of‘their time on repetitive drill astivities which were inadequately opre-

sented and'dichSSed:and not sufficiently related to relevant integrating

concepts. Students were unlikely to receive the intended benefit from
these activities, even if they did them correctlyw
T

Eder (1981) found that students in one first-grade class who'were like--

ly&to have difficulty learning to read were asaigned to groups whose social
context was not conducive to learning. In part, this was because assignf
ments to;first—grade reading groups were‘based upon _kinderyarten teachers'
recommendatiohs,.and a major criterion of pIacement was the maturity of the
students as well as their. perceived ability. Eder obaerved reading group
behavior throughout the year and found that the teacher discouraged inter-

ruptions of students' oral reading turns w1thin the high group but not in

the low nroup %:According ﬂo Eder,| the teacher may have been concernedlwmth‘

maintainlnq the interest of the low group during other studente readi.ng

7z
.
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tuarns (i qeneral their readlng turns tended to be 1onger and fllled with

mora pausas). The teacher may also have thought ‘that 1ows had less 1nLr1n~

sic intervest in‘the material;,therefOre; she was more willing to encourage

most.Forms of participation or responses from low students but demanded

-

more appropriate behavior and responses'from highs.f

3ecause the most 1mmatuie, inattentive students (as indicated by the

kindergarten teacher) were assigned to low groups, 1t was - almost certain

_thdh these qroups would have more‘managerial problems (e G distractions)

4

.than others, especially early in “the year. Indeed, because the teacher

;'J‘was often distracted from a student reader in the low group,who'was respond-

ing (because of the need to manage other students in the group), students

-

often provided‘the correct word for the reader. Readers were not -allowed

{ime Lo ascertain words on their own, even though less than a thicrd of the
*

vs*udents snterv1ewed reported that they 1iked to be helped and nost thought

%
t

this help interfered with their 1earning. Edep's’work.indicates that 1ow

- students had less time than highs to correct their mistakes before other

students and/or’the teacher 1ntervened.

Eder a1so found that students in,the low groups1spent 40% of their lis-
tening time not attending‘to the Messon (versus 22% in the hign groups)
Low‘students frequently read out of turn, adding to the general confu51onﬁ
tLdex reports twice askmany teacher "manageriai acts" in the }ow jroups as

in the‘high groups (157 versus 61), and found that turn interpuption

increased over the course of the year. Due to management problems, frequent

v'interruptions, and less serious teaching, low students may inadvertently

have been encouraged to respond to social and procedural aspects of the
raading group rather than academic tasks. | o
L ] L ¥ I
[ is difficult to conceptualize and describe what students learn in
SGhoo!. aspecially from the examination of practice in one classroom.

60
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However, Ll seems plausible that one of the effects of being in high and
: , ’ { .
. ' L . { , .
low -reading Jroups in the classroom stgdied by Eder was that students

v1earned differentvnorms for attention.. Students in the 1ow readlng groups

were enrouxaged to be 1nattent1ve, whereas, students in the high group
learned to attend to imstruction.

Inappropriately low performance expectations are often associated with

. good teacher intent. ons, but such expectations still have harmful effects.

‘As A case ia point, Bob Germain (personal communication) has found in-

stances of ‘too muchdstructure and direction. ‘He found that textbooks were

giving cues to poor readers about where they could flnd the answers to ques-

tions that appeared at the end of the chapter. Some low—ach1ev1ng;students

simply_read a particular*pagewwhere~they could find the .answer rather than -
: : : T

attempting to read all the materials.‘ The cues embedded in the text mater-
1 - : _
ials were probably prov1ded to help slow readers {(in order not to overwhelm \

s

“them) . - Hewever, the practical effect was probably to encourage less read-

¥

ing and less thinking:

Teaching Dilemma

Flearly, teachers can expect too _much or too little in the1r instruc-

tional Lnteractlons with students. % is dilemma aiso has to be addressed
Ly curvicilum specialists who.write textbooks and by poticymakers, There\

are maay instances in which teachers need to assign differant hypes of
material . o high and low achievers. We are not suggesting that teacheis
treat simdents the same way in all circumstances. Teachecrs can make in-

3

strucbiohal mistakes by treating students too much alike, asvwefl as too

dlfferenclj. However, we believe that in general ‘existing evidence sug-

gests taai teachers are more likely to expev+ too’ llttle from students tha

E \ , 6 [ . ;

i

i

i .
thay p2cw.cive as having limited ab111ty.




Y

' - " Student Influence

- | I ‘ .
Although there is conclusive evidence that teachers signifiqantly

affect student learning, student motivation and ef%brk are *also important

.

. aspects of classroom performance. As we have argued, student behavior

:_’influenceS'teacherS' percqptidns of Students and in some .cases affects fhé

_quality of inS%ructibn;studeﬁts receive. More directly,‘stuaent ﬁercep«
tions of tegéhefrﬁehéviogﬁand student motivation are likely to influence

‘fao?‘much effort studeﬁts expend in the classroom (e.g., when lassroom ;

G

;fgasks are ambiguous and/or complex do students perceiVe them as a challenge

‘”and think an wprk of do theyfperceiQe such tasks as a threat énd negotiate
‘with teachers?).

’

There is increasing evidence that students' perceptionsgand self- |

perceptions are important sourceé of information about classnoém learning.
For exémple, Pace}s study (rgportedzearlier in’tﬁe péper)\deyonstrates the
utility of students' reports of théir éffort. Pace found that the QUal—
ity of student effort was important in prediéting échievemént goals of <ol -
‘lege studeqtsl

iStili, effort‘is at 1east<important in a relative sensé, aven tﬁéugh- o
less absoiute effért ma& be necesséry'today for stua%wts'éo receive nigh
'”*gfade%;sﬁAs_é‘case in point, ﬁéﬁménﬁ notes that positi&e.infarméi interac-

Ctions bekveen students and faculty were critical in explaining success of

—_—

some studsents in'cqmmunity colleges . « . the institutions wikh khe alghest
o ! N L . . . .

cates of attrition in our system of higher education.
On2 wonders how studenté perceive standards in highér»education'and

how their éerceptions influence performance. Too little research ‘has
) ) . -vr, . : ‘ . Eey
attempte:l to answer such questinns and we need to more systematically study
- . . . z { . , ) ’ ,{ o R
how studants perceive and respond to acadeLic deﬁapds;' How' students re- k

spond t~ these expectations should be an important research agenda in the

» £
i

-
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1980's. We now'turn to a discussion of what we know about student percep«

tions, . ' ' , .

Student Perceptions of Schooling

n a thorough review and integration of research on- student percep-
tions of schooling, Weinstein'(in press) examines studies ;£ students' per-
ceptiono of teachexs, other school‘personnel, peers, causes of behavior,

the classcoom, arid the school.

Perceptions of teachers.' Concerning'perceptions of teacher behavior,

cladsrooms vary in the extent of differential treatment perccived by stu~

dents, Where is ev1dence that students are highly sens1tive to varLaLions
in.teacher treatment (interaction patterns and nonverbal messages) w1thin
classrooms. Through varied treatment, students infer teacher expectations

for academic performance. Moreover, differential relationships hold be-

"twcen teacher expectations, student expectations, and student achlievement

in classroomsfmhere greater differential treatment is peréeived than in
other classrooms {(e.qg., Weinsteinis Middlestadt, L979a; Weinstein at al.,
in pressi Brattesanni et ai., 1981). That is,’in classrooms where students
were. aware of teachers' differential treatment of high and low achievers,'
students' own expectations. for themselves more closely matched the teach -
ers' expectations,.and the teachers' expectations for their'students mor=2

clearly predicted student performance,

studies of students' perceptions of teacher instructional behavior

(e g., Peterson & Swing, 1082 Winne & Marx, 1980, 1982) suggest that
student perccptions and cognitions during 1nstruction can med1atc Zhe»
effects of instruction on student achievement. Evidence indicates that
students of ten may not perceive what teachers intend. ‘Also,‘some studenis

\ ‘ '\ \ x i g N i ‘ﬁ %:

who appoar to observers to be. attending to lecture ox class dLScusa1on

3

o

s homen Y i e m = ke i e e mean oo e
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repor Led in interviews.later that they were actually thinking.about other

—

" things, wuch as how they Would perform in relation to other students.’

In some classrooms, students may perceive mors differential teacher

behavior towards highs and lows than is indicated by behavioral reécords

made by wlassroom observers (Cooper & Good, 1983). It is not clear whethe:

studﬁnts report greater differences in teacher behavior because they have

mot2 wuws: and are more sensitive to teaching acts than observers or because

stud=iits Yover-react" to certain cues. Some students are likely reliable

K

. -observers of classroom events and others-—are probably not perceptive.

Sffll,ktheréfis evidégge that'éfudents_can provide valuablie insight about
teaching (Cooper & Good, 1983; Weinstein, invpreSS). Just as teachers may
act upon their beliefs and perceptions (e.g., they believe an ayérage'stu~
dent is below_averége),kstudents,also veact accobding to théiv perﬁeptions

of iLeachers' behaviors and intentions (Weinstein, in press),

ggfceptions of ability. Developmental literaturé suyyests that yound

children perceive ability or intelligence as-a changeable entity which can

be improved with effort. They also seem to fély on absolute and individuaf
standards rather than norms to!§SSess ability. Bumeﬁfeld and colleagues
(1982) argﬁe that young.éhildren's self-perceptions are thus biased in a

positive Airection. -

Howaver, there is much evidence that as students get -older, lassroom

*
Y .

conditions (feedback P?tferns, reward structurcs)iwhich increase ihe
differences. between high and low achievers affect student's perceptions
of awviliiy, and their perceptions of their.ability more cldosely @atch their
teachers ' peréeptions. Students élso evaluafé their own abilitieé}by com-
parin% %ﬁémselves with‘peers‘q?ringrthe da%ly pe{formanc% of xaskskin class. -
’ . a7 . b

roos . The évalﬁative cues availlable to students,'howevek, differ aécn?d
iny wo thé structure (2.g., wholeuélass, group, 9¢ individﬁal; 1¢utnr§,
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text in which students can evaluate themselves on several dimensions and
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seétwork) and qliméte (é.gﬁ, extrinsic vs. intrinsic reward structure)'df
the classroca and the school. A climate with high and flexible expecta-

tions, varied tasks and opportunities for evaluation, a fociis on task mas-

tery, and a velief in the changeability of intelligence can provide a con-

feel positive about their potential for~future success.

Achiovement behavior has been the most frequently studied process in

o

relation to students' perceptions of the causes of behavior, particularly

in an atteibution framework. Applications of attribution theory to class~

‘rooms will have to consider how success and failure judgments are made by

students. Recent worleuggests that children's definitions of success vary

across iandividual pupils, tasks, and situations (Frieze, Francis, &

Harrusa,y1982). One study (Frieze & Snyder, 1980) of the attributional

 patterns of elementary students tuor--success and failure in four situations

showed that the achievement situation elicited different causal mechanisms
than otherfsituatigns. Effort w;s'most important for school(testing situa-
tions, whilé ability was seen as critical to finishing an art project or
winniﬁg in football.

Perceptions of Learning Activities

Students' perceptioﬁs of their learning activities vary widely. 1In
a literatuvre review prepared for the‘Commission, Steinberg and Wagner note
that many young'¢hi1dfen'and some older stiidents are deficient in metacog-

nitive skills, particularly in four areas: (1) predicting ‘the difficulty

of -a task:ﬁ(25ngssessing the incomprehensibility or rincompleteness of task
. rd

directions; (3) planning ahéaamghafugiﬁganAiIab1e¥éQEQ wisely; and (4)

N “
YN

: Pl 1 ;

o i ! i 3 ¢
. S . o | . . Ll } t )
monitoring. their Jrogress'and in evaluating their own performance. Many.

students may therefore need some assistance in developing these skills.
» ‘

6o
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Unfortunntety,:as was argued earlier (see‘paper by Ward et al.), there

Student Motivation
Commission papers by Deborah Stipek and Martin Maehr have dealt with

the issue of student motivation. In this section we will briefly sumnarize

theic pape:s.  Stipek argues that-we have_ traditionally pursued an external

reinforcement model of motivation in education. She believes that Cthe use
of veinforcers is understandable, because they are often effective in :on-
trolling achievemerit-relited behavior: However, most teachers are not’

trained to use rewards effectively.

Practical problems with rewards‘énd punishment. Traditibnal rewards\

used in most American classrooms are not universally effective with younger
elementary students and adolescents, who may notnvalue hignh grades.
Anoiher pfbﬁlgm w;th external reinforcefS'is that their effectiveness is
shoct livad. Fupthermore, in the upper grades where assignmeﬁts ave
larger, lass frequeht, and take longer to complete, there are fewer oppor -
"tunities for sﬁudentsfto receive rewards. In college many rewards are far

removed from the immediate siﬁuation requiring achievement behaviors.

Rewarding achievement in the cléssroom‘cén'also diminish children's
desifa tn pUrsué achiévement—related activities outside scho;l;, FSr exam-
ple, i shﬁdents have learned, to expect external reingorcement for reading
at school,'tﬁey may not‘perqeive the intfinsic venefits of readiang andlthU§
will not c=aad at hOmé.

Punishment can also have negative conséquences for achie#ement behavy-
ior. Fear of punishment, such as public humiliation or 1pw grades, éan .

§ Iy i § i ‘ 1
§ C . . ! . i : . . AN % i . H
cause anxicty, which seriously hinders .ilearning if it is extremel. In fack, i

.

‘\.‘
i
i

many cailideen spend more effort trying to avoid pwunishment than they do




65, Ce
trying to understand material or learn new skills (consider the géSsivitz

model presented earlier in the paper) .

The discovery of cognitions. Stipek notes that cognitive the rists

have modified traditional reinforcement theory by suggesting that behézfor

is determined by students' beliefs, not simp}y by whether they have veer

A rewa;dng~qiwpunlshed in the past. For example, Rotter (1966) explains that

it is Aot the reward itself that anreéses PgeAf;;AQ;;Z;Abf behav1or,'JGE“R*\{f""/“““““”
N,

person’s Qeneral peliefs (locus of control) about whether réinforceesment is \\

contingeat on his/her owﬁ behavior (e.g;, ability, effort) or {actors be- , \X~

yond.the person's control (1uck; teécher bias). .There aré numeroﬁé”sﬁudies ' &\

whichﬁdemonstrate the link betwen an internal 1ocusfof céntrol and in- v \\\

creasad academic achievement.

Pevhapébthe most‘important.detefminant of children's interbretations
ot the causeé of their sucéesses and failures is whethér they believe: they
are competent (i.e., possess the ability to obtain desiredireinforcehent)ﬂ
Nicholls (1981) states that self-confident individuals are more “task—
oriented" than "ego—orienféd."

A final cognitive factor which has been given little atté;tion by tra-
ditional reinforcement theory is the degree to which individual children
value various kinds‘of reinforcers. in achievement settings. Differential
'valuca oartly explain age dlfferences in the effectiveness of reinforcers.

Thase modifications in ﬁ?adltlonal relnforcement theory indicate that
teacher:s should use fewards and punishments sparingly. Recent, velated
research‘indicateS"that teaéhers who have both bleasant and productive
t %' " c}ass?s uSCICﬁmparatively 1itt¥e pra%se and_criticiiT (Good, Grouws, % ‘ %0

Egmei;v, Ln~p;ess). | ( ' A o

Intfinsic motivation. In 1959 Whtte proposed'that successtul mastery

nf leacning activities is naturally reinforcing bhecause it resulbs in
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feelings of competence. Several other theorists” also stress that external

N

rewards ars not necessary for learning, and that external reinforcement can
have » negative effect on achievement behavior beciuse such reinforcement

is of ten unavailable outs1de the classroom. Even within schools ex#rinsic

Ve

rewards can impede achieVement‘behavior by causing a student to focus on
y ; / + 2 v

,/

the ¢avward cather than the 1earhing task. Furthefmore, external reinforce--

agnl i no; avallable in all educatlonal settlngs.

‘ .
IS

Stipekkcontends thatythree motivatiQnsl characteristics should be
encoupages in sshssls. Fiyst, positive, achievemsnt—relaﬁed cognitions
that.yewult in adaptive learning behaviors and maximum effort should be
fostecadl. Secohd, schools should mainsain:children's intrincie noti-
vation to learn so that they will continue tonlearn in higher education
institutions or out of school. Tasks that cannot be presented in‘a WAy
that ppeals to students' intrinsic cqmpeﬁenqe motive should ai leagh oe
seen oy puplils as instrumental t¢ meaningful persdnal goals. Thiwd, ﬁhe
educational environment should éncourage independent, self-dire ected learn-
ing stratsgies thst will benefit children in and out of_structured educa-
tional cbntexts. Stipek, however, notes that for those three conditions tg
be met it may be necessary to reducé'cléss size in grades 1 and 2. Similar
arqumwnus were made by Good in a paper for.the Lomm1ss10n. mw

The Status quo. Stipek suggests that before chlldren Untec school

thay are intrfhsically motivated. However, as their gehievement aefforts

are evaluated (usually‘by a comparative’standard) and compared to the
efforts nf their classmates, their perceptions of their,competence and

th%ir pectatlons for; success generally decliriue var the elementary
H 4 5 !i i

. H H ' I H

arning activities a1so zon -

grades, External reWards,andzless choice in la

-

Py

tribuke to a decline 1in intrinsic motivation. In dany respects these

E e . B
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" changes Al necessary. Comparisons among children are unavoidable, chil-~
- drest will view many school tasks as irrelevant, and it is highly wmlikely
‘that childten‘will "choose" to engage in many important academic tasks.
ﬁevevtheléss;vnost classrooms could’be improved so as totincrease chil—-
dren's motivation to learn. \

Yo

} S Maintaining positive achievement-related cognitions. Stipek argues

that to waintain a positive attitude towards achievement, children shquld
b2 gvraded according to howftneir performance compares to ‘their previous
berfcrmancerr to standards set for them (mastery‘learning), rather than
according o how their performance conpares ‘to that of others. Success is
thﬁs,attainable to low-ability students, and high--ability pupils al;ays
have higher standards to aspire to. |

‘Eddcational programs based on a mastery model have often resulted in

¥ . . i ;
coelatively high levels of effort and achievement. However, these programs
hdvc’nct been widely implemented in‘thecunitedvstates; perhaps because they
are ancnsistent with the economic and political context of American schools
or witnkotner socialiaing influences (e;g., parents, cultural‘background,
sports) Sometimes the effects of "individualized" programs are mediated .
by studean who introduce normative evaluation by comparing Lhemselves with
classmates in terms‘cf their relative positions in the‘Cgrriculum.

Althougyh some'ma;‘argue;that children Qill nave to function'in a comgee
titivc snviroment as adults, Stipek believes that tne benefits of competi »
tion in our society are seriously overrated, and that cooperatiun is more
likely than competitien'to further most persons' aspirations. Others nave
madebsimilar arQUments, and there isfevidence tnat under certain conditions
ceoperative learning can enhance student achievement (e.g., Slavin, 1981).

If teachers do introduce competition; they should try to avoid serious, -

nagativa achievement-related cognitions that could occur. For example,

~
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pupils an be allowed to select~tasks'at an approbriate difficultx/ievel,

or competition among teams composed of students of varying abilifies could

. ;/

be usad. Cdnversely,;classroom structures which maximize oppoftunities

for osrformarice comparisons (e.g., whole-class recitations) can produce

negative achievement cognitiops for some pupilﬁ.(Bosserf, 1979) . -
HOweQar, the teacher is probably a more'important factor

coom whkrmcture in determining achievement-related cogﬁitions, particularly

becarts the teacher can minimize thevﬁegative implications of self-assess-

ments of relatively poor achievers. More specifically, teachers cwsn insure

that all students do not interpret errors as failure. Rather, eivocs should

5e appeoached as a natural part.-of 1¢arning.' In thié context, teachers

mus t: be able .to differentiate erfﬁrs due to low effort or sloppin;ss from“

errors Jus to lack of mastery. Teachers should also emphasize a wide vari-
- aly of academic tésks, so ﬁhgt students who do not excel in acacdemic areas

wiiich uphasize reading skills will Have opportunities to succecd publicly o .

in othec Aactivities (see fof examplé Coﬁen & Rosenholtz; invpress), - Accord-- ’ B
.ing fo StLipek, highAexpectations for success within a particular academic

context 1o not preciude reaiistic occupational aspirations,.

. . . . ) . (RN ’ . N ' . B
Maintaining: intrinsic. motivation. - Though teachers cannot cely solely
e oy '

- v

s ! o SR ' ‘ Sy s -
on An intrinsic motivational system, they can more frequently utilize chil-~
3

drer s intrinsic motivatioA and minimize the nega%ive;lgggmtevm~e#@eets:5ﬁ~ﬂu~~45~*wzx‘

\

exteornal cewards. For example, teachers can design learning tasks that
are appdaling té studenté as well as appropriahely challenging. Tasks

i

should be'prese;¥ed wiﬁh an gmphasis on deVQIOping comﬁetencies rather than
axternal evaluatﬁon,‘ahd thus anxiety about potenfial failure is hihimizeﬂ.
T La :‘;*' ) :
Ty cases whefe ;ésks are not intrinsically wmotivating, teacherg will o .
navi: i) use alterﬁ%tiye means of motivating «<hildren. In.sdme cases,
v ) : :

hd : ' . R

intevigiae motivation can be brought abdut by instrumentally linking the

ERIC
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immediate task to a student's‘long—range goais or to another activity that
is more appealing. However, teachers should avoid making rewards (e.g.,

. going‘oat for recess).arbitrarily dependent upon completion of an academic
task.

o

In situations where external reinforcement is necessary, teachers

ﬁhould emphasize thezinformation‘vaiue of a reward (grades should be given

g along with feedback to students about their skill attainment). Likewise,

gratuitous, noncontingent rewards are not advisable. Rather, reinforcement
shoui!ld be contingent on some specific, clearly defined‘performance stand-

ard. Stipek also argues that children should be taught skills for self-

I3

evalualtion and realistic personal goal setting.

Teacher variables. She suggests that several teacher behaviors are

N i

related to increased 1eve1s of student motivation enthu51asm for teach-

ing; positiyeyexpectations for student’performance;‘and students' respect
for the teacher. Teachers should-also communicate positive regard to each
Vchild ongardless of the- student's academic performance. This may be one
of the most important factors in children S willingness to take academic
‘risks. | :
ConclUsion. The ideas.presented in Stipekis paper are not counter to
///an empha51s on basic skills, rather, the more demanding the task, the more
important are intrinsic motivational factors. Many nighly capable students
(especially females) are reluctant to attempt academic subjects like ad-
I ,
vanced science and math, in part because they have 1eanned to value high
~ grades ovar an academic challenge. Even as hasic a skill as reading is
associated'with external reinforcement. However, even high school students
who have always e;perienced a competitive reward structure can be reac-

~quainted with the pleasures of learning. In general, the <lassroom implica~-

tions of Stipek's views are consistent with the issues raised in the active

71
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teaching wnodel (e.g., focused goals; emphésis upon progress instead of so-

cial comparidons, relaxed learning énvironments, etc.). However, Stipek
olaces wucih more emphasis upon learner choice and actively teaching stu-

dents to direct their own learning than does the active teaching model.

Policy implications. The recommendations Stipek makes are principles,

not presceiptions. They must-be adépted and'implemented by each teachef
accovrding to his or her special strengths and teaching style, as well as to
the cbar&ctef%stic;“;}mgéudénts in the classroom (ébility, cultucal back--
growmd | age) . | o | |

MAaay of the recommendations are not eésy to implement, and ongping
insevvice tvéining is crucial so that teachers can share ideas'aqd stratel

gies and learn about recent research in achievement motivation. Likewise,

educational researchers must be encouraged to commmicate their findings

in ways that are understandable and useful to teachers. Administratbrs
mpst ne willing t§ give tea hers'time off from teaching so that‘they can
particiéuée’in inservice ograms. Reduced élass size fér the first and
second graaes Qould facilitate the application of intrinsic motivational
p:incipies.

The potential gain in student achievement seems to outweigh’the’pride

"whiCh is attached to these policy recommendations. Stipek's view; however,

is that attracting talented individuals to the teaching profession will

ultiwately have the greatest effects on students' motivation and sxcellence

in odducatioa.

‘(n andther paper on motivation prepared’for the ‘Commission, Maehr con-
tenﬂ$ tha£ at present the public media ére repeately reminding Americans
that they are falling behind othér nations in industrial productivity)

sciscce, and technology. At the same time there exists a fear 'that low

achisemeat in the schools may be a cause of this,deciine.‘ Although the

S e s e
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- role/of tlie srchools in the currently perceived crisis is unclear, there is , i

/ e L : ' | 71

e

“skyri§,reasingievidénce that public schoéls are not all that we want them to be.

y ‘ .
/ Concerns about improving achievement naturally lead to questions about

[T

(motivation. Walberg and his coileagues have found that motivation (narrow-
\ - N P

-,

ly defined) accounts for between 11% and 20% of the variarnge of classroom

achievement. A meta—analYéié of 40 studies (Uguroglu & Walberg, 1979) indi-
cated th%t although the corrélatio; between motivation and achievement Wil
;OY in tha first grade, it rose to .24 by th; end of tﬁéntwelfth gfade. [
may seew that motivation is only a minor explanatory vaﬁiabie; theverJ .

most of the variance in achievement is attributable to factors over which

schools tave little control (e.g., social background). Although:seemingly

4

small, the variance due to motivation can bigacted upon, and it is a wribi-
cal variable.
In his paper Maehr summarizes the literaturs on motivation relating

to achievamant. He explains how values, ideology, and various cultural

¥

patterns may affect classroom performance, with an emphasis on what cultural

. B
patterns may enhance achievement motivation in classrooms. Here we can.

-
v

only sumnmacize some of the major definitions, conclusions, and recommenda-

- .
tions tHat: h% offers.

1

Motivation Défined__

Maéhr éuggeéts that motivatidn relates to five‘overlapping beha;iovaﬁ
patterns:

(1) virection. The apparent choicées:that individuals mage betwgen
behavioral alternativeéfsﬁggest motivation inferences.

(é) Persisténce. when a.person concentrates uninterrupted attention’
on the same task or event for vafying periods of time an observer is likely

to infer vacying degreeés of motivation.

73
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(3) Continuing motivation, The ”spontaneous”zreturn to a previously

3

N y
. . §

encounter*d task or task area on one's own without apparent external con-

&l

straintyto Uo SO suggests powerful motivational forces.

?, {4) ct1v1§z Some persons seem to be more active than others; they/
do moce things and seem to have more energy. Physiological. factors are;ﬂ

rélevant to activity in many instances, and it is a more complex and Lless ®
~ealiable indicator of motivation than the first three behavioral patterns.
k ; P .

Furthermuve, in most classroom situations assumed differences in—mofijAtioh-

are not due to activity, but to direction. ) S i /' . ;
(5) °erformamce.f if performance cannot be readily’ explaxned in tecrms

of vartdblon in competence, skills, or physiological factors, then a motiva-

K a’

» ‘ tional -nference is frequently made. For example; teachersfcan cite in- \
\ . ﬁ ‘
stances whare good students slump and slow students show marked 1mpvovment

Performaace level is not a pure measure of motivation;!rather, it is a pro~

patterns ceviewed above.

Motivation as Personal Investment . C ' o ‘ 3
When the behavioral patterns discussed above are obgerved, oue might
suggest that a person is investing hls/her personal resources in a certain

way. Thae rmage is- pr1mar11y one of dlstrlbutlng resources, and Lhe empnasxs

LS on fh— Jirection of behavior, on the ch01ces anu preferences exhlblted
Howaver, one cannot rule out the existence of dlfferentlal LﬂleLdual Nevals
of motivation. Personal investment thus refers to the possibilities that,
persons wely vary both qualltatlvely and quantitatively in mot1vatlon.

Machr suggests that teachers should not assume too qu1ck1y that a child,

Simply lacks motivation. Rather, they should consider that the classroom

sitnatioh is simply not eliciting his/her effort.

>
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The Motivational Cycie

sludent is motivated in a desirable way.

One'way of defining/%he role of motivation in relation to other pro-

cesses and .:vents is to describe. important aspects of a typical motivational.

cycle in a c¢lassroom’ setting. First, motivation is viewed as -a primary

. '/l N ’ B
antecedent nf, performance level. However, motivation is in twn affected .

#

oy perfovmaﬁce,/ﬁarti¢u1arfy by how that performance is appraised. Second,

motivatigﬁ doés not typically affect performance in a direct and simple

#
’

wannge,  Other factors such as skill, task orgarization, and interpersonal .

4varjablss (e.g., peer distraction) are aqually, if_not.more, important.

A third feature gf the cycle is that performanceAﬁsually results in out-

S Cconas It’is the outcome as perceived by the student which re-enters the

The core issue of motivation in relation to school

motivation cycle.
achievement is not whether or not a student is motivated, but whether the

i

What Determines Mofivafion and Personalthvestment?‘

Personality1
In reviewing the fesearch'on\personaiity and motivation, Maehr suggests
that -there.are several basic conclusions that can be reached.- First, thera

is a continuing effect of previous experiences on the way one approaches

%

achievement situations. In particular, beliefs about one's ability to per-

Foem certain tasks are critical. - So are various acquired obelicefis about

~hiat is valuable. These basic motivational orientations are often formead
outside schools and not always easily altered by teachers. Teachers can,

nowever, affect these orientations to some deyree.

The Classroom Situation

The expectancy dimension. Social organization (norms, roles, status)

1,

sectes in slassrooms. It is often peer initiated and controlled. The
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"social group usually involves a general norm for appropriate levels of

achievsment. The role that a student plays in a gﬁcup is accompanied bfﬁ

certain @xpectations for achievement, and these expectations in turn affect

achievemeat effort. Higher status students are encouraged tolgchieve, and
':( .t R .

lownrr gtatus pupils are discouraged. Another type of expectation is con-

veyed by teachers. Research suggests that the expectations teachers hold

- relate to the quality of inﬁeracfion'they have with students, and in some

‘v

casaes thay serve as self-fulfilling prophecies.

Task dimensions“ A task. may have structural features that affect woti-

vation. Interesting tasks which possess an optimum level of.uncertainty
tend Lo be attractive. Further, a task may have specific meaning ia a par-

ticulaw sociowcultufalkcontext. One's social or cultural group may define

it as desirable, undesirable, or irrelevant. Success. and ‘failure in the

perfovrmaace of a task are also-critical task dimensions. It is the child's

'subjective'definition of success that counts, and this‘defihition is a fune-

“tion of the goals that the child holds in the 51tuat10n.

}Related.to success and failure, it appears that the way per;ormance

is appra\sed may have important and unlntended consequences. Several stud-- SR
o

'1es (e.g., Fyans et al., 1981; Hill, 1980; Maehr, 1976) 1nd1cate that whlle

exteraal evaluation (grades, tests) may temporarily increase achievement,

it also has negative effects on.continuing motivation (Maehr, 1976) by

. . ; N ‘

impeding the student's development of more intrinsic, task-related goals.
Maehr‘suggesﬁs that to understand classroomeoiivation‘it 1s neces-

sary to study the sociocultural context of society. He cites the work ot

Fyans et al. (in press) who have conducted intensive studies of the meaning

v

of -success, failing, and achievement in over 30 cultural groups. Fyans

et al. found a wide and general recognition of a particulac forun of

13"
€

76




¥
H

motivation.

achievement which emphasizes work, knowledge, freedom, initiative, and:

effort. . broups whlch scored high on this cross- cultural factor (the U.S.
was one) seem»to view success in ‘terms of demonstrating 1ndependenL compe-
tence. Gﬁoups who scored low {e.g., Rumania, Poland, S”eden) held goals
associated with retaining social ties and‘enhancing interpersonal relation—
ships: ~iThus,'a loss in the "achievement ethic" or fwork ethic" does not
seem to be a cause of 1ower schcol‘achievement in the U.S.

“ \"‘z

Social organization and structure. Among these variables are the pro-

cedurns required to move up the soc10economic ladder. Tn the U.S. the slow-

.ing of geographical mobility leading to new opportunities and the aging

of our society may have negative effects upon educational achievement and

. %
On the other hand, research on family size and achievement.indicates

3

‘that the recent decrease in birth rate and family SlZe may result in nigh-

er achievement scores. However, there is no reason to assune that fewer

.children will automatically receive more attention in sschool. 1In factt

current evidence indicates.that Americans are less;concerned with schooling
than other highly developed societies (e. g., Japan) More specifically;

pupils in U S. schools spend less t1me in school and on school—related
tasks. . |

Suggested Changes ' ' : : "iﬁw

Maehr's suggestions include the follow1ng

(1) Society as a whole, and parentsfin particular, must communicate
to students that ach1evement is important.

(2). A "return to basics" is not an appropriate solution to the problem
of exce}lence, because it implies minimal standards and procedures that . =

reduce motivation, particularly of the -best students.

rart
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{(3) ‘nother easy solution which is likely to have negative effects

N

T ——— e

on motivaition stresées’greafer control of student behavior. Control which
remdves'respongibility from the 1ea£?er will definitely reduce motiyatiqn. S -
L4) Related to greater control is the posgibility of establishing
extensive examination proceduresi As with other factors which éﬁbhasize
e ;Xternai.control of learning, such procedures are problematic because they
work ayainst creativity and con£inuing interest in lsarning.

-(5} Pergépé edﬁéatoré‘should consider a mbfe po&itive‘appvbach Ed mqtf~
vation and simply make'schéol—reyated‘activities and achievement "lively »
behévioval options" for students. One possiﬁility‘tha£'merits mor'e intecvest
is that nf incréasing_the 1ength of the school year and school day. Curreat
U.S. pvacticesArgfléct the needsJof a rural society, and studeﬁts in Japan
u.s. pupils;j

H%?,Finally,.the parent(s) must be involved in a sigﬁificant_way witn
the :hild in<furthering-the schooling process.' Parents seem cﬁrrentiy
turned off to schools. Time will be neéessary,'bﬁt barents will ‘also need

to receive information about how to help children maintain attitudes and

. behav{ors which lead to achievement.

Igglications of‘§tudent Reseafgh
f‘The deseriptipns of student perceptions‘and motivation reviewed above .
are,infocmative and docuﬁenf thg need to study étudent'variabtes more axten-
sively.; Howéver{ the value of thigﬂiﬁformation‘for c1assro§m practice is
““'>"w‘aw;h not enci;ely clear. 1In pa}t, fhiS'is because student §ariables have been
studied sbmewhat independently‘of teacher and task factors.‘ Still, it
seems that two broad themes emerge from this review: (15 that students

lack nelf-monitoring skills and that (2)_schooling'practicé does not always

Q o ' ' | o ‘ ’723
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construct classroom experiences so that student motivation (effort) and
achievement are correlated.

Lack of Self-Monitoring Skiils

Students appear to be deficieht in certain skills that are related to
motivatioﬂ For example, Neumann argﬁes that too many college studepts «¢an-~
’not maﬁaqe.their time and evaluate their own work. Cusick informs us that
studénts acre not prepared to choose wisely from the variety of electives
avaikable iﬁtsecehdary schoels; Sterﬁberg‘and WAgner illustrate that mﬁny
stulents lack basic hetacognitiVe skills. Such uonsiderations prompt us to
ask if and when such skills are taugHt. It seems unlikaly that students,
could learn'time’hanagement, self—evaluétive, and personal goal setting

skills indlrectlx from school experiences. Neither are suchfskills taught’

on any systematic basis. Ward Mergendoller, and Mitman S work also pro--

vides avidzace that students lack independent learning skills and that

1

schools do not attempt to teach, these skills.
n an interview study by Ward et-al.,_many'junior high school students’
' Peported that getting work done and turning it in on time were the ‘two

t

essential reQuirements for sdcéessful performance. Only a few students
stated thalt accuracy or quality of the work mattered: Furthermore,iclassﬁ
vioom ovbservation indicated that teachers rarely stated explicitly the ori -
teria “hey used to judge quality of performance. As a result, only mocs
t‘ie ted students realized that guality of the work was important.

Lack‘of Relationship Between Student Motivation and Achievement

. A interesting and important proposition that cognitive motivational

theorists posit is that one's perception of progress on an importanL e

i

outcome measure is a critical determinant of performanve. Concerns fox

helping'students tu become more active, independent learners are implied in
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&achievement,

indic

. mors stronglyArelated to achie
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the expectation and active teaching sections of this paper. Systematic

teaching that focuses upon meaning and conceptualization can facilitaté
but care has to be taken that learners are asked to assaume

some initiative for learning and that teachers encourage (demand) more ini-

tiative from students as they mature. Students need to develop learning

skills as well as mastery of conceptual information as they progreass

throun school.

We {ind the results of Ugurogiu and Walberg's (1981) ceview of dotiva-

tivnal resgearch (cited by Maehr) interestiny yet disturbing. This reviaw

.atnd that student motivation and achievement were correlated only .07

in the first grade but .44 in secondary schools. There are obvious prob-

lems associated with measurlng student motlvation and achievement, particu-

‘larly ip the first grade; however, one wonders why student motivation is

vement 1n the twelfth than in the first grade.

from casual inspecfion, it would seem that rewarding student effort

{ws Waahr and Stipek suggest) should be an 1mportant ‘goal of schooling and

that there should actually be a higher correlation between ef fort and

achlevement in the early years. If, as Stipek contends, young children

come to school with intrinsic motivation to learn, why are their motlvaflon

and achievement not more highly correlated?

- Ne suspect that the low assoc1atlon between motlvatlon and achievement

-«

duri@g the first fe%‘YEars*of schoollng is due to the fact that many siat-

dents are a551gned prematurely to ability groups for readiny. As a result,

studbnfs a551gned to lower groups receive less Lnstxuction than they should.

Affecting Motivation through Structural Change

In a paper for the Commission, Goo

d argues that premature assignment

to nbility groups affects the educational lives of children from all
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socioeconomicAlevels as well as all racial and ethnic groups. It‘is impor—
tant to«noFe that the infiuénce is relative, not absolute. That is, in the
cichest school districts it is ngt uncommon that the children of bright,
talehtéd, and successful’professionals are placed in- the bottom reading

group, aven though they may be competent readers (in some schools virtually

all studgnts come to school reading but are still Qrcuped). Hence, stu-

dents placed into the 10W group are taught with a grdup of gtudents that

are vniétively less talentgd-(even'thOugh students in the low. group in one
schnol diétrict would be cgnsiderea model students in énother), suf fer
status (differences in the class, and pérhaps pick up sub:le cues from
peers, parents; and teachgrs that they have a problem ("Are you perhaps not
trying hara enough?"). I% seems that such children,are.prime candidates to

become ‘yinder achievers'" because it may be easier to be passive and ko

feign indifference rather than to try and to risk failure. One wonders how'

oo ootbntlal and creat1v1ty are wabted by the unnecessary and premaiure

assignment to ability groups in first-grade classes. .

Also, it should be noted that because of group placement these students

~ suffer trom the fact that they cannot work with students who have somewhat

bette; spcial and academic skilié (e.g., skills for obtaining information
from adults). If. allowed tg work with these students who are effective
rols: .wodels, i£ is likely that télented yorth who arebplaced into low
groupSkwouid acquire much more uéeful social information than théy do pra-
sentiy (2.g., learn how to ask a question in a Nay thé» the teacher answefs
and doeg not perceive the question‘as needless or aggressive; learn when
not‘%o ask quéstions;,learn how to.get ;nformation>fromVother sources, as
well as how to "self-motivate" and "seif—evaluated),

_Fob these reasons Gooa%has argued that seriou$ consideratiqn be giwven

to smaller first-grade classes and that high qualiﬁy readinyg instructioa ove

81
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given ito all students. Similarly,‘in her paper for the Commission, Stipek

advocates veductions in the size of\first~ an#d second-grade classes so that

® - S RN &

.

- Y. . \\\ ) »
teachars can design appropriate 1earning'enVironmentS\that are moreg JmMsis--

tent wilh the motivational and learning needs of young ChlldPPﬂ (1.2
classswons that de—emphaSize rewards .and’ needless competition) Even if

~ Lo
it.means larger class sizes in fifth- anﬁ sixth—grade classrooms, we sus-

e

pect “Hai smaller first-grade classes would offer more instructuonal oppor-
funit’ﬁs for helping students to develop both cognitive {reading) and Lnde

pandaak learning skills.

/” Conclusion
K S

ag particula; school a student attends and the teachers and groups
of students that, he or she encounters are importanL. Although some LFILICS

have aryued that most schools and teachers\age similar, we have demonstrated“”“”

.
\\
N,

RN
‘ N\
In tHis paper we have described some important aspects of schooling

that: what aéjtudent learns is substantially affected by the school, class-—

cocm, and téacher he or she is assigned to. ‘

and tneit relationship to achievement: (a) time utilizationi (b) manage-

ment, Ac) curriculum content and academic tasks, {d) how actively teachers

, and (e) the expectations and academic standards that teachers hold

fof their classes and for individual students. Not only do teachérs”vary
‘erossvthese interrelated dimensions, but these aspects of classroom life
have been celated to student achievement.

“fhere is also variation among students imqtraditional academic
skills, motivation; and in a variety of social (e.g., ability to obtain
ﬁneeded information from adults) and self—management abilities (e.g., task

l gselectioag,  time management, self-evaluation) needed to accomplish school

’ taslos,
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Instructional Demnands : ’ E : -
We know.from’nesearch on{teaching that most teachers need to spend
vmore time‘activel? instructing ail students. First, they need to expend
con81derable effort early in the year conveying to students both academic
,and behavioral classroom rules and procedures. After students have 1ntern—
alized these ru&es; teechers-should.subsequently menitor student behavior
Vconsistently. According to érophy (in press), a comprehensive approach
o classroom management must .include "attention fo relevant student charac-
teristius and individual differences; preparation of the classroom as an
effectivé;iearning environment, orgenication of instruction and suppdrt
activities to maximize student engagement in productive tasks; development
of a workabie set of housekeeping procedures and conduct rules; techniques
of group management during active 1nstructlon, technlq es of motivating
and shaping desiggd behavior; technigues of resolving conflict and deéling
~with students"“pérsonal adjustment problems{randrthe‘combination‘of these
elements into an internally consistent and effectivevsystem.d . |
Some teachers need to,concentrate a greater proportion of instruction
.to demornistrating to students the meaning of concepts and the relatlonshlps

; among concepts (i.e., less time 1n poorly deflned seatwork tasks) They

aeed to empha51ze meanlnoful practlcal appllcatlons and problem—~solving

e
T

abiliticsé This is a formidable task, considering the_d1vers1ty of stu-
dents in most classrooms,iand that many teachers rely neavily,dn texthooks
and accompanying teachers' guides, not only for planning, but also for de-
iiverinq instruction.k‘Many-texts’ane'inadeqeute in subject matter cover-
~age. In eadition, theyrempﬁesize.memory at the expense of undefstandicj
and inteénation of material. Improving the»quelity of textbocks is cri-

tical to improving the quality of schooling. [n taking a more active vole.




82 e

in instruction, tedchers (who are.adeauately trained) should participate in i
textbook walection and evaluation. Tﬁey willvneed to adapt text materiale S e
to their nique needs as well as their classes, but they should‘not rely on
texts to <onvey information. ‘Within:classes, ‘teachers must designAtasks
which are appropriate for individual pupils'ot groups of’studentS'and'com~
municate criteria for successful performance.

We should_point out here‘that grouping and”differential instruction
ara aot inherently good. or bad; But it is‘clear that too often siower stu-
dents or those from low SES baekgrounds are relegatedlto groups which cre--
ceive laryely repetitYVe;mmeaﬁipgless seatwork aetivities. “Teachers must
guard against such effects of negative expectations they may hold fer
these pupils. All students must succeed at meaningful tasks‘if‘they are
to perceive themselves as eombetent individuals.

éesides pasic skills instruction, all students must also learn more
general critiéal“tﬁihﬁiﬁé_aﬁd problem«solvingfekills which will be useful
to tham in a variety of subject ateas. Such skille may’be critical in help-
ing students to accommodate the diverse and fragmented curricula and ia—
structlon that ‘many of them,.partlcularly low achievers, now tecelve.

Another area in which students need to receive 1nstruct10n involves.
skills necessary for self-evaluation, self—manageﬁent, and goal setting.
Tﬁese independent }earningusttategies willlbenefitvyopnger studehts in ’ .
Stvucturad educatienal'settings, but are inta%uableitokoldenistudents WHOw.- .  141/[
mus & asswee more responsibility for their 1earning.' Surprisingly, theres, ««««« ’
is little ev1dence that teachers attempt to teach these *kills (which are
necessary for 1ntr1n51c motlvatlon; by, for example, allowing studentq scme
choice "in learning activities. Less dlrectly, teachers can de—emphablze

externnl eewa:ds for classroom achievement., 1In fact, it seems that many -

-
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teachers .o not "eaven convey their own criteria for successful ééppletion of
L _ ' |

¢ tasks to juudents.

The Cbmmissidn papers we reviewed, as well as other research, indicate

'ﬁ

that Ln all areas of schoollng teachers must constantly monitor students?
behavior,lperceptions, beliefs, a tt1tudes, etc. and adJust Lhelr own behav -
ior'té maet students' needs. For example, teachers need to be able to

assess, and if necessary, correct misunderstanding of directions, miscon-

cepti?ns about subject matter, self-perceptions of ability, etc. In Srdec

to do' tnis teachers will need, améng other things, extensive knowladge con-

. \
cernijy cognitive and social development.

i : " . .

| .

Pne funadmental issue related to improving the quality of schooling -

is thk ability of teachers to fulfill the diverse instructional demands

deser|o=d sbovz. In this regard, teacher education institutions could do
Y

“a much vetter job of preparing teachers than they currently do. For exam -

o ple, in order to possess a thorough knowledge of subject mafiter, maltiplo-”
- 1 : :
andi diverse curriculum materials, relevant instructional gechniqﬁbs, alenaon -
J

-

tary teaehers may need to be trained .as subJect matter~spee1alL ts in one

lr
- .

area. Schlechty and Vance (1n press) point out that these 1nsu1tutlon
must be more selective in determining who is allowed to entec teacher educa -
’ ' . e T
, tion programs. However, it may be that a restructuring and redefinidyg of

the btaacher's vole, particularly at thekelementary school level, will alsn
’ \ o . i )
be necessacy if schools are to attract and retain competent persons as

tearhe\s?“'currently the best students do not choose to be teachers, and

4
s

Many of the best teachers leave teach1ng for other careers. .

o

Schlechty and Vance argue that the. ‘tendency to separate admlnlstrators

]

(o tpa«hﬂrs and to view teachers as workers and adm1n1strators as managers

.

‘with saore status and rewards than teachers) undermines the pr ofess1onal1sm

[
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whigh should be associated with teaching; Furkher, they point out gnat
~ the creward éystem of public schools’is’aimgd more ét recruiting new tééshersA

cathec than cretaining or motivating éonnetent teachers énce they are hired.

In short, therg is no clearly defined careér ladder for teach;rs.

in order to méke teaching attractive to academicaliy abie persons,

Schlechty and Vance propose that all concerned with education should vieQ ' .

the school as a workplace, with students as the primary workeré, In‘this

view the claséroom Eeagher is seen as 5 firsf—line_supenvisor, and more

regoonsibility fnr training.teacners should rest with fne public qchoolﬁ.

Highly qualified teachers would be given high-status roieS‘in which they

would. assist uniyersity professors and public school adminiétrators»in the
lraining of.néw teachersland;cnndncfing research and development.‘ 3y in-
volvingjtea¢hers in the training of newtteachers, Séhlechty and Yance
belliave that universities conld then uée theirﬂresources ﬁo nrévide prasnec-

‘

tive teachers with instruction in theories from the social and bahavioval

s

3ciences and courses in research methods, statistics, and eyaluétionf chy
. ) 1
welieve that these changes are necessary to alleviate what they view.as arny
.iatellectual crisis, among teachers and to provide teachers -with both the
. . %

necessavy ~onceptual understarding and practical skills needed to .be a suc-
' B - . ! . \'\\

\

\b

\

R \

;o (n order to fulfill a multitude of instructional demands teachars st

!

cagsful teacher.

\
iy
\

, O
7 1liaf that all students can learn. 1In particular, teachers must kuow now to \y

.. { . . \ . . . N .
‘tave bptfer-tralnlng {(preservice and inservice) which is based .upo.t A-be-

coordinate curriculum and instruction so that there is more "continutity in A
o N . N

'sthOIing, boéh:within and between grade levels. We have focused this dis- T

cussion thus far on teachers; because we Sgiféﬁé*that they have perhaps !

w N

‘ .,athe greatest effect on student achlevement, gnd pecause most of the re-
- . “‘ 1} *

svnvrh and Lhe papers we have rev1ewed concern teacher pehavior. However,

&
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schooling outcomes are affected by many othef factors, some of which lie

3

outside the school:  student characteristics, parents, cvmmunity groups,

¢

e e

EANY R G ) . .
central ~chaol administrations, school boards, etc. For example, princi -

&

et R §
g

pals_nged?tJ tékg‘§§mﬁké’active'role in the academic -affairs of their

_schools,hpﬁrticularly in encouraging high academic standards. We now tuyh

to 4 discussion of societal and structural influences om curxiculum.

"

Sociatal and Structural Influences on Curriculum

i

In a Commission paper, Resnick and Resnick present a historical and’

A

comparative analysis of standards, curriculum, and performance in U.S. erul

cation..- They point out that in concern over achievement and whethet

other counteies may be requiring and obtaining better performance in their

schools, many persons advocate higher academic demands in U.5. schools.

4
o

A ralated gproblem is that employers and higher educatioral institutions

yoL

cancot utilize diplomas and degrees as reliable indicators of individuals'
competence. Various testing and assessment procedures have baen developed

in an attempt to ascertain the value and similarity of degrzes from diffler -

’

Resnick and Resnick rightly point out that‘curriculwn is a major deter-

minant of educational standards. ‘In theirudiscﬁésion they allude to the

i K
v -

_century--old conflict (particulafly at the high school level) bver*whether

7 M ®

thara should be a common curriculum for all pupils, or a differeutiated

one. - There is also the question of the relative'emphasis‘which should be

[y

v

placed on vbcationai or traditiopal academic‘subjécts. Thé‘spgcif;c argu-
ments concerniné these questions at any point in history are 1argeiy detév—
minéd’by.@xternal factors such as the growth in size and chérAEter of the ;o
vopulation and thé charaéteristics of fhe'job market. - . |

the Jdifferentiation ind current curriculun reflects the need to aceomn -

nodate a variety of studerits. There is clear avidence, however, that a
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largar propaction of pupils now come from families whose backérounds are -

r

.not tulturally compatlble with Amerlcan schooling. Only a minority of stu-

dents eleclt to take vocational tralnlnga The schools effort”to'offer“a““”

: i _ _ ;
1argeanmbec of curriculum options different from college preparatory ones
has resulted in a multltude of diverse courses in the general hlqh school
- i ("

curciculum c~ather than a’ carefully planned \alternatlve program As ‘more

- o , \

"pr actical? courses have been added to- accommodate students of lower apili-
. ties. or ithose who might not be interested tn attending college, ;nstruc-.
tion ‘n aote traditional academic;material hasibeen,necessarily reduced.
- . It seems that traditional courseWork is stiii required, but only minimally
in most cases, and that these requirements can be met with a variety of
elective uourses. There are actually several differentfhigh school pro-
grams_thah'stndents may take w;thin most schools, and these programs vary
L 5 :
Ux’their eequ;rementsd
n ~ celated paper for the CommiSsion,‘Cusick argues that the diverse
objectives of‘oublic hlgh schools in the Unlted States have cesulted in A
focus on a common goal: to keep as many students as possLole in school
whether or not they want to acquire useful knowledge. A  fundamental pre;
mtse of thS goal is that ba51c knowledge can be made. lnteresting and ¢on -
veyed to everyone. However, Cusick suggests that the needs of all students
'?enuit ia emphasis on‘attendance, and that discipline Lakes away time whxuh
could be'spent on‘coordination and supertision of learning, After init{al
scheduliay, there is very 1itt1e coordlnatlor of currlculum oy 1ndlv1dua1
Leachar:s, who usually face a heterogeneous.gcoup of chlidren The resulL

w2 . . .
i an incredibly diverse currlculum in which many courses are constructed

with vetantion of low-a b111ty students prlmarlly in mlnd The result is )/K%/////ff//
M / - N

o

N . / . o
‘that uurrLculum.coordlnaflon i v1rtua11y lgnored and lltth/dISCU sion of




87
the relatimnship of individual courses to the whole curriculum occurs. He
'furtoev suggests that reform of high school»educatioo must center on the
sﬁbotance, oot'ther“%ofm' of learning.

Such differentiaﬁion‘has led Adler (1982), who believes thatvthe
schools'havo not proQideq equal educational opportunities for ‘everyone,
ioopropose a twelve-year core.curriculom. One_typo of learning invﬁhis
curriculum consists of basic inteiiectual skills of reéding, writing, mothou
matiudl coniputation, and scientific investigaticn.t These are taught lacge-
7'1y.by practice and coachingt A second fype of iéarningkinvolvesvthe acqul--

siﬁiOn of fundamental’knowledge: hisﬁory,vliterature, iénguages, mathema-
tics, science, and thé-fine’arts;’and should be taugﬁt p;imarily by lectur-
ing; A third area refers to understandiogr the appreciation of worké of

art and the abiiity to think critically about ideas and values. Adler alsco

proposes eighﬁ‘feérs of manual arts. There afe no;electiveéAin this curri-
culwe . l
| while there are obvious problems with the implementation of such a

basic'curricglum for all.sfudenfsA(students vary in abiiiﬁy and;bockground,

mah? téacoersvdo not possess skills necessary to convey sUch‘instructioo),
’ug . ) it‘does provide a useful ffamework.for coosidering ﬁhe goals of'schoolinqu
Xt_seehs;obvious; for example, that there is cﬁrrenﬁly too much émphasis oa
minimum competency in‘basio skill areas, and koo few seconoafy étudents
elect to‘take yﬁot chéllenging*courses are.available. Howevef, deoeqding
3 0N societii and structural factors, it is 1ike1y.that‘in é'particular
////////""Bcnev)l___onk or another of these areas would be empha51zed S ;1

-

‘“‘--~_~\ .
) ParL of the problem that confronts‘ﬁmevican educatLon is the fact that

—

citizens hold diverse expeétations and conflicting opinions about tﬁé”goals

of schooling. .Lacking structural mechanisms for obtaining consensus and .
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directionn, decisions are made in Qays that do not explore the implications

of decisinng Yor the system as a whole. As a result, many anomalies existh

in the 0.5, a2ducational system. - For example, earlier in the paper we re-

ported that Ward et al. found that the seventh -grade curriculum was not

more demanding than that found in the sixth grade.

Trounically, it appears that more sorting of students (application of

standards) takes place in first-grade classes than in high school or college
classconns  (3ee -Newman for a discussion of low standards £

formaec.: in higher education). However, we think it would be more sensible

or student per-

for schools to emphasize queiity‘instfuctibn in 'the early;grades, and to

. demand wore student initiative and higher performance in high school and

colleye. Uﬁfortdmately, it appears that expectations for American youth
X Ed

for students in interpreting their roles as student as they move from class

to class and level to level.

Wethodg of Improv1ng Curricula

Although the current currlculum in most American schools 1s not demand—

- aras unevenly communicated by school structures, and this poses problems

1ng, Rﬂsnlck and Resnlck dlscuss several waye in whlch it may be merovc<

In addltlon to the positive 1nf1uences of study Commission recommendatlona

e

and curciculum development projects these authors,p01nt out that. the indt-

. ) . e .0 e S
vidual states need to take more -initiative in setting. coursé requiremenlts,

i

i particularlf in the absence of a nationally prescribed

curriculwn.

> B ’ v N
ing state cequirements for coursework: are quite limited.

3

a4 we stated earlief,‘textbooks are one of the most'influential deter -

minants of -curricilum and educational Standards. While there are divergent

views CGﬂCEFﬂlzg the variation that éxists among texts

or Iix 1ar§e textbook series dominate about BO%‘of'the-
. . R .

"~ Tand th, Althoggh there is much room for improvement

in content,

Exisis-

five

. \
market in reading

in texts, _there is

{ ]
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evidence that demands of educators and the public can positively influence

[

the content, of the textbooks.

Resnivk and Resnick also discuss the structure of examinations in Amer-

ican schooling, which consist almost entirely of advanced placement and
and minimdm_competenc? testing. They point out tnat few U.S. students‘ever
take cOmp(ehensive examinations (oflhow well they have masteredradparticuﬂ
lar curriculum) they can study directly for, as opposed to students in

vvanvc vr Great’ Britain‘ Furthermore, by fOcUSlng on minimal standards,

the compe tancy test1ng movement in this country has limited its po»entw

to upgrade academic standards. Although there are difflculties associated

with competency testing (only concepts,tested may oe taught), limited use

of suchlexaminations is one means of upgrading curriculum standards.
anacking is another alternative for attempting to upgrade schooL suand~

ards.' Resnick and Resnick argue that there,is‘COnsiderable tracking'in

Amevican chools, even though many persons'are opposed ‘to the concept,

They point out that American schools have’ falled to make a clear choice

concerning tracking, and have not adequately tested its effects These

authors argue that one alternative,vincreased overt trarking, is liAely to

result in higher standards of performance, primarily for the most able stu-

dents. Another quite dissimilar alternative is a core,'demanding curricu-
Lud fht Al pupils, as advocated by Adler (1982) In between these are
several foems of tracking systems. However, any program which involvcs

trackiny wust contain. high—-quality programs.for sbtudents who are aot in Chﬂ

“most selective programs.

~.fa this section ofuthe paper We have discussed some broad changes in
SLhOOLLng which may be “ecess_ry to improve the academic performance ot

Americﬂn.;tudents. However, there are many less extens1ve alterations vhich

‘teacherﬁ, parents, and others can make which will have a pOSlthP efftcc
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. on achievemant (e.g., active teaching, more effédtive,management syst&ms).t
Any chaige, however, must be implemented only with thoughtful.consideratién

of what the edducational priorities of American.public schools should be, - 5

as well as’'a careful.exahination of'the'characteristics of those persons

who will be directly affected or involved.
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